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the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code, § 21000, et seq.) and the State 
CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, § 15000, et seq.). It is available for a 20-day public 
review period as shown above.  

Comments regarding this MND/IS must be made in writing and addressed to Mr. John Hamilton,  
Environmental Planner, City of Vista Planning Division, 200 Civic Center Drive, Vista, California 92084-6275, 
or sent by e-mail to jhamilton@cityofvista.com. Comments should focus on the sufficiency of the document 
in identifying and analyzing the potential impacts on the environment that may result from the proposed 
project, and the ways in which any significant effects are avoided or mitigated. All comments must be 
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NOTICE OF INTENT 
TO ADOPT A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION  

FOR A DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 
 
 
 

In accordance with Section 15072 of the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines, 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the City of Vista (City) has prepared a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration for the following project: 
 
P16-0310, Pheasant Hill Project 
The applicant (Pheasant Hills, LLC) seeks approval of a Specific Plan Amendment, Tentative 
Subdivision Map, and Site Development Plan for the development and construction of 24 
detached single-family residences on a vacant 3.35-acre site. The proposed project would also 
include a private road, utilities, landscaping, and related improvements. The subject property is 
comprised of five contiguous parcels (APN: 179-093-18, 23, 30, 32 & 34), on the eastern side of 
Lado de Loma Drive.  The project site is not listed on any lists enumerated under Section 
65962.5 of the California Government Code.  
 
COPIES of the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND), accompanying Initial Study (IS) and all 
noted supporting documents are on file and may be reviewed at the City’s Planning Division 
counter, 200 Civic Center Drive, in Vista. The MND/IS (only) may be viewed on the City’s web 
site at the following link: http://www.cityofvista.com/services/city-departments/community-
development/building-planning-permits-applications/vista-general-plan-2030/environmental-
resources.  The public review period is from March 30 to April 18, 2018. 
 
"MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION" means that the City has tentatively concluded 
that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will 
not be a significant effect in this case because mitigation measures have been identified and 
incorporated into this project and agreed to by the project proponent. Therefore, the project 
would not have a significant effect on the environment. 
 
NOTE: This project has not been approved or denied. It is being reviewed for environmental 
impacts only 
 
COMMENTS regarding the MND/IS must be made in writing to John Hamilton, Environmental 
Planner, by 5:00 p.m. on April 18, 2018. Please reference P16-0310 in any correspondence. All 
comments should be addressed to Mr. John Hamilton, Environmental Planner, City of Vista 
Planning Division, 200 Civic Center Drive, Vista, CA 92084-6275. Comments may also be sent 
by e-mail to: jhamilton@cityofvista.com. 
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Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION 

CEQA Overview 
As part of the permitting process under the City of Vista’s (City) Planning Division, the Pheasant Hill project 
(or “proposed project”), which consists of a Specific Plan Amendment, Tentative Subdivision Map, and Site 
Development Plan, is required to undergo an environmental review pursuant to the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA). One of the main objectives of CEQA is to disclose to the public and decision makers the 
potential environmental effects of proposed activities. CEQA requires that the lead agency prepare an Initial 
Study to determine whether an Environmental Impact Report (EIR), Negative Declaration (ND), or a Mitigated 
Negative Declaration (MND) is needed. The City’s Planning Division is the lead agency for the proposed 
project under CEQA, and it has prepared this MND/ISC to evaluate the potential environmental 
consequences associated with the development of the Pheasant Hill project.  

Authority 
The preparation of this MND/ISC is governed by two principal sets of documents: the CEQA Statute (Public 
Resources Code (PRC), Section 21000, et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of 
Regulations (CCR), Title 14, Section 15000, et seq.). Specifically, the preparation of an MND/ISC is guided 
by the State CEQA Guidelines; Section 15063 describes the requirements for initial studies, and Sections 
15070–15075 describes the process for the preparation of an MND. Where appropriate and supportive to 
an understanding of the issues, reference will be made to either the CEQA Statute or State CEQA Guidelines. 
This MND/ISC contains all of the contents required by CEQA, which includes a project description, a 
description of the environmental setting, potential environmental impacts, mitigation measures for any 
significant effects, consistency with plans and policies, and names of preparers. 

Scope 
This MND/IS evaluates the proposed project’s effects on the following resource topics: 

 aesthetics  land use planning 
 agricultural resources  mineral resources 
 air quality  noise 
 biological resources  population and housing 
 cultural resources (incl. tribal cultural resources)  public services 
 geology and soils  recreation 
 greenhouse gas emissions  transportation/traffic 
 hazards and hazardous materials  utilities and service systems 
 hydrology and water quality  mandatory findings of significance 
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Chapter 2 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING  
AND PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Project Overview 
The proposed project involves approval of a Specific Plan Amendment (SPA), Tentative Subdivision Map 
(TSM), and Site Development Plan (SDP) for the development and construction of 24 detached single-family 
residences on property located in the central portion of the city (see Figure 1, Location Map in Attachment 
A).  Specifically, the 3.35-acre site of the proposed project is located on Lado De Loma Drive, on the eastern 
side of the street. Guajome Street is located to the north, and the North County Transit District’s (NCTD) 
SPRINTER railroad tracks are immediately adjacent to and east of the site (see Figure 2, Aerial Photo of 
Existing Property in Attachment A).  The subject property is vacant and is comprised of five contiguous vacant 
parcels (APN: 179-093-18, 23, 30, 32 & 34).  It is designated as MD (Medium Density Residential) (maximum 
ten dwelling units per acre [du/ac]) in the Vista General Plan 2030 Update (GP 2030 Update) (2011) and 
SPI (Specific Plan Implementation) under the Zoning Code.  

Historic Uses of the Project Site 
According to research undertaken for the Cultural Resources Survey (Cultural Report) prepared for the 
proposed project (Helix Environmental Planning (Helix), 2/6/2017 (2017)), the project area (or site) has 
been subjected to long-standing agricultural use; groves are shown throughout the northern portion of the 
project area on the 1948 USGS 7.5-minute San Marcos quadrangle, and are present on aerial imagery of 
the area from 1938 (NETR Online, 2017). The groves appear to have been somewhat newly established in 
the 1938 imagery and are more established in the 1946, 1953, and 1964 aerial photographs. The central 
section of the groves appears somewhat thinned-out in imagery from 1967, and the groves appear to have 
been abandoned by 1980 (NETR Online, 2017).  Rhoda Lane, an unimproved dirt roadway that is adjacent 
to and travels through the project area, is first visible on aerial imagery from 1980 (NETR Online, 2017).   
However, no structures are shown within the project area on any of the USGS maps or historic aerial imagery 
used in the research for the Cultural Report (Helix, 2017).  See the “results” section of the Helix report for 
additional information on the development of the immediately surrounding area.   

Previously Proposed Project 

THE PHEASANT HILLS SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT - 2007 
An application by TSHG Vista 1, LLC for a General Plan Amendment, Zone Change, new Specific Plan, 
Tentative Subdivision Map and Site Development Plan for a similar project as the proposed project (City of 
Vista PC2-082) on the same site was approved on September 11, 2007 by the Vista City Council under 
Ordinance No. 2007-16.  An MND prepared for the project was also adopted by council on August 28, 2007 
under CC Resolution 2007-152. This previously approved project proposed to construct 15 detached single-
family residences and a private street.  Other elements included public and private street improvements, 
landscaped open spaces and slopes, drainage, and associated utility improvements.  One primary vehicular 
access way at Lado De Loma Drive was also included.  However, the project was never constructed.   

Existing Environmental Setting  
CITY OF VISTA 
Vista is a largely built-out, predominantly low-density residential community located seven miles inland from 
the Pacific Ocean in northern San Diego County. Clusters of urbanizing higher density developments are 
scattered throughout its central portion. The city is located in rolling topography of the western foothills of 
the San Marcos Mountains, with elevations ranging from approximately 200 feet to about 750 feet above 
mean sea level (AMSL). Pleasant views are found from various points throughout the city, with some higher 
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elevations offering captivating vistas of the Pacific Ocean to the west. In addition to the pleasing topography 
of the mountains and hills, Vista is lushly vegetated from the low level creek beds to the steep slopes of the 
foothills, which also contributes to the overall beauty of the community. The city also has two major creeks 
that flow through its boundaries, Buena Vista Creek and Agua Hedionda Creek.  

PROJECT SITE 
The 3.35-acre site is currently vacant and devoid of development. It is designated as MD (Medium Density 
Residential) (maximum ten dwelling units per acre [du/ac]) in the GP 2030 Update (2011) and SPI under 
the Zoning Code.  It is located in the central portion of Vista, in an urbanized area of the city that includes a 
mixture of commercial and residential land uses. The subject property can generally be characterized as an 
east-facing hillside with a slope of 10-15 percent that descends from Lado De Loma Drive to the NCTD right-
of-way. The high point of the site, 428 feet above mean sea level (AMSL), is found near the southwesterly 
corner of the site along Lado De Loma Drive, and the low point is 348 AMSL, near the northeasterly corner 
of the property; resulting in an 80-foot elevation differential.   

Hydrologically, the site is situated in the Vista Hydrologic Subarea (904.22) within the Buena Vista Creek 
Hydrologic Area (904.20) of the Carlsbad Hydrologic Unit (904.0). As stated in the Storm Water Quality 
Management Plan (SWQMP) prepared for the project (Landmark Consulting, 8/14/2017 (Landmark, 2017)), 
runoff is conveyed through the site via sheet flow over the natural terrain. Run‐off from developments west 
of the site is conveyed onto the project site via a storm drain and an outlet pipe under Lado De Loma Drive. 
Runoff continues to sheet flow northeasterly and then enters an existing open concrete ditch that runs along 
the western side of the existing NCTD railroad tracks.  The ditch conveys runoff northerly into an existing 
drainage pipe that traverses beneath Guajome Street. Runoff continues northerly in the pipe for 
approximately 73 feet, where it enters into another open concrete ditch adjacent to the western side of the 
railroad tracks.  The ditch conveys runoff northerly for about 218 feet where it then enters into another pipe 
that conveys runoff northeast under the railroad tracks and then enters into an existing open channel on the 
Geib True Value Lumber property.  Runoff proceeds northerly again in an open channel1 for roughly 560 feet 
where it enters another pipe that continues northerly for approximately 173 feet where it turns westerly 
under the railroad tracks again, and connects with Buena Vista Creek within Vista Village Park, and into a 
manufactured water feature with two rock‐lined ponds. The water feature connects to a concrete channel 
that conveys water southwesterly and discharges into a natural drainage channel. The natural drainage 
channel conveys runoff westerly until it discharges into Buena Vista Lagoon.  The project site is, for all intents, 
100 percent pervious. Additional information and analysis regarding drainage and water quality can be found 
in Chapter 3, Section IX – Hydrology and Water Quality in this document.  

According to the Geotechnical Evaluation (Geotech Report) prepared for the proposed project (GeoSoils, Inc., 
(GSI) July 28, 2016 (2016)), the site may be characterized as being mantled by relatively thin, surficial layer 
of colluvium, with local accumulations of undocumented fill. These earth materials are in turn underlain by 
Cetaceous-age granitic bedrock belonging to the Southern California Batholith.  In addition, groundwater was 
not found in any of the on-site test borings for the geotechnical study of the site. Additional geotechnical 
information and analysis can be found in Chapter 3, Section VI –Geology and Soils of this document.  

There are two existing roads directly adjacent to the site of the proposed project: Guajome Street to the north 
and Lado De Loma Drive to the west. According to the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) report (LOS Engineering, 
Inc. (LOS) November 7, 2016, revised February 23, 2017 (2017)), Guajome Street from Lado De Loma Drive 
to S. Santa Fe Avenue is classified as a 2-lane Light Collector in the GP 2030 Update (2011). This portion of 
Guajome Street is generally constructed as a two-lane undivided roadway. A posted speed limit was not 
observed on this segment of the street. On-street parking is prohibited except for a few spaces on the north 
side of Guajome between the SPRINTER railroad tracks and S. Santa Fe Ave.  Sidewalks are limited to a 443-
foot section on the north side of the street from S. Santa Fe Avenue to the west, and a similar but shorter 
112-foot section on the south side of the street.  Lado De Loma Drive from Guajome Street to Bandini Place 
is not classified in the GP 2030 Update (2011). This portion of Lado De Loma Drive is generally constructed 
                                                 
1 Approximately 330 feet of the channel is now covered by a concrete lid. 
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as a narrow two-lane undivided roadway. There is a 25 MPH posted speed limit on this segment. No on-street 
parking is provided along the street.  In addition, there are only two segments of the street that have 
sidewalks, one approximately 300 feet the other roughly 73 feet; none of which is near the project site.  
There are no bicycle facilities on either street; however, a section of SANDAG’s Inland Rail Trail would be built 
along the eastern side of NCTD Right-of-Way of the Sprinter tracks.  Further information and analysis 
regarding traffic and transportation issues can be found in Chapter 3, Section XVI - Transportation/Traffic of 
this document.  
  
All required public utilities are available at or within the existing adjacent streets of Guajome Street and Lado 
De Loma Drive, including sewer, potable water, storm water, etc. The only on-site utility is an overhead 
SDG&E electrical line, which runs across the site from a pole along Lado De Loma Drive to two poles on the 
site to the east, then above and across the SPRINTER tracks to a pole located at an auto repair shop on 
Mercantile Street.   

The site of the proposed project is comprised of four vegetation communities as noted below in Table 2-1. 

TABLE 2-1 
SUMMARY OF EXISTING ON-SITE VEGETATION COMMUNITIES 

Vegetation Community Acreage 

Non-native Vegetation 0.30 

Disturbed Habitat 0.10 

Non-native Grassland 2.86 

Coast Live Oak Woodland 0.09 

TOTAL SITE 3.35 

                 Source: Merkel, 2004 

As stated in the Update Letter for the 2004 Biological Resources Report (Updated Bio Report) (Merkel & 
Associates, Inc., (Merkel) 2016), non-native vegetation is comprised of species such as silk oak (Grevillea 
sp.), avocado (Persea americana), ngaio (Myoporum laetum) and ash (Fraxinus sp.).  All of the disturbed 
habitat mapped within the project boundary consists of dirt roads, and is currently either devoid of vegetation 
or includes mostly non-native, disturbance-associated plants.  Species within this habitat type include 
doveweed (Eremocarpus setigerus), horseweed (Conyza canadensis), and wild lettuce (Lactuca serriola).  
The non-native grassland vegetation community is a mixture of annual grasses and broad-leaved forbs and 
is dominated by non-native grassland species. Species detected on-site include, red brome (Bromus 
madritensis ssp. rubens), ripgut grass (Bromus diandrus), slender wild oat (Avena barbata), doveweed, 
horseweed, and wild lettuce, short-pod mustard (Herschfeldia incana), and curly dock (Rumex crispus). 
Sparsely distributed native species included deerweed (Lotus scoparius ssp. brevialatus) and flat-top 
buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum var. polifolium).  This vegetation community was the dominant type on 
this site. Coast live oak woodland exists on-site mostly in the form of individual coast live oak (Quercus 
agrifolia) trees with a few small groupings of coast live oak woodland up the hillside closest to Lado De Loma 
Drive. 

As stated in the Updated Bio Report (Merkel, 2016), there were no jurisdictional waters present on the 
property.  Although a shallow eroded gully was found within the non-native grassland vegetation community, 
it appears to be the result of erosion from surface runoff from Lado De Loma Drive and the surrounding 
urban area (see Figure 2, Aerial Photo of Existing Property). The gully does not qualify as a wetland, and is 
not indicated as a “blue line” stream on the USGS 7.5' San Marcos, California Quadrangle (1983).  Also, 
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there were no sensitive plants detected on-site during the field survey, and due to the location and general 
disturbed nature of the site, none are expected.  The California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) was 
queried, and no sensitive flora species were identified on-site or in the immediate area.   In addition, no 
sensitive wildlife species were detected on-site during the field survey. The CNDDB does not list any sensitive 
fauna species on-site or in the immediate vicinity.  Further details regarding existing vegetation and wildlife 
and potentially significant impacts to them can be found in Chapter 3, Section IV – Biological Resources in 
this document.  

Surrounding Land Uses 
Immediately surrounding land uses to the project site consist of single-family residential to the north (with 
commercial development (i.e., mini-storage) across Guajome Street); single-family residential to the south 
and west (and across Lado De Loma Drive); and vacant parcels and commercial development (auto repair 
shops) to the east across the SPRINTER tracks. Buena Vista Creek is located less than 0.25 mile to the north 
of the site. The closest Vista fire station is Fire Station No. 6 located at 651 East Vista Way, about one mile 
to the northeast. The closest city park, Wildwood Park, is located approximately 0.80 mile to the northeast 
adjacent to, and south of Fire Station No. 6.  The closest school to the project site is the Vista Magnet Middle 
School of Technology, which is located about 0.5 mile to the northeast at 151 Civic Center Drive.  The San 
Diego County Sheriff’s Department office in Vista Village is located approximately 0.5 mile to the north at 30 
Main Street. The closest airport to the project site is the McClellan-Palomar Airport, which is located 4.93 
miles to the southwest in Carlsbad.  

Proposed Project Description 
The applicant seeks approval of applications for a Specific Plan Amendment, Tentative Subdivision Map, and 
Site Development Plan for the development and construction of 24 single-family homes on the 3.35-acre 
project site. The various approvals are briefly summarized below.  

 Specific Plan Amendment:  Per Chapter 18.20, Specific Plan Implementation (SPI) Zone, of the Vista 
Development Code, this application is required in order to change the approved Pheasant Hills 
Specific Plan (Ordinance # 2007-16), which allowed 15 single-family homes and associated 
improvements to be developed on the site, to the proposed Pheasant Hill Specific Plan (2017) that 
would allow the development of 24 single-family homes and associated improvements on the site. 
The density of the proposed Specific Plan Amendment (7.16 dwelling units per acre) would be in 
compliance with the site’s land use designation of MD (Medium Density Residential) in the GP 2030 
Update (2011), which allows densities of up to 10.0 dwelling units per gross acre.  

 Tentative Subdivision Map: Per Chapter 17.12 in the Vista Development Code, this map is required 
for the division and development of the proposed 24 single-family lots, slopes, private road, and 
public sewer and private access road on the subject property. 

 Site Development Plan: Per Chapter 18.64 of the Vista Development Code, this plan is required for 
determining project consistency with the City’s General Plan, Zoning Code, development standards, 
design guidelines, etc.    

AMENDED SPECIFIC PLAN 
Upon approval, the Pheasant Hill Specific Plan (Development Design Services & Graphic Access, (DDSGA) et 
al., 2017) (“PHSP” or the “Specific Plan”) would guide the development of a master-planned residential 
community, characterized by traditional architectural styles, located on property overlooking a portion of the 
Paseo Santa Fe area. The PHSP establishes land uses, residential density, development and design 
standards, and essential infrastructure components.  

OVERALL SITE PLAN 
As discussed in the Specific Plan (DDSGA, 2017), in general the overall design of the proposed project would 
consist of terraced (or stepped down) graded lots (buttressed primarily by retaining walls), which descend 
down a slope from Lado De Loma Drive towards the north-northeast (see Figure 3, Proposed Site Plan and 



City of Vista Chapter 2 - Environmental Setting and Project Description 

Pheasant Hill - P16-0310 2-5   March 2018 
Mitigated Negative Declaration/Initial Study Checklist 

Figure 4, Preliminary Grading Plan, in Attachment A).  A total of 24 two-story single-family homes are planned 
for development on the lots, which would range in size from a minimum 3,043 square feet (sq. ft.) (0.07 
acre) to a maximum of 7,297 sq. ft. (0.17 acre), and would have a maximum height of approximately 26 feet 
(see Figure 7, Proposed Architectural Site Plan and Figures 8-10, Proposed Architecture - Elevations).2 The 
residential lots would total 2.41 net acres, and the overall gross density for the project would be 7.16 du/ac.   

Vehicular access to the development would be provided by a two-lane private road with a main entrance off 
of Lado De Loma Drive; secondary access would be provided off of Guajome Street, which would provide a 
right-turn-in/right-turn-out only.  The 32-foot wide curb-to-curb two-lane private road - Street A (Lot B) - would 
total 36,911 square feet (0.85 acre) in size, and would generally run through the center of the site (see 
Figure 3 - Tentative Subdivision Map in Attachment A).     

Other design elements of the project include Lot A, consisting of 4,120 square feet (0.09 acre) of HOA-
maintained (Homeowners Association) open space (consisting of a seating area (948 square feet), and 
3,172 square feet of landscaping); 12 on-street parking spaces; and sidewalks fronting all of the homes.  In 
addition, there would be a variety of fences and retaining walls constructed on the site.  In general, they would 
consist of wood privacy fences installed between the lots; wrought iron “view” fences around the rear and side 
yards of some of the homes situated on the downslope along Street A; retaining walls built between 16 of the 
24 lots; and larger plantable crib walls (up to nine feet) built mainly behind the homes on Lots 1 to 9.  Also, a 
combined 20-foot wide sewer easement and private access easement would be established in the 
southeastern corner of the site. Within this easement would be a 12-foot wide sewer and private access road 
paved with decomposed granite (d.g.), and a locked gate at the property boundary (see Figure 4, Preliminary 
Grading Plan and Figure 5, Landscape Concept Plan, in Attachment A).     

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION PHASES 
The project would be constructed over an 18-month period. Grading operations (rough and precise), 
construction of retaining walls, utility connections, drainage improvements, and construction of the private 
street and sidewalks is anticipated to take about five months to complete. The 24 homes are estimated to 
be constructed in three phases over a 13-month period.  Although actual construction activities typically 
overlap (e.g., precise grading and landscaping, etc.), the general phases of expected site and building 
development are identified and discussed below.  In addition, as part of the Conditions of Project Approval, 
the Applicant/Owner and/or Contractor would be required to prepare and implement a Construction Traffic 
Management Plan to the satisfaction of the City Traffic Engineer to avoid significant construction-related 
impacts to nearby streets and intersections, especially during peak hour times.   

Site Development 
Removals - The initial stage of site development would include the removal of the existing vegetation, 
extraneous materials (previously dumped material), and the areas slated for construction would be grubbed.3  
Removals would also involve the cutting, capping, and removing of certain sections of existing utility lines 
such as sewer, electrical, water, etc. that would be in the way of building construction.  Extraneous materials 
are anticipated to be transported to the Sycamore Landfill in Santee, to be recycled or disposed of in the 
landfill. 

Grading - The next stage of site development would include mass or rough grading the site. According to 
information provided in the Preliminary Grading Plan (Landmark, 2017) submitted for the discretionary 
application, a total of 9,000 CY of cut and 37,000 CY of fill are proposed; requiring the import of 28,000 CY 
of material.  The grading would create terraced (or stepped down) graded lots (buttressed primarily by 
retaining walls), which descend down a slope from Lado De Loma Drive towards the north-northeast. The 
maximum cut slope and fill slope heights would both be about 22 feet.  All of the slopes would be graded at 
a 2:1 (two horizontal feet to one vertical foot) gradient.   

                                                 
2 The Specific Plan allows two stories with a maximum height of 30 feet for all homes.   
3 Grubbed or grubbing is generally the removal of tree roots and stumps and other near-surface material that remain in the soil. 
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According to the Geotech Report (GSI, 2016), the entire site is underlain by Cetaceous-age granitic bedrock. 
The report notes that due to variations in bedrock hardness, excavations from the surface downward may 
generate oversize rock from ripping operations.  In addition, due to variations in bedrock rippability, “the 
potential for rock crushing or breaking and blasting cannot be precluded” (Page 2, GSI, 2016).  As noted in 
the Noise Assessment Study prepared for this project (Helix, 2017), grading and hard rock handling involves 
the ripping of materials, the drilling of non-rippable materials, and the breaking of oversize materials typically 
using a dozer, excavator, and breaker, with an off-highway truck to haul the materials.  If blasting is required, 
operations would generally be conducted through the use of drilling and blasting to fracture the bedrock. 
These operations would be conducted by a licensed blasting contractor, in strict compliance with pertinent 
federal, state, county, and City requirements. All blasting materials would be transported to the site for each 
blasting sequence, and no explosives would be stored at the site. Following blasting, the rock resource would 
typically be fractured into smaller sizes (e.g., 18 inches or less) using a rock crusher.  It is then typically 
moved with conventional earthmoving equipment (e.g., front-end loader) to spread the fractured rock around 
the site for use as fill material.4  Mass grading (including blasting and rock crushing) is expected to be 
completed in about six months.  See Figure 4, Preliminary Grading Plan in Attachment A for additional 
information on the overall grading plan, and Section III - Air Quality and Section XII - Noise in this document 
for additional information on potential blasting impacts. 

The anticipated site development sequence after mass grading would include construction of retaining walls, 
which is typically part of the precise grading phase.5 As shown in Figure 4, Preliminary Grading Plan in 
Attachment A, retaining walls would be built throughout the development.  All retaining walls above five feet 
in height are required to be plantable type walls (e.g., keystone) in compliance with the City’s Design 
Guidelines (revised January 12, 2016).  Masonry retaining walls, with a maximum height of five feet, would 
be constructed between 16 of the 24 lots (see detail of Typical Section Masonry Retaining Wall on Figure 4 
in Attachment A).   Plantable segmented or keystone retaining walls (maximum height of ten feet) are 
proposed along a portion of the western property line, behind the homes on Lots 1-9 and the side of the 
home on Lot 10, and along a 580-foot section of the eastern property line adjacent to the NCTD SPRINTER 
ROW (see Figure 4, Preliminary Grading Plan in Attachment A).  As also shown in Figure 4, masonry retaining 
walls (maximum 4.8 feet high), would be constructed on either side of the private road connection to 
Guajome Street  

Utilities - After construction of retaining walls, the next expected phase of site development would be the 
installation of wet and dry utilities. New water lines for potable drinking water and separate fire lines would 
be connected to existing VID water mains in Guajome Street. The project’s private sewer main would connect 
to the City’s existing Sewer Collection System (SCS) sewer mains located within Guajome Street. Sewer 
laterals from the private sewer main would connect to each of the homes.  Fire hydrants would be installed 
at locations approved by the Vista Fire Department (VFD).  Existing electrical lines and power poles on the 
site would be undergrounded. Gas, cable and telephone connections would be made to existing facilities 
within or adjacent to Lado De Loma Drive and/or Guajome Street.   

The proposed storm drain system has been designed to handle a 100-year storm event. The SWQMP 
(Landmark, 2017) identified drainage improvements that include curbs and gutters, curb inlets, catch 
basins, concrete brow ditches, biofiltration basins, and underground PVC pipe and high-density polyethylene 
pipe (HDPE).  As the project has been designated as a Priority Development Project in the SWQMP 
(Landmark, 2017), post-construction water quality Best Management Practices (BMPs) (which include flow 
control structural BMPs in compliance with Hydromodification Management Plan (HMP) requirements), are 
comprised of six biofiltration basins and 590 linear feet of 48-inch underground HDPE retention pipe.  In 
general, storm water runoff from the site would be conveyed via concrete brow ditches or curb and gutter 
into six proposed biofiltration basins (see Figure 4, Preliminary Grading Plan in Attachment A).  Underdrains 
would then convey the treated runoff into the 48” HDPE retention pipe under Street A. The outlet structure 

                                                 
4  See the separate Noise Assessment Study (Helix, 2017) for additional information and details on blasting operations.  
5  “Precise Grading” refers to all finish surface grading as shown on the approved plans to the exact location and elevation of features including, but 
not limited to, slopes, berms, slope rounding, earthen lot drainage swales, localized drainage systems, hardscape, flowlines, pad and finish floor, 
driveways and walkways, top and bottom of wall, top of footings and other precise control points, wall backfill, and associated work.  
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regulates runoff rates, and the duration of retention that is released into the drainage system (as described 
on page 2-2) would keep 100-year flows at or below pre‐development levels.  Off-site storm water runoff 
from development to the west would be bypassed through the project site via storm drains that would direct 
runoff into an underground storm drain pipe and conveyed easterly into the existing concrete brow ditch 
within the NCTD’s SPRINTER ROW.  See Section IX - Hydrology and Water Quality for additional information 
on these issues. 

Site Improvements - Proposed site improvements would include vehicular access and on-street parking; 
pedestrian access; street lighting; fencing; and monument signs.   

The main vehicular access to the project would be provided off of Lado De Loma Drive via a 32-foot wide 
curb-to-curb private street, as shown on Figure 3, Proposed Tentative Subdivision Map in Attachment A.  It 
would provide access to all 24 proposed homes, as well as right-in, right-out secondary access at Guajome 
Street.  The street would be constructed in accordance with the City’s standards for private streets, and there 
would be public access easements provided over it to allow for emergency access and utility services.  As 
shown on Figure 7, Proposed Architectural Site Plan, in Attachment A, there would be 12 on-street parking 
spaces along the eastern side of the private street where the homes are single-loaded.   

As noted in the Pheasant Hill Specific Plan (2017), pedestrian access would be provided by sidewalks that 
lead from Lado De Loma, which provides the project main access, to Guajome Street. Sidewalks would also 
be installed along Lado De Loma adjacent the project boundary.6 The sidewalks, which would comply with 
Americans with Disabilities Act, would provide the residents with pedestrian access northerly to the 
commercial trade area along S. Santa Fe Avenue.  

At the time of preparing this document, a lighting plan was not finalized.  However, it is anticipated that there 
would be three to four pole-mounted LED (light-emitting diode) street lights placed along the private street. 
Final light locations, wattages, styles, colors and finishes would be provided on an electrical photometric plan 
submitted with the final grading and site plans prior to obtaining a Grading Permit. As part of the Conditions 
of Project Approval, the lights would also be required to meet all of the applicable requirements in Section 
18.58.260 - Outdoor Lighting Facilities and/or Fixture in the City’s Development Code.   

According to the Pheasant Hill Specific Plan (2017), two types of fencing are proposed to be used within the 
project area: view fencing consisting of a five to six foot tall steel picket fence, and side yard or perimeter 
fencing consisting of a five to six foot tall wooden fence.     

As stated in the Pheasant Hill Specific Plan (2017), monument signs within the project area would conform 
to a Comprehensive Sign Program approved in accordance with Section 18.52 of the Development Code. 
The project’s sign program would be designed to achieve effective identification and coordinated 
appearance. Review and approval of the design of the signs would be accomplished through the 
Comprehensive Sign Program process. 

Adjacent Roadway Improvements - The project would include the following adjacent roadway improvements 
that would be implemented simultaneously with on-site construction activities to ensure adequate access to 
the project area.  See additional traffic and transportation analysis in Section XVI, Transportation/Traffic in 
this document. 

 Lado de Loma: The project would improve the road by providing curb, gutter, and sidewalk 
improvements along the project frontage, which would occur in compliance with applicable City of 
Vista Standards. 

 Guajome Street: A raised median would be constructed on Guajome Street on the southeast side of 
the tracks to minimize potential impacts to the NCTD SPRINTER crossing, as well as direct right-in 
and right-out turns at the secondary access way.   

                                                 
6 The end of the sidewalks extend to the property lines as shown on Figure 7, Proposed Architectural Site Plan, in Attachment A. 
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Landscaping - As noted in the Pheasant Hill Specific Plan (2017), the overall landscape concept of the project 
is to create a soft transition between the existing adjacent developments and the proposed project by utilizing 
trees, shrubs and groundcovers that would (among other aspects) provide visual screening and add 
character and interest to the site; utilize plant material that is known to be successful in the area under 
similar soil conditions; and, conserve water through use of low water use native and non-native plant 
materials (see Figure 5, Landscape Concept Plan, in Attachment A).  For example, a vine and shrub (e.g., 
creeping fig, creeping rosemary) would be used for plantable walls; native and non-native trees, shrubs and 
groundcovers would be used on slopes and landscape areas (e.g., African Sumac, Wild Lilac, Gazania); and 
a mix of primarily native plants (e.g., Berkeley Sedge) would be planted in the bio-retention basins. In addition 
native and non-native trees would be used along the private street (see Figure 5, Landscape Concept Plan, 
for additional plant information).   

Plant selection is based on the Water Efficient Landscaping Ordinance in the City’s Development Code, 
Chapter 18.56.  All of the proposed plant species would require low or moderate water use and would be 
fairly drought tolerant. The Maximum Applied Water Allowance (MAWA) for the proposed project and the 
Estimated Total Water Use (ETWU) is detailed in Table 2-1, below. As shown in this table, the total ETWU for 
the proposed landscape plan would be 3,599,193 gallons per year, some 1,296,270 gallons per year less 
than the MAWA. 

TABLE 2-2 
ESTIMATED TOTAL WATER USE (ETWU) WORKSHEET 

The project’s Estimated Total Water Use is calculated using the following formula: 
 
 
 

ETWU  = Estimated total water use per year (gallons per year) 
ETo = Evapotranspiration rate (inches per year) 
PF = Plant Factor from WUCOLS (see Definitions)  
HA = Hydrozone Area (square feet): Define hydrozones by water use: very low, low, moderate and high  
SLA = Special Landscape Area (square feet): Edible plants, irrigated with recycled water, & turf used for active play 
0.62 = Conversion Factor (to gallons per square foot) 
IE = Irrigation Efficiency (minimum 0.71) 

 Line Hydrozone Number (1 - 5 with SLA Zone Below – use as many tables as necessary to 
complete all hydrozones) 

 
  

 
1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 
 

5 6 SLA 

Evapotranspiration Rate (ETo)*  
51.1 for Vista area 1 51.1  

Conversion Factor - .62 2 0.62  

(Line 1 x Line 2) 3 31.682  

Plant Factor (PF)** (0.1 - 0.8) 4 0.6 0.3 0.3 0.6 0.6 0.6  

Hydrozone Area (HA) - in square feet 5 1,089 23,897 9,357 6,734 1,967 3,521  

(Line 4 x Line 5)  6 653 7,169 2,807 4,040 1,180 2,112  

Irrigation Efficiency (IE)*** 7 .81 .75 .81 .81 .81 .81  

(Line 6 ÷ Line 7) 8 806 9,559 3,465 4,988 1,457 2,607  

TOTAL all Lines + SLA) 9 22,882 

Line 3 x Line 9 
Estimated Total Water Use - ETWU 

(gallons per year)  
Total shall not exceed MAWA below 

10 724,948 

*ETo= Evapotranspiration rate = 
51.1 for Vista, CA 

Average calculated from values in 
State Model Water Efficiency 

Landscape Ordinance (MWELO) - 
Appendix A 

** PF - Plant Factor (Water Use) – from WUCOLS 
Select based on type of plants in hydrozone: 

0.1 = VLW - Very Low Water Use Plants 
0.3 = LW - Low Water Use Plants 

0.6 = MW - Moderate Water Use Plants 
1.0 = HW - High Water Use Plants 

 ***IE – Irrigation Efficiency 
Spray = 0.55 

MP Rotators = 0.75 
Rotor = 0.70 

Bubbler = 0.75 
Drip & Micro-spray = 0.81 

A different IE may be used if 
supported by documentation 

subject to approval by the 
City Planner 

 







  SLA

IE

HAxPF
EToETWU )62.0)((



City of Vista Chapter 2 - Environmental Setting and Project Description 

Pheasant Hill - P16-0310 2-9   March 2018 
Mitigated Negative Declaration/Initial Study Checklist 

MAXIMUM APPLIED WATER USE (MAWA) calculation (ETAF Evapotranspiration adjustment factor (use 0.55 residential, 0.45 non-
residential):  
(51.1) (0.62) (ETAF x  46,565____) + (1-ETAF) x 0) =  

         Total Landscape Area      Total SLA  

                                                                                                         * The original MAWA number of 828,686 appears to be miscalculated  
Source: GMP Inc., 11/2016 

Building Development 
Proposed Single-Family Homes - As noted above, the project proposes to construct 24 detached single-family 
residences. The maximum height of each of the proposed buildings would be approximately 26 feet (see 
Figures 8-10, Proposed Architecture - Elevations in Attachment A). Each building would be constructed per 
the requirements of the California Building Code (CBC) that is in effect at the time building plans are 
submitted for permit approvals (including CALGreen requirements).  As noted in the Pheasant Hill Specific 
Plan (2017), all of the single-family residences would feature 3-4 bedrooms, 2.5-3 bathrooms, and would 
range in size from 1,781 to 1,941 sq. ft.  As shown in Table 2-2, Residential Mix, below, there would 
essentially be three residential product types:  eight homes under Plan 1; nine homes under Plan 2; and 
eight homes under Plan 3.  In addition, all of the homes would have attached garages ranging from 429 
square feet to 431 square feet, and would have patios ranging from 40 to 45 square feet. HVAC units for 
each residence would be ground located. 

TABLE 2-3 
RESIDENTIAL MIX 

Plan Square 
Footage Bedrooms Bathrooms Garage Size Patio Number 

of Units 

1 1,781 3 2.5 431 Sq. Ft. 45 Sq. Ft. 8 

2 1,855 4 2.5 429 Sq. Ft. 40 Sq. Ft. 9 

3 1,650 4 3.0 429 Sq. Ft. 44 Sq. Ft. 8 

                                                                                                                                 Source: Architects BP Assoc, Inc., 2017 

Proposed Architectural Design - According to the Pheasant Hill Specific Plan (2017), architecture within the 
Specific Plan area should evoke Spanish Revival, Craftsman, and Coastal Beach Cottage styles with the use 
of contemporary materials, forms and colors.  This approach would ensure that each home within the project 
would have an identity.   Design features and elements of each style would include such items as stone 
veneers, metal sectional garage doors, decorative wood doors, decorative light fixtures, stucco and wood 
trims, decorative wood shutters, and concrete tile roofs. The colors of the buildings would be subdued and 
limited primarily to soft pastels, and light to medium earth tones (see Figures 8 - 10, Elevations, in 
Attachment A). Selected contemporary accent colors and pure hues (e.g., Java, Pure White, Monterey Taupe, 
etc.) would be limited to moldings, doors, window frames, fascia, awnings, shutters, cornices and accent 
trim. Non-reflective glass would be used for windows.  

Building mass would be reduced through such techniques as: 

 Utilizing projections and recesses to provide shadow and relief at exterior walls and roof areas. 

 Using simple roof forms, utilizing gables and hips, to provide interest by jogging the roof ridge and 
varying roof pitches. 

 Maintaining a strong indoor/outdoor relationship to the front and or rear yards. 

 Recessing windows and doors where possible to provide depth and shadow lines.  Accent trims and 
divided window lights along with raised door panels are examples of detailing that provide 
individuality and interest. 

 Keeping privacy walls and fences consistent with the community wall theme and compatible with the 
architectural style of the buildings. Foreground plantings, vines and espaliers are strongly 
encouraged to soften long stretches of walls and fencing. 

MAWA 
811,400* 
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 Screening mechanical equipment, such as air conditioning equipment, soft water tanks, gas meters 
and electric meters from public view with a landscape and/or architectural solution. 

 Using patio trellises, pergolas and other exterior effects to soften building masses, provide shade 
and define outdoor spaces. As with main buildings, simple forms are encouraged, using materials 
and colors complementary to building architecture and project design themes. 

ADDITIONAL APPROVALS REQUIRED FOR CONSTRUCTION 
The proposed project would be required to obtain the following additional approvals for construction from 
the City: Landscape Construction Plan, Grading Permit, Right-of-Way Permit, Building Permit, and Certificate 
of Occupancy. Other public agency approvals are cited on page 3-1. 

TRIBAL CONSULTATION  
California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area requested 
consultation pursuant to CEQA Statute § 21080.3.1 (i.e., AB 52).  City staff conducted consultation with 
California Native American Tribes per the requirements CEQA Statute § 21080.3.2.  The mitigation measures 
in Section V. Cultural Resources were a result of the consultation process.  
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Chapter 3 

INITIAL STUDY  
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 

Project Information 

Project Title:     Pheasant Hill SPA, TSM, SDP 

Lead Agency Name and Address:   City of Vista 
Community Development Department 
Planning Division 
200 Civic Center Drive 
Vista, CA 92084-6275 

Contact Person and Phone Number:  Patsy Chow, City Planner  
(760) 643-5390 

Project Location: Lado De Loma Drive, eastern side of street 
 
Project Applicant:    Pheasant Hills, LLC 
    8109 Santaluz Village Green - South 
    San Diego, CA 92127 
    Contact: Christopher Dahrling  
    (619) 559-0372 

General Plan Designation:  Existing and Proposed: MD (Medium Density 
Residential) 

Zoning Designation:  Existing: SPI (Pheasant Hills Specific Plan) 
Proposed: SPI (Pheasant Hill Specific Plan) 

Description of Project:      See Chapter 2, Project Description. 

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:    See Chapter 2, Project Description. 

Other Public Agency Approvals:  Submittal of a Notice of Intent (NOI) to the RWQCB 
and preparation of a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) in accordance with the 
requirements of the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) General Construction 
Activities Permit. 
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Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 

Based upon the initial evaluation presented in the following IS, it is concluded that the proposed project 
would not result in significant adverse environmental impacts.  

Environmental Determination 

On the basis of the initial evaluation of the attached Initial Study: 

 I find the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment and a 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 I find that although the project could have a significant effect on the environment there will not be 
a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made or agreed to by 
the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially 
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has 
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached 
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that 
remain to be addressed. 

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or 
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation 
measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

 

  
 

John Hamilton, Environmental Planner  Date 

The signature below signifies that the applicant has read and accepts the mitigation 
measures detailed in the final Mitigated Negative Declaration. 

   

Applicant or Owner  Date 
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Evaluation of Environmental Impacts 

The following IS checklist provides analysis of the proposed project's potential to result in significant 
adverse environmental impacts. Section 15063(c) of the Guidelines indicates that the purpose of an IS is 
to: 

1. Provide the Lead Agency (the City of Vista) with information to use as the basis for deciding whether 
to prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) or Negative Declaration (ND); 

1. Enable an applicant or Lead Agency to modify a project, mitigating adverse impacts before an EIR 
is prepared, thereby enabling the project to qualify for a ND; 

2. Assist the preparation of an EIR, if one is required, by: 
a. Focusing the EIR on the effects determined to be significant; 
b. Identifying the effects determined not to be significant; 
c. Explaining the reasons why potentially significant effects would not be significant; and, 
d. Identifying whether a program EIR, tiering, or another appropriate process can be used for 

analysis of the project’s environmental effects. 
e. Facilitating environmental assessment early in the design of a project. 
f. Providing documentation of the factual basis for the finding in an ND that a project will not 

have a significant effect on the environment. 
g. Eliminating unnecessary EIRs. 
h. Determining whether a previously prepared EIR could be used with the project. 

IMPACT TERMINOLOGY 
The following terminology is used to describe the level of significance of impacts: 

 A finding of no impact is appropriate if the analysis concludes that the project would not affect the 
particular topic area in any way. 

 An impact is considered less than significant if the analysis concludes that it would not cause 
substantial adverse change to the environment and requires no mitigation. 

 An impact is considered less than significant with mitigation incorporated if the analysis concludes 
that it would not cause substantial adverse change to the environment with the inclusion of 
environmental commitments that have been agreed to by the applicant. 

 An impact is considered potentially significant if the analysis concludes that it could have a 
substantial adverse effect on the environment. 
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I. Aesthetics 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact 

No Impact 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic 
vista?     

b. Substantially damage scenic resources, 
including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a 
State scenic highway? 

    

c. Substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings? 

    

d. Create a source of substantial light or glare, 
which would adversely affect day or nighttime 
views in the area? 

    

 

DISCUSSION  
a - b. NO IMPACT.  

Scenic Vistas - A scenic vista is generally defined as the view of an area that is visually or aesthetically 
pleasing.  The City’s GP 2030 Update Program EIR (PEIR) (2011) identifies two main viewsheds that have 
been identified within the city and its SOI based on general viewing areas: (1) the San Marcos Mountains 
to the east and northeast of the city, and (2) canyons in the southwestern portions of the city.  The San 
Marcos Mountains are visible in the distance along segments of Lado De Loma Drive adjacent to the 
subject site, approximately 3.25 miles to the east-northeast.  

The proposed development of 24 two-story homes on the 3.35-acre project site would not adversely affect 
the views of the San Marcos Mountains from Lado De Loma Drive.  The proposed architecture of the 
homes consists of three plans (see Table 2- in the Proposed Project Description section in Chapter 2), with 
three types of architectural design of each plan (e.g., Craftsman, Spanish Revival, and Beach Cottage). 
The maximum height of the homes would be approximately 26 feet. As noted in the Proposed Project 
Description section of this document, the overall design of the proposed project would consist of terraced 
graded lots that would descend down the slope from Lado De Loma Drive towards the north-northeast.  
As shown in Figure 4, Preliminary Grading Plan in Attachment A, the elevations of the pads for lots 15 
(420.7), 14 (417.3), 13 (413.0) and 12 (402.0) would result in over an 18-foot drop in 66 feet 
(approximately 28 percent).  The elevations between lots 16 to 19 would result in a somewhat similar 
drop in elevation (almost 14 feet, or 23 percent).  Given the proposed slope of these lots, the architectural 
style of the residences discussed in the Project Description in Chapter 2 of this document (and shown in 
Figures 8-10, in Attachment A), as well as the proposed landscaping shown in Figure 5, Landscape 
Concept Plan in Attachment A, less than significant impacts to scenic vistas would arise from project 
construction of the residences.  

Scenic Resources/Historic Buildings - The proposed project would not substantially damage scenic 
resources or historic buildings within a State scenic highway. The 3.35-acre vacant project site is located 
in the central portion of Vista, in an urbanized area the city that includes a mixture of commercial and 
residential land uses.  The subject property is vacant and does not contain any historic buildings or scenic 
resources (see Figure 2, Aerial Photo of Existing Property, in Attachment A).  In addition, the site is not 
located along a State scenic highway. As a result, significant impacts would not occur.  

c - d. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT.  

Visual Character - The proposed project would alter, but would not substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the project site or surroundings, or create a substantial source of light or glare. The 
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visual character of the existing, undeveloped, 3.35-acre property consists of an east-facing hillside with 
slopes of non-native grassland vegetation and scatterings of trees (particularly Coast Live Oak) that 
descends from Lado De Loma Drive to the NCTD right-of-way. The visual character of the immediately 
surrounding area is of a developed, urbanized area that consists of residences (primarily single-family 
homes), commercial/retail uses, and the NCTD SPRINTER railroad tracks.   

The applicant seeks approval of applications for a Specific Plan Amendment, Tentative Subdivision Map, 
and Site Development Plan for the development and construction of 24 single-family homes on the 3.35-
acre project site.  As noted in the Project Description in Chapter 2 of this document, in general the overall 
design of the proposed project would consist of terraced (or stepped down) graded lots (buttressed 
primarily by retaining walls), which descend down a slope from Lado De Loma Drive towards the north-
northeast.   

The proposed architectural design of the homes would consist of Spanish Revival, Craftsman, and Coastal 
Beach Cottage styles with the use of contemporary materials, forms and colors.  Design features and 
elements of each style would include such items as stone veneers, metal sectional garage doors, 
decorative wood doors, decorative light fixtures, stucco and wood trims, decorative wood shutters, and 
concrete tile roofs. The colors of the buildings would be subdued and limited primarily to soft pastels, and 
light to medium earth tones (see Figures 8 - 10, Elevations, in Attachment A). Selected contemporary 
accent colors and pure hues (e.g., Java, Pure White, Monterey Taupe, etc.) would be limited to moldings, 
doors, window frames, fascia, awnings, shutters, cornices and accent trim. Non-reflective glass would be 
used for windows. Also, in order to further minimize the views of the proposed development from the public 
streets, the massing of the structures would be visually reduced through the design features discussed in 
the Project Description in Chapter 2, including:  

 Utilizing projections and recesses to provide shadow and relief at exterior walls and roof areas. 

 Using simple roof forms, utilizing gables and hips, to provide interest by jogging the roof ridge and 
varying roof pitches. 

 Keeping privacy walls and fences consistent with the community wall theme and compatible with 
the architectural style of the buildings. Foreground plantings, vines and espaliers are strongly 
encouraged to soften long stretches of walls and fencing. 

 Using patio trellises, pergolas and other exterior effects to soften building masses, provide shade 
and define outdoor spaces. As with main buildings, simple forms are encouraged, using materials 
and colors complementary to building architecture and project design themes. 

According to the Pheasant Hill Specific Plan (2017), the goal of the landscape design is to integrate the 
landscape elements of the new community with the adjacent properties while establishing its own 
individual identity.  The design objectives established for the proposed landscape concept plan are: 

 Obscure undesirable views of adjacent properties (storage, utility areas, automobiles, etc.) and 
add character and interest to the site. 

 Blend the project landscaping with the existing landscape of adjacent properties (residential and 
commercial) to create a visually harmonious environment. 

 Conserve water through use of low water use native and non-native plant materials. 
 Utilize color from plant foliage, bark or flowers to create a visually exciting environment. 

 Utilize plant material that is known to be successful in the area and similar soil conditions. 

 Identify the project edge through special groupings of trees, shrubs and ground covers. 

 Trees will be located to minimize disruption of views from adjacent residences while still providing 
visual screening. 
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Vines and shrubs (e.g., creeping fig, creeping rosemary) would be used for plantable walls; native and non-
native trees, shrubs and groundcovers would be used on slopes and landscape areas (e.g., African Sumac, 
Wild Lilac, Gazania); and a mix of primarily native plants (e.g., Berkeley Sedge) would be planted in the 
bio-retention basins. In addition native and non-native trees would be used along the private street (e.g., 
Thornless Honey Locust, Holly Oak).   

In summary, the proposed development would be consistent with nearby residential multi-family land 
uses, and with the incorporation of setbacks, building heights, and landscaping would not be incompatible 
with the surrounding single-family development. Therefore, given the visual character of the existing site, 
development of the proposed project would have a less than significant impact on the visual character of 
the site and its surroundings.  

Light/Glare - The project site is vacant and undeveloped, and there is no current source of lighting or glare 
emanating from the project site. However, it is surrounded by sources of nighttime lighting, including street 
lights along East Vista Way and Foothill Drive, illumination from vehicle headlights, parking lot and building 
façade lighting from the nearby commercial and retail uses, and exterior residential lighting.  

Glare can emanate from many different sources, some of which include direct sunlight, sunlight reflecting 
from cars or buildings, and bright outdoor lighting. Glare in the project vicinity is generally generated by 
reflective material from buildings (e.g., large windows, siding, etc.) and to a lesser extent vehicle windows 
reflecting sunlight. However, there are no known substantial buildings, structures or large parking areas 
near the project site that presently generate substantial glare.  Sensitive receptors relative to lighting and 
glare around the project area include residents, motorists, and pedestrians. 

As stated in the Project Description in Chapter 2, the colors of the buildings would be subdued and limited 
primarily to soft pastels, and light to medium earth tones (see Figures 8 - 10, Elevations, in Attachment 
A). Selected contemporary accent colors and pure hues (e.g., Java, Pure White, Monterey Taupe, etc.) 
would be limited to moldings, doors, window frames, fascia, awnings, shutters, cornices and accent trim. 
Non-reflective glass would be used for windows.  As shown in the above noted figures, the majority of the 
exterior of the proposed residences would consist of stucco, cement tiles, wood trim, etc., which are not 
reflective surfaces.  In addition, the installation of the street lighting would be required to meet the 
requirements in Section 18.58.260 - Outdoor Lighting Facilities and/or Fixture of the City’s Development 
Code, which would reduce the potential to generate glare from new lighting fixtures.  Furthermore, the 
proposed project does not include large parking areas that could generate substantial sources of glare 
from windshields. In addition, the project would incorporate a substantial amount of landscaping, such 
that any unknown source of glare would be substantially reduced. As a result, the proposed project would 
not create a substantial source of glare and impacts would be less than significant.  
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II. Agriculture and Forestry Resources 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural 
use? 

    

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or 
a Williamson Act contract?     

c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning 
of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code 
section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public 
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland 
zoned Timberland Production (as defined by 
Government Code Section 51104(g))? 

    

d. Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of 
forest land to non-forest use?     

e. Involve other changes in the existing environment, 
which, due to their location or nature, could result 
in conversion of Farmland to nonagricultural use? 

    

 

DISCUSSION  
a - e. NO IMPACT. The 3.35-acre project site is located on Lado De Loma Drive, on the eastern side of the 
street. It is located in the central portion of Vista, in an urbanized area the city that includes a mixture of 
commercial and residential land uses.  Based on farmland maps prepared by the California Department 
of Conservation, the property is not located in an area designated as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, 
or Farmland of Statewide Importance (California Department of Conservation, 2014). Further, the site is 
not located in an area designated as forest land or timberland, and it is not currently under active 
agricultural use or under a Williamson Act contract. As a result, project development would not convert 
any farmland to non-agricultural use or forest land to non-forest use, or conflict with existing agricultural 
or timberland zoning or Williamson Act contracts; therefore, significant impacts would not occur.  
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III. Air Quality 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan?     

b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? 

    

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

    

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations?      

e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people?      

 

The discussion below is based on the analysis contained within the Air Quality Assessment, Pheasant Hill 
Project, Vista, California (AQ Report) (Scientific Resources Associated [SRA], January 9, 2017) prepared 
for the proposed project.7 This report is on file and available for review at the City’s Planning Division.  

DISCUSSION  
a. NO IMPACT. A significant air quality impact may occur if a project conflicts with or obstructs the 
implementation of the San Diego Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS), or applicable portions of the State 
Implementation Plan (SIP). Both of these air quality plans contain strategies for the region to attain and 
maintain the ambient air quality standards. Regional population, housing, and employment forecast 
assumptions identified by the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) forms the basis of the 
land use and transportation control portions of the RAQS. SANDAG’s forecast assumptions are based on 
the general plans of San Diego County and the 18 cities in the region. In general, projects that are 
consistent with existing general plan documents, which are used to develop air emissions budgets for the 
purpose of air quality planning and attainment demonstrations, would be consistent with the San Diego 
Air Basin’s (SDAB) air quality plans, including the San Diego RAQS and the SIP.  Furthermore, provided the 
project is in compliance with applicable Rules and Regulations adopted by the San Diego Air Pollution 
Control District (SDAPCD) through their air quality planning process, the project would not conflict with or 
obstruct implementation of the RAQS or SIP.  

The applicant seeks approval of applications for a Specific Plan Amendment, Tentative Subdivision Map, 
and Site Development Plan for the development and construction of 24 single-family homes on the vacant 
and undeveloped 3.35-acre project site.  Approval of a Specific Plan Amendment would allow for an 
additional ten dwelling units to be constructed on the site then what was allowed under the original 
Specific Plan. Although the proposed project would increase the density at the site, the number of dwelling 
units would still be within the housing projections in the City’s GP 2030 Update. The project would 
therefore not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the RAQS or SIP, and it would be in compliance 
with the applicable Rules and Regulations adopted by the SDAPCD.  Therefore, the proposed project would 
not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the RAQS or SIP, and would not result in a significant 
impact.  

                                                 
7  Please note that this report was based on an earlier version of the project, which proposed 25 detached single-family residences. 
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b - e. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. The proposed project would be constructed in one progressive 
phase estimated to take approximately 18 months. Grading operations (rough and precise), construction 
of retaining walls, utility connections, drainage improvements, and construction of the private street and 
sidewalks are anticipated to take five months to complete. The 24 homes are estimated to be constructed 
in three phases over a 13 month period.  The initial mass grading of the site would include an estimated 
quantity of 9,000 CY of cut and 37,000 CY of fill are proposed; requiring the import of 28,000 CY of 
material. Blasting and rock crushing activities are also anticipated during the grading phase.  Existing 
conditions as well as the applicable air quality significance criteria and project impacts are summarized 
below. 

EXISTING CLIMATE AND AIR QUALITY LEVELS 
As discussed in the AQ Report (SRA, 2017), the climate of the SDAB is dominated by a semi-permanent 
high pressure cell located over the Pacific Ocean. This cell influences the direction of prevailing winds 
(westerly to northwesterly) and maintains clear skies for much of the year. The high pressure cell also 
creates two types of temperature inversions that may act to degrade local air quality.  

The climate of the Vista area is characterized by a repetitive pattern of frequent early morning cloudiness, 
hazy afternoon sunshine, clean daytime onshore breezes and little temperature change throughout the 
year.  Most of the annual rainfall occurs in the winter while summers are often completely dry. An average 
of 13.09 inches of rain falls each year, mainly occurring from mid-November to early April. The average 
maximum temperature is 74 degrees Fahrenheit, while the average minimum temperature is 51.9 
degrees Fahrenheit (WRCC 2016). 

Unfortunately, the same atmospheric conditions that create a desirable living climate combine to limit the 
ability of the atmosphere to disperse the air pollution generated by the large population attracted by the 
climate. The onshore winds across the coastline diminish quickly when they reach the foothill communities 
east of San Diego, and the sinking air within the offshore high pressure system forms a massive 
temperature inversion that traps all air pollutants near the ground. The resulting horizontal and vertical 
stagnation, in conjunction with ample sunshine, cause a number of reactive pollutants to undergo 
photochemical reactions and form smog that degrades visibility and irritates tear ducts and nasal 
membranes. High smog levels in coastal communities occasionally occur when polluted air from the South 
Coast (Los Angeles) Air Basin drifts seaward and southward at night, and then blows onshore the next day. 
Such weather patterns are particularly frustrating because no matter what San Diego County does to 
achieve clean air, such interbasin transport will cause occasionally unhealthy air over much of the County 
despite its best air pollution control efforts. 

As noted in the AQ Report (SRA, 2017), the SDAPCD operates a network of ambient air monitoring stations 
throughout San Diego County. The purpose of the monitoring stations is to measure ambient 
concentrations of the pollutants O3, PM2.5, PM10, NO2, and CO, and determine whether the ambient air 
quality meets the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) and the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS). The federal 8-hour ozone standard was exceeded five times in 2014 at the Escondido 
monitoring station. The standard was not exceeded in 2013 or 2015. The Escondido monitoring station 
recorded exceedances of the federal PM2.5 standard during the period from 2013 through 2015; however, 
the standard is not defined by a single exceedance and the SDAB remains unclassified/attainment for 
PM2.5. The Escondido monitoring station also measured exceedances of the state O3, PM10, and PM2.5 

standards during the period from 2013 to 2015.  The data from the monitoring stations indicate that air 
quality is in attainment of all other NAAQS and CAAQS.  

CRITERIA POLLUTANT STANDARDS 
Pursuant to the California Health & Safety Code (Division 26, Part 3, Chapter 1, Section 40002), the 
jurisdiction for regulation of air emissions from non-mobile sources within San Diego County has been 
delegated to the SDAPCD. As part of its air quality permitting process, the SDAPCD has established 
thresholds in Rule 20.2 for the preparation of Air Quality Impact Assessments (AQIA). For CEQA purposes, 
these screening criteria can be used as numeric methods to demonstrate that a project’s total emissions 
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would not result in a significant impact to air quality. Since SDAPCD does not have AQIA thresholds for 
emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOCs), the use of the threshold for VOCs from the City of San 
Diego’s Significance Thresholds (City of San Diego 2007) is appropriate. It should be noted that the City 
abides by the use of the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD) PM10 thresholds of 150 
pounds per day. The screening thresholds are included in Table AQ-1 below. 

TABLE AQ-1 
SCREENING-LEVEL CRITERIA FOR AIR QUALITY IMPACTS 

 

Pollutant  Total Emissions  

Construction Emissions 
  Lb. per Day  

Respirable Particulate 
Matter (PM10) 

 100 
 

Fine Particulate Matter 

(PM2.5)
1
 

 55 
 

Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx)  250  

Oxides of Sulfur (SOx)  250  

Carbon Monoxide (CO)  550  
Volatile Organic 

Compounds (VOCs)
2
 

 137 
 

Operational Emissions 
 Lb. Per Hour Lb. per Day Tons per Year 

Respirable Particulate 
Matter (PM10) --- 100 15 

Fine Particulate Matter 

(PM2.5)
1
 

--- 55 10 

Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) 25 250 40 
Oxides of Sulfur (SOx) 25 250 40 
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 100 550 100 
Lead and Lead Compounds --- 3.2 0.6 
Volatile Organic 

Compounds (VOC)
2
 

--- 137 15 

            Source: SRA, 2017  

1 PM2.5 is not currently regulated under SDAPCD Rule 20.2. PM2.5 thresholds are based on SCAQMD significance  

thresholds of 55 lbs. /day for construction and operation, and 10 tons/year for operation. 
2 VOCs are not regulated under SDAPCD Rule 20.2. VOC thresholds are based on City of San Diego’s Significance  

Determination Thresholds. 
 
ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 
As discussed in the AQ Report (SRA, 2017), the criteria levels listed in Table AQ-1 essentially are 
thresholds to evaluate the increased emissions that would be discharged to the SDAB if the proposed 
project were approved.  Emissions below the screening-level thresholds would not cause a significant 
impact on air quality.  In the event that emissions exceed these thresholds, modeling would be required 
to demonstrate that the project’s total air quality impacts result in ground-level concentrations that are 
below the NAAQS and CAAQS, including appropriate background levels.  For nonattainment pollutants (O3, 
with ozone precursors NOx and VOCs, and PM10), if emissions exceed the thresholds shown in Table AQ-2, 
the proposed project could have the potential to result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in these 
pollutants, and thus could have a significant impact on the ambient air quality. 
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In addition to impacts from criteria pollutants, project impacts may include emissions of pollutants 
identified by the state and federal government as toxic air contaminants (TACs) or Hazardous Air Pollutants 
(HAPs). In San Diego County, APCD Regulation XII establishes acceptable risk levels and emission control 
requirements for new and modified facilities that may emit additional TACs.  Under Rule 1210, emissions 
of TACs that result in a cancer risk of ten in one million or less and a health hazard index of one or less 
would not be required to notify the public of potential health risks. If a project has the potential to result 
in emissions of any TAC or HAP which result in a cancer risk of greater than ten in one million, the project 
would be deemed to have a potentially significant impact. 

With regard to evaluating whether a project would have a significant impact on sensitive receptors, air 
quality regulators typically define sensitive receptors as schools (Preschool-12th Grade), hospitals, 
resident care facilities, or day-care centers, or other facilities that may house individuals with health 
conditions that would be adversely impacted by changes in air quality. Any project which has the potential 
to directly impact a sensitive receptor located within one mile and results in a health risk greater than ten 
in one million would be deemed to have a potentially significant impact. 

APCD Rule 51 (Public Nuisance) also prohibits emission of any material which causes nuisance to a 
considerable number of persons or endangers the comfort, health or safety of any person. A project that 
proposes a use which would produce objectionable odors would be deemed to have a significant odor 
impact if it would affect a considerable number of offsite receptors. 

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION IMPACTS 
Potential impacts associated with construction of the project were evaluated in the AQ Report (SRA, 2017). 
It was assumed that construction would commence in July 2017 and be complete in June 2018.8 

Anticipated construction phases would consist of grading, utilities installation, building construction, 
paving, and architectural coatings application. According to the Geotech Report (GSI, 2016), the site is 
characterized as being mantled by a relatively thin surficial layer of colluvium, with local accumulations of 
undocumented fill.  These materials are in turn underlain by Cetaceous-age granitic bedrock.  While the 
report states that soils on the site are considered rippable to plan grades, due to the variability of bedrock 
weathering and the potential for boulders, local areas of non-trenchable materials should be anticipated.  
Therefore, the potential for rock-breaking or blasting cannot be entirely precluded.  However, since the 
exact quantity of material to undergo blasting or rock breaking is unknown at this time, one of the 
Conditions of Project Approval is the requirement to obtain a Special Use Permit if rock breaking activities 
are required.9  One of the requirements in obtaining a Special Use Permit would be compliance with CEQA, 
which would in turn necessitate the preparation of an Air Quality Assessment report (AQ Reports) to 
analyze the potential impacts from rock breaking (and blasting). 

Based on past AQ Reports that analyzed impacts from blasting and/or rock breaking, emissions of PM10 
and PM2.5 would be calculated based on the amount of material to be drilled and blasted per day.  
Emissions are also calculated for CO and NOx from the use of explosives to determine maximum daily 
emissions.  In addition, PM10 and PM2.5 emission resulting from rock crushing would also be calculated to 
determine daily fugitive dust emissions.  

For the purpose of estimating emissions from the application of architectural coatings, it was assumed 
that water-based coatings that would be compliant with SDAPCD Rule 67.0.1 VOC limitations would be 
used for both exterior and interior surfaces. Rule 67.0.1 will be effective on January 1, 2016, and requires 
flat architectural coatings to meet a VOC limit of 50 grams/liter, and non-flat coatings to meet a VOC limit 
of 100 grams/liter. For the purpose of the analysis, this assumption was included in the CalEEMod Model 

                                                 
8  This was the anticipated construction schedule at the time of report preparation. In essence, the length of time is a worst-case scenario. 
9  The requirement for a Special Use Permit is based on the fact that under the Zoning Ordinance, rock crushing activities are not allowed in 
residential zones without obtaining a Special Use Permit.  While rock breaking could, in and of itself, be used without the need for blasting, it is 
typically done after blasting is completed.  Therefore, the application for a blasting permit from the City, which would in turn require a Blasting 
Management Plan (see Noise mitigation measure NOI-3), would trigger the need for the Special Use Permit. The use of a Rock Breaker (typically 
a hydraulically operated impact hammer attached to a tracked excavator) without blasting would also trigger the need for the Special Use Permit.    
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by assuming that the architectural coating emissions would meet a VOC limit of 50 grams/liter for interior 
coatings and 100 grams/liter for exterior coatings. 

Table AQ-2, below, provides a summary of the expected emission estimates for construction of the 
proposed project, assuming standard measures are implemented to reduce emissions, as calculated with 
the CalEEMod Model.  

TABLE AQ-2  
ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS 

(Pounds per day) 
 
 

  Emission Source ROG NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 
lbs/day 
Grading 

Grading - Fugitive Dust - - - - 2.42 1.30 
Off-road Diesel 3.07 33.8 17.10 0.03 1.78 1.64 
Haul Trucks 0.88 28.3 5.70 0.07 1.59 0.54 
Worker Travel 0.07 0.05 0.58 0.00 0.12 0.03 
TOTAL 4.02 62.2 23.38 0.10 5.91 3.51 
Significance Criteria 137 250 550 250 100 100 
Significant? No No No No No No 

Paving 
Off-road Diesel 1.42 14.5 12.43 0.02 0.84 0.77 
Worker Travel 0.09 0.06 0.68 0.00 0.17 0.04 
TOTAL 1.51 14.5 13.11 0.02 1.01 0.81 
Significance Criteria 137 250 550 250 100 100 
Significant? No No No No No No 

Building Construction 
Off-road Diesel 3.11 26.5 18.18 0.03 1.79 1.68 
Vendor Trips 0.02 0.42 0.12 0.00 0.02 0.01 
Worker Trips 0.04 0.03 0.35 0.00 0.07 0.02 
TOTAL 3.17 27.0 18.65 0.03 1.88 1.71 
Significance Criteria 137 250 550 250 100 100 
Significant? No No No No No No 

Architectural Coatings Application 
Architectural 
Coatings Off-gassing 

 
5.41 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

Off-road Diesel 0.30 2.01 1.85 0.00 0.15 0.15 
Worker Trips 0.01 0.01 0.07 0.00 0.02 0.00
TOTAL 5.72 2.02 1.92 0.00 0.17 0.15
Significance Criteria 137 250 550 250 100 100 
Significant? No No No No No No 

Maximum Daily Emissions 
Maximum Daily Emissions 9.96 62.2 33.03 0.10 5.91 3.51 
Significance Criteria 137 250 550 250 100 100 
Significant? No No No No No No 

                                                                                                                                                                                               Source: SRA 2017 

NOTE: CalEEMod calculates the maximum daily emissions based on simultaneous construction activity. For ROG, the maximum construction 
emissions are based on simultaneous building construction, paving, and architectural coatings application during calendar year 2018. Thus 
the maximum emissions reported for each individual phase in this table are not summed to provide the maximum daily emissions reported by 
CalEEMod. The CalEEMod model outputs are provided in Appendix A of the AQ Report. 

As shown in Table AQ-2, emissions associated with construction are below the significance thresholds for 
all construction phases and pollutants. Construction of the project would be short-term and temporary. 
Therefore, the emissions associated with construction would not result in a significant impact on the 
ambient air quality.  
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OPERATION EMISSION IMPACTS 
According to the AQ Report (SRA, 2017), the main operational impacts associated with the proposed 
project would be impacts associated with traffic. Minor impacts would be associated with energy use and 
landscaping. To address whether the project would result in emissions that would violate any air quality 
standard or contribute substantially to an existing or proposed air quality violation, the operational 
emissions associated with the project were compared with the significance thresholds. 

To estimate emissions associated with Project-generated traffic, the CalEEMod Model, Version 2016.3.1, 
was used.  Trip generation rates from the Traffic Impact Analysis report (LOS Engineering, 2017) were 
used in the model. The CalEEMod Model contains emission factors from the EMFAC2014 model, which is 
the latest version of the Caltrans emission factor model for on-road traffic. Project-related traffic was 
assumed to be comprised of a mixture of vehicles in accordance with the CalEEMod Model default outputs 
for traffic. This assumption includes light duty autos and light duty trucks (i.e., small trucks, SUVs, and 
vans) as well as medium- and heavy-duty vehicles that may be traveling to the facility to make deliveries. 
For conservative purposes, emission factors representing the vehicle mix for 2019 were used to estimate 
emissions as 2019 was assumed to be the first year of full operation; based on the results of the 
EMFAC2011 model for subsequent years, emissions would decrease on an annual basis from 2019 
onward due to phase-out of higher polluting vehicles and implementation of more stringent emission 
standards that are taken into account in the model. Emissions associated with area sources (energy use 
and landscaping activities) were also estimated using the default assumptions in the CalEEMod Model.  
The estimated emissions calculations are shown in Table AQ-3, below. 

TABLE AQ-3  
ESTIMATED OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS  

Emission Source ROG NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 
Summer, lbs/day 

Area Sources 1.17  0.44  2.25  0.003  0.04  0.04  
Energy Use 0.02  0.14  0.06  0.001  0.01  0.01  
Vehicular Emissions 0.52  2.14  6.09  0.02  1.53  0.42  
TOTAL 1.71  2.71  8.40  0.02  1.59  0.48  
Significance Criteria 137 250 550 250 100 100 
Significant? No No No No No No 

Winter, lbs/day 
Area Sources 1.17  0.44  2.25  0.003  0.04  0.04  
Energy Use 0.02  0.14  0.06  0.001  0.01  0.01  
Vehicular Emissions 0.51  2.21  6.00  0.02  1.53  0.42  
TOTAL 1.69  2.78  8.31  0.02  1.59  0.48  
Significance Criteria 137 250 550 250 100 100 
Significant? No No No No No No 

Annual, tons/year 
Area Sources 0.20  0.008  0.19  0.00  0.002  0.002  
Energy Use 0.003  0.03  0.01  0.00  0.002  0.002  
Vehicular Emissions 0.09  0.40  1.08  0.003  0.27  0.08  
TOTAL 0.29 0.44 1.28 0.004 0.28 0.08 
Significance Criteria 15 40 100 40 15 15 
Significant? No No No No No No 

                                                                                                                                                                                         Source: SRA 2017 

As shown above in Table AQ-3, based on the estimates of the emissions associated with project 
operations, the emissions are below the significance criteria for all pollutants. Because emissions are less 
than the significance levels, they would not result in a significant air quality impact. 
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CUMULATIVE EMISSION LEVELS 
As discussed in the AQ Report (SRA, 2017), a project could result in a cumulatively significant impact if it 
would generate emissions that constitute a cumulatively considerable net increase of PM10 or exceed 
quantitative thresholds for O3 precursors, oxides of nitrogen (NOX) and volatile organic compounds (VOCs). 
The project site is in an area that is largely developed, and emissions from existing projects are part of the 
air quality background. 

No specific projects were identified within the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) (LOS Engineering, 2017) that 
are in the immediate vicinity of the project that would be likely to be constructed simultaneously with the 
project.10 Furthermore, the impacts associated with the project are below the significance thresholds. 
Because the project’s emissions are less than significant, the combined emissions during construction 
and operations would not be expected to result in a cumulatively considerable impact to air quality.   

CO HOT SPOTS  
Projects involving traffic impacts may result in the formation of locally high concentrations of CO, known 
as CO “hot spots.” According to Caltrans guidance (University of California Davis 1998), CO “hot spots” 
have the possibility of forming at intersections with a level of service (LOS) of E or F. 

The TIA (Urban Crossroads, 2016) evaluated potential impacts to traffic at four intersections in the project 
area; however, it was determined that the project would not create significant traffic impacts at these 
intersections because the addition of project traffic did not exceed the City of Vista significance thresholds.  
As a result, project-related traffic would not result in CO “hot spots”, and potential impacts would be less 
than significant. 

TACS  
Construction and operations would result in minor emissions of TACs from construction equipment and 
motor vehicles. The project is a residential development and is not a major source of TACs. The amounts 
of TACs that would be generated from construction equipment and motor vehicles is negligible, and would 
result in less than significant impacts to sensitive receptors. 

OBJECTIONABLE ODORS 
During construction, diesel equipment operating at the site may generate some nuisance odors; however, 
due to the distance of sensitive receptors to the project site and the temporary nature of construction, 
odors associated with project construction would not be significant. 

According to the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, land uses associated with odor complaints include 
agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food processing plants, chemical plants, composting 
activities, refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding operations.  The proposed Pheasant Hill 
project is a residential project without any sources of objectionable odors that would affect a substantial 
number of persons. As a result, odor impacts would be less than significant.  

                                                 
10  The closest project, Vista Creekside Apartments is over 0.25 mile from the site to the northwest, and is currently under construction. 
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IV. Biological Resources 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

e.  Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 

    

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan (HCP), Natural Community 
Conservation Plan (NCCP), or other approved local, 
regional, or State habitat conservation plan? 

    

 

The discussion below is based on the Biological Resources Report (Biological Report), prepared by Merkel 
& Associates, Inc. and dated October 7, 2004 (Merkel, 2004), and an Update Letter for the 2004 
Biological Resources Report for the Pheasant Hill Project Site (Biological Update Letter) prepared by 
Merkel dated October 18, 2016 (Merkel, 2016) for previous and similar development proposals on the 
project site. The reports are on file and available for review at the City’s Planning Division office. 

DISCUSSION  
a. & b. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION. The 3.35-acre site of the proposed project is located 
on Lado De Loma Drive, on the eastern side of the street. Guajome Street is located to the north, and the 
NCTD SPRINTER railroad tracks are immediately adjacent to and east of the site. As stated in the Biological 
Report (Merkel, 2004), all plant communities and slope exposures were surveyed on foot. Plant 
identifications were either resolved in the field or later determined through verification of voucher 
specimens. Vegetation types were mapped on an aerial photograph. Wildlife species detections were 
determined through direct observation (aided by binoculars), identification of vocalizations, or through 
observation of sign.   
 
EXISTING VEGETATION COMMUNITIES 
As described in the Biological Update Letter (Merkel, 2016), based on a recent site visit it was determined 
that the project site is in the same biological condition as described and mapped in the 2004 Biological 
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Report. The site still supports predominately non‐native grassland vegetation, with a few small patches of 
coast live oak woodland up the hillside closest to the road, as shown in recent photos (Attachment 2, Page 
1 in the Biological Update Letter).  Table BR-1, below, identified the existing vegetation on-site.  

TABLE BR-1 
SUMMARY OF EXISTING VEGETATION  

Vegetation Community Acreage 

Non-native Vegetation 0.30 

Disturbed Habitat 0.10 

Non-native Grassland 2.86 

Coast Live Oak Woodland 0.09 

TOTAL SITE 3.35 

            Merkel, 2016 

The following species were identified for each vegetation community noted in Table BR-1: 

Non-native Vegetation - Includes silk oak (Grevillea sp.), avocado (Persea americana), ngaio (Myoporum 
laetum), ash (Fraxinus sp.), bougainvillea (Bougainvillea sp.), peach (Prunus persica), and apricot (Prunus 
armeniaca). 

Disturbed Habitat - Disturbed habitat mapped within the project boundary is the result of dirt roads and is 
currently either devoid of vegetation or includes mostly non-native, disturbance-associated plants. Species 
within this habitat type include doveweed (Eremocarpus setigerus), horseweed (Conyza canadensis), and 
wild lettuce (Lactuca serriola). 

Non-native Grassland - This vegetation is a mixture of annual grasses and broad-leaved forbs and is 
dominated by non-native grassland species. Species detected on-site include, red brome (Bromus 
madritensis ssp. rubens), ripgut grass (Bromus diandrus), slender wild oat (Avena barbata), doveweed, 
horseweed, and wild lettuce, short-pod mustard (Herschfeldia incana), and curly dock (Rumex crispus). 
Sparsely distributed native species included deerweed (Lotus scoparius ssp. brevialatus) and flat-top 
buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum var. polifolium). 

Coast Live Oak Woodland - This exists on-site mostly in the form of individual coast live oak (Quercus 
agrifolia) trees, with small groupings extending up the hillside towards Lado De Loma Drive. 

EXISTING SENSITIVE HABITATS 
Vegetation communities (or habitats) are generally considered "sensitive" if; (a) they are recognized by the 
Wildlife Agencies as being generally depleted; (b) they are considered rare within the region by local 
experts; (c) if they are known to support sensitive wildlife or plant species, and/or; (d) they are known to 
serve as important wildlife corridors or habitat linkages. These sensitive habitats are typically depleted 
throughout their known ranges, or are highly localized and/or fragmented. 

The non-native grassland vegetation and coast live oak trees on the subject property are considered 
sensitive biological resources.  As such, any measurable habitat impact would require project-specific 
mitigation.  

As stated in the Updated Bio Report (Merkel, 2016), there were no jurisdictional waters present on the 
property.  Although a shallow eroded gully was found within the non-native grassland vegetation 
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community, it appears to be the result of erosion from street run‐off, and continues generally down the 
hill under the oaks and through the non‐native grassland, as described in the Biological Report (Merkel, 
2004) and shown in recent photos (Attachment 2, Page 2 in the Biological Update Letter). As identified in 
the Biological Report (Merkel, 2004), this erosional gully was created from runoff from the street, it does 
not support wetland habitat, does not connect to a jurisdictional drainage, is not indicated as a “blue line” 
stream on the USGS 7.5' San Marcos, California Quadrangle (1983), and thus is not a jurisdictional 
resource.   

EXISTING SENSITIVE SPECIES 
Sensitive Plants - Sensitive plants include those listed by USFWS, CDFW, and the California Native Plant 
Society.  According to the Biological Update Letter (Merkel, 2016), and consistent with the Biological 
Report (Merkel, 2004), there were no sensitive plant species detected on-site and due to the location and 
general disturbed nature of the site, none are expected. In addition, the California Natural Diversity 
Database (CNDDB) was queried; however, no sensitive flora species were identified on-site or in the 
immediate vicinity.  Sensitive plants known within the region, but not observed on-site are discussed 
herein to provide an analysis of the potential for their undetected occurrence. Thread-leaved brodiaea 
(Brodiaea filifolia) is known from a variety of locations in the vicinity of the study area; two records exist 
approximately 2.0 miles northeast of the site, while another record exists for a location approximately 
1.75 miles southwest of the site.  However, thread-leaved brodiaea was not found on the project site, and 
its presence is likely precluded by the absence of Diablo clay fine sandy loam and high level of previous 
disturbance (i.e., grading, mowing, etc.).  Also known within the region are San Diego thornmint 
(Acanthomintha ilicifolia), small-flowered microseris (Microseris douglasii var. playcarpha), Palmer's 
grapplinghook (Harpagonella palmeri), and small-flowered morning glory (Convolvulus simulans), which 
all grow in clay soils. The high amount of disturbance to the site and lack of clay soils preclude their 
occurrence. 

Sensitive Wildlife - Sensitive wildlife species include those listed by USFWS, CDFG, and those considered 
regionally or locally sensitive by the City of Vista.  According to the Biological Update Letter (Merkel, 2016), 
and consistent with the Biological Report (Merkel, 2004), there were no sensitive wildlife species detected 
on-site. In addition, the CNDDB does not list any sensitive fauna species on-site or in the immediate 
vicinity. 

The California horned lark and grasshopper sparrow were not observed on-site during the biological 
survey. Because the California horned lark is a winter migrant that is seasonally abundant in the fall and 
winter in San Diego County, it likely that it would have been detected during the field survey if it occurred 
on-site. The grasshopper sparrow is an uncommon species in San Diego County and occurs in tall grasses 
often mixed with shrubs. Because of the regular mowing of the grasses on-site, it is unlikely the 
grasshopper sparrow would persist at this disturbed site. No burrows suitable for a burrowing owl were 
found on-site. Visual searches of trees on-site were made and no raptor nests were found. 

The Stephens’ kangaroo rat (Dipodymys stephensi) is a federally threatened and state endangered rodent 
occurring sporadically in the northwestern part of San Diego County (e.g., Guajome Lake and Pilgrim 
Creek). It is limited to relatively level sites of sparse coastal sage scrub or non-native grassland. 
Populations of highest density are found in areas where substantial numbers of native annuals are still 
present. The species is not found in areas of extremely hard or sandy soils, but gravel is a frequent soil 
component of occupied sites (Federal Register 1988). This species was not detected on-site; in fact, no 
kangaroo rat sign was observed on-site.  The Pheasant Hill project site is isolated from areas of known 
occupation, and is not extensive enough to support this species. 

Also not detected was the northwestern San Diego pocket mouse (Chaetodipus fallax fallax). This rodent 
is both a federal and state species of concern and occurs throughout lower elevations of southern 
California, west of the mountains. It prefers open coastal sage scrub with herbaceous understory or 
grassland with a sandy or gravelly substrate. Known locations (two in the north county coastal area) are 
well distant from this site, but intervening areas of proper habitat could contain the species. The site’s 
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isolation from connective habitat, and lack of gravel or rocky areas likely precludes presence of this 
species. 

DIRECT PERMANENT IMPACTS  
As stated in the Biological Update Letter (Merkel, 2016), and consistent with the Biological Report (Merkel, 
2004), full development of the project site would result in significant impacts under CEQA to the on-site 
sensitive habitats of coast live oak woodland and non‐native grassland.11 However, with implementation 
of Mitigation Measures BR-1 to BR-2, below, potentially significant impacts to these sensitive biological 
resources from the implementation of the proposed development would be reduced to less than 
significant levels.  

Direct impacts to approximately 0.26 acre of non-native vegetation and 0.04 acre of disturbed habitat on 
the site are not considered significant under CEQA, as these habitat types are not considered sensitive.  

TABLE BR-2 
SUMMARY OF VEGETATION IMPACTS AND MITIGATION RATIOS 

Habitat Type/Vegetation 
Community Habitat Group 

Existing Area 
(acres) 

Impacted Area 
(acres) 

Mitigation 
Ratio 

Mitigation 
Acreage 

Non-native Vegetation Other 0.30 0.26 None - 
Disturbed Habitat Other 0.10 0.04 None - 
Non-native Grassland Annual Grassland 2.86 2.86 0.5:1 1.43 
Coast Live Oak Woodland Rare Upland 0.09 0.09 2:1 0.18 

Total -- 3.35 3.29 - 1.61 
               Merkel, 2016 

MITIGATION MEASURES 
BR-1 Prior to the issuance of a Grading Permit, the Applicant and/or Owner shall acquire off-site 

mitigation credits to compensate for 2.86 acres of direct impacts to Non-native Grassland. The 
Applicant or Owner shall provide proof of the possession of appropriate habitat credits at a ratio 
of 0.5:1 (1.43 mitigation acres) from an established off-site mitigation bank in San Diego County. 
Documentation, such as a receipt of the acquisition transaction, shall be forwarded to and verified 
by the Director of Community Development prior to submittal of the Grading Plans for the permit. 

BR-2 Prior to the issuance of a Grading Permit, the Applicant and/or Owner shall acquire off-site 
mitigation credits to compensate for 0.09 acre of direct impacts to Coast Live Oak Woodland. The 
Applicant or Owner shall provide proof of the possession of appropriate habitat credits at a ratio 
of 2:1 (0.18 mitigation acre) from an established off-site mitigation bank in San Diego County. 
Documentation, such as a receipt of the acquisition transaction, shall be forwarded to and verified 
by the Director of Community Development prior to submittal of the Grading Plans for the permit. 

INDIRECT AND/OR TEMPORARY IMPACTS  
In association with direct impacts to sensitive vegetation communities, there are usually indirect and/or 
temporary impacts to remaining vegetation and wildlife communities from effects caused from project 
development such as lighting or drainage, as well as from construction activities. As stated in the Biological 
Update Letter (Merkel, 2016), the project site has the potential to be utilized by regionally common 
migratory birds and raptors that are not designated as special status species under CEQA, but are 
protected under the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and CDFG Code Sections 3503 and 3513.  
Although no active avian nests were observed during the biological surveys, avian species could potentially 
nest in the on-site habitats.  

                                                 
11 According to the City of Vista Draft HCP/NCCP Subarea Plan, the direct losses of Non-native Grassland and Coast Live Oak Woodland are 
considered significant. 
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As a result, the project as designed could result in temporary impacts to active bird nests if site 
development activities occur during the bird breeding season (February 15 through August 31). Any 
activities that occur during the nesting/breeding season of birds such as raptors (e.g., red-tailed hawk), 
and/or birds protected by the federal MBTA, would result in a potentially significant impact.  However, with 
the implementation of Mitigation Measure BR-3, as well as the implementation of applicable City 
development codes related to outdoor lighting facilities, the prohibition in the use of invasive plant 
material, and the implementation of construction and post-construction storm water BMP’s as discussed 
in other sections in this chapter, potentially significant impacts would be reduced to less than significant 
levels. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 
BR-3 If construction activity occurs during the avian breeding season (typically defined as February 1 

through September 15), a one-time biological survey for nesting bird species must be conducted 
within the proposed impact area and a 300-foot buffer within 72 hours prior to construction. This 
survey is necessary to assure avoidance of impacts to nesting raptors (e.g., Cooper’s hawk and 
red-tailed hawk) and/or birds protected by the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act. If any active nests 
are detected, the area shall be flagged and mapped on the construction plans along with a 
minimum of a 25-foot buffer and up to a maximum 300-foot buffer for raptors, as determined by 
the project biologist, and avoided until the nesting cycle is complete. The results of the survey 
would be provided in a summary report to the Director of Community Development, and to CDFW 
(if required). 

c, d, e & f. NO IMPACT.  

FEDERALLY PROTECTED WETLANDS 
According to the Biological Update Letter (Merkel, 2016), and consistent with the Biological Report 
(Merkel, 2004), the subject property does not contain any jurisdictional wetlands. Therefore, 
implementation of the proposed project would have no impact on wetlands.  

HABITAT LINKAGES, AND WILDLIFE CORRIDORS 
The project site does not contain any regional wildlife corridors or provide any habitat linkages.  

LOCAL BIOLOGICAL POLICIES 
The project site does not contain any biological resources that are protected by local policies. 
Consequently, implementation of the proposed development would not conflict with any local policies or 
ordinances protecting biological resources, and no impacts would occur with the development of the 
proposed project. 

ADOPTED CONSERVATION PLANS 
The City of Vista is no longer participatory to the California Natural Communities Conservation Planning 
(NCCP) program, the regional Multiple Habitat Conservation Program (MHCP), and/or actively developing 
a Subarea Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan, therefore, these conservation plans/programs are no longer 
applicable within the city. However, the City has implemented the provisions of the MHCP within Vista by 
creating and identifying a Biological Preserve Overlay (BPO) as the City’s regional habitat preservation 
system in the GP 2030 Update (2011). The project site is not within or adjacent to any land that has a 
BPO designation. Therefore, the development of the proposed project would not create any significant 
impacts to the provisions of the MHCP.  
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artifact scatter, and a public park dedicated in 1925 (Wildwood Park, P-37-028777). In addition, one of 
the other seven recorded resources includes a pre-contact ground stone and lithic scatter and a historic 
adobe house. 

Historic Results - The Cultural Report (Helix, February 2017) stated that the project site has been 
subjected to long-standing agricultural use; groves are shown throughout the northern portion of the 
project area on the 1948 USGS 7.5-minute San Marcos quadrangle and are present on aerial imagery of 
the area from 1938 (NETR 2017). The groves appear to have been somewhat newly established in the 
1938 imagery and are more established in the 1946, 1953, and 1964 aerial photographs. The central 
section of the groves appears somewhat thinned-out in imagery from 1967, and the groves appear to 
have been abandoned by 1980 (NETR Online, 2017). 

No structures are shown within the project site on any of the USGS maps or historic aerial photographs 
that were reviewed.  Four structures are shown as being adjacent to the project site on the 1948, 1949, 
and 1968 editions of the USGS 7.5-minute San Marcos quadrangle; these structures are also shown on 
aerial imagery of the area from 1938 to the present day (NETR Online, 2017).  Rhoda Lane, an unimproved 
dirt roadway that is adjacent to and travels through the project site, is first visible on aerial imagery from 
1980 (NETR Online, 2017).  The surrounding residential areas to the west and the commercial areas to 
the north and east experienced a building boom between 1953 and 1980, by which time the area appears 
much the same as present-day aerial imagery (NETR Online, 2017). 

During the field survey conducted on January 11, 2017, several historic artifacts (ceramics and glass) 
were observed within an eroded drainage that begins on Lado de Loma Drive and continues at a 
northeasterly angle toward the project’s northeastern boundary. The artifacts were observed in the 
deepest part of the ditch, located between 80 and 100 centimeters below the existing ground surface.  
The artifacts included several non-diagnostic ceramic sherds and glass fragments, four ceramic artifacts 
of the same decorative pattern, among other items. The drainage ditch in which the deposit was observed 
is equidistant between two of the houses of historic age that are adjacent to the project area; it is also 
directly across the road from a house that appears in aerial photographs taken in 1928. The extent of a 
possible historic trash dump is not known, as the observed material was exposed in an erosional gully. 
Because there is a potential for additional cultural material in this buried context, an archaeological testing 
program was recommended to be undertaken to ascertain the extent and nature of the historic deposit 
and assess its potential significance.  The testing methods, results and potential impacts are noted below. 
 
Testing Methods - As discussed in the Cultural Testing Report (2017), and noted below under Testing 
Results, a historic trash deposit was discovered in the walls of an erosional gully during the January 2017 
field survey. A testing program was undertaken in March 2017 to assess the horizontal and vertical extent 
of this deposit, determine the age of cultural material present, and evaluate the significance of this 
resource under CEQA and City guidelines. The testing program consisted of the excavation of seven 
backhoe trenches perpendicular to the gully on the northern bank; collection of objects exposed in the 
gully; and screening of a sample of soil from each trench in order to collect cultural material observed 
(Helix, 2017).  

Heavy rain events following the January 2017 field survey exposed more artifacts from the sidewall than 
had been identified during the survey. Exposed artifacts in the gully were collected separately from those 
found in trenching. The seven trenches were labeled A through G, with Trench A being located at the 
highest elevation and closest to Lado De Loma Drive (see Cultural Testing Report, Helix, 2017, Figure 5 - 
Test Trenches and page 12 for additional details). No stratigraphy was observed in the trenching, other 
than the topsoil and the underlying formation (sandy clay). The deposit was densest within and between 
Trench C and Trench D; it was limited to approximately three feet outside (and underneath the banks) of 
the existing gully. The deposit appears to have been buried by sloughed-off topsoil rather than machine-
buried, as the recovered material is more intact than would be expected from soil that has been 
mechanically manipulated. For instance, several intact bottles and large ceramic fragments were 
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recovered.  Except in the area of Trench G, deposit was not observed in the opposite (southern) sidewall 
of the gully, even when a shovel was used to clean off the sidewall surface (Helix, April 2017). 

Testing Results - As discussed in the Cultural Testing Report (Helix, 2017), the collected cultural material 
was brought to the archaeological laboratory where it was washed and sorted. Whole bottles or 
bottles/jars with diagnostic features, such as maker’s marks or distinctive tops, were researched in order 
to assess date ranges for their use. Similarly, ceramics with maker’s marks or discernible patterns were 
researched to determine their place of manufacture and dates of use. Historic archaeologists Stephen R. 
Van Wormer and Susan D. Walter were consulted regarding the cultural material recovered and the 
context of the material. A site record was prepared to document the historic trash deposit, which was 
submitted to SCIC. 

The artifact assemblage recovered during testing is comprised primarily of condiment, beverage, and 
pharmaceutical bottles, and dining ware; these include ten complete glass bottles, one complete ceramic 
custard dish, and numerous glass and ceramic fragments. All of the diagnostic artifacts were of a domestic 
or household use, with glass artifacts including liquor, food, condiment, and dairy bottles, and ceramic 
artifacts including baking ware, plates, bowls, and tea cups.  Items that were diagnostic as to age included 
a number of markings, and the items were either whole, in shards or fragments (for more details of the 
recovered historic artifacts, please see Table 3 on page 18 of the Cultural Testing Report, Helix, 2017). 

The erosional gully in which the deposit was observed is equidistant between two houses of historic age 
that are adjacent to the project area; it is also directly across the road from a house that appears in aerial 
photographs taken in 1928. The relatively un-fragmented condition of the majority of the artifacts 
recovered may indicate that the deposit was buried by erosion of the drainage walls, rather than having 
been intentionally buried; none of the artifacts appeared fire-affected or melted. Based on its localized 
nature, its deposition directly atop the underlying formation, and the date ranges for the various diagnostic 
artifacts recovered, the refuse deposit was likely one of convenience and associated with nearby residents 
between the 1930s and the 1980s. The relatively small amount of cultural material present suggests a 
limited time range for the use of the site as a trash dumping area, but given the relatively long range of 
manufacturing dates for the material recovered, the period cannot be pinpointed beyond mid-twentieth 
century. This time period is too recent to address archaeological research questions; the material is 
essentially modern. Based on this, historic archaeologist Stephen R. Van Wormer determined the material 
does not warrant cataloging, analysis, and curation (Helix, 2017). 
 
Potential Impacts - As discussed below, the historic trash deposit does not meet any of the four criteria 
for listing on the CRHR; thus, it is not a significant resource under CEQA. 
 
CRITERION A -- Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and cultural heritage: The site does not meet this criterion; the artifacts recovered 
generally date from the mid-twentieth century. They postdate the pioneering phase of Vista history and 
are essentially modern. 
 
CRITERION B -- Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past: there is no evidence that the 
trash deposit is associated with persons of historical significance. 
 
CRITERION C -- Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, 
or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values. The trash 
deposit does not meet the requirements of this criterion, which tend to be more applicable to the built 
environment. 
 
CRITERION D -- Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. This 
criterion is the one generally most applicable to archaeological resources. In this case, the artifacts 
recovered generally date from the mid-twentieth century; some have date ranges from the 1930s to the 
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1980s. The material is essentially modern and cannot truly address historic archaeological research 
questions. Based on this, it does not meet the threshold for significance under criterion D. 
 
In summary, the historic trash deposit is small and localized, containing material that generally dates from 
the 1930s to the 1980s, although some ceramic pieces were manufactured much earlier. The site was 
likely used as a trash dumping area by nearby residents during the mid-twentieth century. The trash is 
essentially modern and cannot be used to adequately address historic archaeological research questions. 
It does not meet the criteria for listing on the CRHR. Based on this, the site is not a significant historic 
resource under CEQA or City guidelines. 

b - c. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT WITH MITIGATION. 
IMPACTS ON ARCHEOLOGICAL AND TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES  
As noted in the section above, the Cultural Report (Helix, 2017) details the methods and results of the 
cultural resources survey. The records search covered a one-mile radius around the project area and 
included archaeological and historical resources, locations and citations for previous cultural resources 
studies, as well as a review of the state Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) historic properties directory. 

Study Methods - As discussed in the Cultural Report (Helix, 2017), a records search was conducted at the 
California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) at the South Coastal Information Center (SCIC) 
on January 18, 2017. The records search covered a one-mile radius around the project area and included 
archaeological and historical resources, locations and citations for previous cultural resources studies, as 
well as a review of the state Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) historic properties directory.  
 
The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) was contacted on January 5, 2017 for a Sacred Lands 
File search and list of Native American contacts for the project area. Letters were sent to the 
recommended tribal contacts on January 10, 2016. 
 
Historic maps and aerial photographs were reviewed to assess the potential for historic archaeological 
resources. Maps included the 1901 USGS 30-minute San Luis Rey quadrangle, the 1946 reprint of the 
1901 San Luis Rey quadrangle, the 1901 USGS 15-minute Escondido quadrangle, the 1948, 1949, and 
1968 USGS 7.5-minute San Marcos quadrangles, and the 1968 USGS 7.5-minute San Marcos quadrangle 
photorevised in 1983. Historic aerial photographs from 1938 to the present day were reviewed at 
historicaerials.com (NETR Online, 2017). 
 
Helix archaeologist Kristina Davison and Native American monitor Banning Taylor from Saving Sacred 
Sites (San Luis Rey Band) surveyed the project area on January 11, 2017. All open areas were surveyed 
in five-meter parallel transects (Helix, 2017). 

Previous Research - As previously noted above, a records search was conducted at the SCIC for the project 
site and a one-mile radius. SCIC has a record of 35 cultural resources studies conducted within the records 
search area, none of which covered the project area itself. Two studies were conducted directly adjacent 
to the project but did not encompass it: a study for a pipeline project (Engineering Management, Inc. 1984) 
and cultural resources monitoring for the North County Transit District’s Sprinter line (Guerrero and 
Gallegos 2007).  Fourteen resources have been recorded within the one-mile search radius, only one of 
which is located within one-half mile of the project site. This resource, CA-SDI-646, is located 
approximately 750 ft. from the project site, and is recorded as a pre-contact campsite with bedrock 
mortars, a slab metate, and a marine shell scatter.  Seven of the 14 recorded resources are solely historic 
in nature; one of the recorded resources includes a pre-contact ground stone and lithic scatter and a 
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historic adobe house, and the remaining six resources (including the campsite noted above) are solely 
pre-contact.12   

Results - In response to the request for a Sacred Lands File search, the NAHC stated that the file search 
was negative for the provided USGS quadrangle information. In addition, four response letters sent by 
tribes contacted by Helix stated that either the site was not within their Traditional Use Areas, or they had 
no new information to share.  Besides the above-noted historic trash material, fragmented marine shell 
was also observed along the southeastern boundary of the project along the property at 446 Lado de 
Loma Drive; however, it was determined to be the result of slope wash from an imported soil pile within 
that property.  No additional archaeological resources were observed within the project area. Also, Tribal 
Cultural Resources where not identified within the project site boundaries. As noted in the Cultural Report, 
the soil throughout the project had the appearance of being previously manipulated and was rather 
unconsolidated and loose in terms of compaction (Helix, 2017). 

Potential Impacts - Although much of the project site has been subjected to agricultural use and modern 
vegetation abatement efforts, there is a potential for pre-contact and historic archaeological and tribal 
cultural materials to be encountered during ground-disturbing activities within the site. Further, the 
surrounding area is rich in cultural resources, as noted in the previous research section above. The 
discovery of unknown archaeological and tribal cultural materials during grading and other ground-
disturbing activities would be a significant impact.  However, with the implementation of Mitigation 
Measures CR-1 to CR-5, these potentially significant impacts would be reduced to less than significant 
levels. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

CR-1  Cultural resource mitigation monitoring shall be conducted to provide for the identification, 
evaluation, treatment, and protection of any cultural resources that are affected by or may be 
discovered during the construction of the proposed project. The monitoring shall consist of the 
full-time presence of a Qualified Archaeologist and a TCA (traditionally and culturally affiliated) 
Native American Monitor for, but not limited to, any clearing or grubbing of vegetation, tree 
removal, demolition and/or removal of remnant foundations, pavements, abandonment and/or 
installation of infrastructure (including within the adjacent roads); grading or any other ground 
disturbing or altering activities, including the placement of imported fill materials (note: all fill 
materials shall be absent of any and all cultural resources); and related road improvements, 
including, but not limited to, repaving, realignment and/or expansion to Lado de Lomas Drive 
and/or Guajome Street. Other tasks of the monitoring program shall include the following:  

 The requirement for cultural resource mitigation monitoring shall be noted on all 
applicable construction documents, including demolition plans, all grading plans (e.g., 
rough and precise plans), etc. 

 The Qualified Archaeologist and TCA Native American Monitor shall attend all applicable 
pre-construction meetings with the Contractor and/or associated Subcontractors to 
present the archaeological monitoring program. 

 The Qualified Archaeologist shall maintain ongoing collaborative consultation with the TCA 
Native American Monitor during all ground disturbing or altering activities, as identified 
above.  The Applicant or Owner, and/or Grading Contractor shall notify the Director of 
Community Development, preferably through e-mail, of the start and end of all ground-
disturbing activities. 

                                                 
12 While Juan Rodriguez Cabrillo visited San Diego briefly in 1542, the beginning of the historic period in the San Diego area is generally given 
as 1769. It was that year that the Royal Presidio of San Diego was founded on a hill overlooking Mission Valley. The Mission San Diego de Alcala 
was constructed in its current location five years later (Cultural Report: Helix, 2017).  
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 The Qualified Archaeologist and/or TCA Native American Monitor may halt ground-
disturbing activities if archaeological artifact deposits or cultural features are discovered.  
In general, ground-disturbing activities shall be directed away from these deposits for a 
short time to allow a determination of potential significance, the subject of which shall be 
determined by the Qualified Archaeologist and the TCA Native American Monitor, in 
consultation with the San Luis Rey Band.  Ground disturbing activities shall not resume 
until the Qualified Archaeologist, in consultation with the TCA Native American Monitor, 
deems the cultural resource or feature has been appropriately documented and/or 
protected. At the Qualified Archaeologist’s discretion, the location of ground disturbing 
activities may be relocated elsewhere on the project site to avoid further disturbance of 
cultural resources. 

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

CR-2 Prior to the issuance of a Grading Permit, and subject to approval of terms by the City, the Applicant 
or Owner, and/or Contractor shall enter into a Pre-Excavation Agreement with the San Luis Rey 
Band, a TCA (traditionally and culturally affiliated) tribe.  A copy of the agreement shall be included 
in the Grading Plan Submittals for the Grading Permit. The purpose of this agreement shall be to 
formalize protocols and procedures between the Applicant or Owner, and/or Contractor, and the 
San Luis Rey Band for the protection and treatment of, including but not limited to, Native 
American human remains, funerary objects, cultural and religious landscapes, ceremonial items, 
traditional gathering areas and cultural items, located and/or discovered through a monitoring 
program in conjunction with the construction of the proposed project, including additional 
archaeological surveys and/or studies, excavations, geotechnical investigations, off-site 
infrastructure installation, grading, and all other ground disturbing activities. 

CR-3 Prior to the release of the Grading Bond, a Monitoring Report and/or Evaluation Report, which 
describes the results, analysis and conclusions of the cultural resource mitigation monitoring 
efforts (such as, but not limited to, the Research Design and Data Recovery Program) shall be 
submitted by the Qualified Archaeologist, along with the TCA Native American Monitor’s notes and 
comments, to the City’s Director of Community Development for review and approval. 

CR-4 All cultural materials that are associated with burial and/or funerary goods will be repatriated to 
the Most Likely Descendant as determined by the Native American Heritage Commission per 
California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. 

CR-5 Recovered cultural material of historic significance shall be curated with accompanying catalog, 
photographs, and reports to a San Diego curation facility that meets federal standards per 36 CFR 
Part 79. Recovered cultural material of tribal cultural significance shall be repatriated as stipulated 
in the pre-excavation agreement as described in CR-2. 

IMPACTS ON HUMAN REMAINS 
The project site does not lie near any known cemeteries. It is possible, though, that construction activities 
could unearth previously unknown vestiges, particularly given the cultural sensitivity of the area. This 
would be considered a potentially significant impact. However, implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-
6 would ensure that human remains were treated with dignity and as specified by law, which would reduce 
the impact to a less than significant level.  
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MITIGATION MEASURE 
CR-6  As specified by California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, if human remains are found on 

the project site during construction or during archaeological work, the person responsible for the 
excavation, or his or her authorized representative, shall immediately notify the San Diego County 
Coroner’s office by telephone. No further excavation or disturbance of the discovery or any nearby 
area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent remains (as determined by the Qualified 
Archaeologist and/or the TCA Native American Monitor) shall occur until the Coroner has made 
the necessary findings as to origin and disposition pursuant to Public Resources Code 5097.98. 
If such a discovery occurs, a temporary construction exclusion zone shall be established 
surrounding the area of the discovery so that the area would be protected (as determined by the 
Qualified Archaeologist and/or the TCA Native American Monitor), and consultation and treatment 
could occur as prescribed by law. As further defined by State law, the Coroner would determine 
within two working days of being notified if the remains are subject to his or her authority. If the 
Coroner recognizes the remains to be Native American, he or she shall contact the Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) within 24 hours. The NAHC would make a determination 
as to the Most Likely Descendent. If Native American remains are discovered, the remains shall 
be kept “in situ” (in place), or in a secure location in close proximity to where they were found, and 
the analysis of the remains shall only occur on-site in the presence of the TCA Native American 
Monitor. 
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bedrock.  The underlying geology of the site is characterized as consisting of localized undocumented 
artificial fill, Quaternary-age colluvium (topsoil), and Cretaceous-age granitic bedrock. Groundwater was 
not encountered in any of the exploratory excavations.  Due to their relatively low density, lack of 
uniformity, and porous nature, all undocumented fill, Quaternary-age colluvium, and any highly weathered 
granitic rock are considered potentially compressible and unsuitable for the support of settlement-
sensitive improvements (i.e., residential foundations, etc.), and/or engineered fill in their existing state. 
The potentially compressible soils across the site is anticipated to vary between approximately two to six 
feet.  Conversely, the underlying unweathered granitic rock is considered suitable for the support of 
settlement-sensitive improvements. 

The project area, like most of southern California, could be subject to such seismic events as strong 
ground shaking and seismically-induced settlement such as liquefaction, which could potentially expose 
people and/or structures to substantially adverse effects.  The ground motion characteristics of any future 
earthquakes in the region would depend on the characteristics of the generating fault, the distance to the 
epicenter, the magnitude of the earthquake, and the site-specific geologic conditions. Major faults in the 
region could be a source of a strong seismic-related movement at the project site. According to the 
Geotech Report (GSI, 2016), although the site is located within southern California, a seismically active 
region, no active faults are known to transect the site. The nearest active faults are the Rose Canyon Fault 
Zone (approximately 14 miles southwest, offshore) and the Elsinore Fault Zone (approximately 20 miles 
northeast). Other active faults in the region include the Coronado Bank Fault Zone and the Newport-
Inglewood Fault Zone. 

Liquefaction and Landslides - According to the Geotech Report (GSI, 2016), liquefaction describes a 
phenomenon in which cyclic stresses, produced by earthquake-induced ground motion, create excess 
pore pressures in relatively cohesionless soils. These soils may thereby acquire a high degree of mobility, 
which can lead to vertical deformation, lateral movement, lurching, sliding, and as a result of seismic 
loading, volumetric strain and manifestation in surface settlement of loose sediments, sand boils and 
other damaging lateral deformations. This phenomenon occurs only below the water table, but after 
liquefaction has developed, it can propagate upward into overlying non-saturated soil as excess pore water 
dissipates.  One of the primary factors controlling the potential for liquefaction is depth to groundwater.  
Typically, liquefaction has a relatively low potential at depths greater than 50 feet.   

As stated in the Geotech Report (GSI, 2016), neither the regional groundwater table nor perched water 
was encountered during the on-site exploratory test pits to the depth explored (eight feet). As such, 
regional groundwater is not anticipated to significantly affect the planned improvements.13 Perched water 
may occur in the future along zones of contrasting permeability and/or density, or seepage may occur 
along bedrock joints and fractures.  The Geotech Report (GSI, 2016) stated that the susceptibility of the 
site to experience damaging deformations from seismically-induced liquefaction and densification is low 
owing to the dense nature of the bedrock that underlies the site in the near-surface and the depth to the 
regional groundwater table.  As a result, impacts from liquefaction are considered less than significant. 

According to regional landslide susceptibility mapping by Tan and Giffen (1995), the project site is located 
within landslide susceptibility Subarea 3-1 which is characterized as being "generally susceptible" to 
landsliding.  However, geomorphic expressions indicative of past mass wasting events (i.e., scarps and 
hummocky terrain) were not observed on the property during the on-site field study nor in a review of 
stereoscopic aerial photographs (United State Department of Agriculture IUSDA], 1964). Further, no 
adverse geologic structures were encountered during our subsurface exploration. Regional geologic maps 
also do not indicate the presence of landslides on the property.  Therefore, impacts from landslides are 
considered less than significant.  
  
Seismic Shaking - Because of the potential of seismic events to impact structures in Vista in particular 
and southern California in general, the proposed buildings are required to be constructed in compliance 

                                                 
13  The Geotech Report (GSI, 2016) noted that based on site topography, the groundwater table is likely at elevations in excess of 50 feet below 
the lowest site elevation. 
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with the seismic safety standards set forth in the California Building Code (CBC) in effect at the time 
grading and building permits are obtained.14  In general, compliance with the CBC would include the 
incorporation of: 1) seismic safety features to minimize the potential for significant effects as a result of 
earthquakes; 2) proper building footings and foundations; and 3) construction of the building structure so 
that it would withstand the effects of strong ground shaking. In addition, as required under the City’s 
Grading Ordinance (Municipal Code Chapter 17.56), recommendations in a geotechnical report prepared 
for the project must be followed during site preparation and grading activities. The Geotech Report (GSI, 
2016) contains such geotechnical recommendations, which will also be updated to reflect revisions to the 
grading plans and CBC requirements.  The City’s Building Department would also review the building plans 
through building plan checks, issuance of a building permit, and inspection of the building during 
construction, which would ensure that all required CBC seismic safety measures are incorporated into the 
building. Compliance with the CBC; the geotechnical recommendations of the preliminary (and updated) 
geotechnical report; the Building Department’s review process, permit application, and inspections would 
result in less than significant impacts. 

b - d. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT.  
Soil Erosion - According to the Geotech Report (GSI, 2016), the undocumented artificial fill and colluvium 
are considered “erosive”.  However, construction of the proposed project would include remedial 
earthwork (e.g., removal, recompaction, placing, etc.) and foundations, which would minimize and/or 
reduce any potential impacts from erosion.  In addition, before construction begins the contractor is 
required to prepare a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and implement standard erosion 
control measures and storm water construction BMPs (through the grading permit process), which would 
further minimize potentially significant impacts from soil erosion during construction. 

Unstable Geology or Soil - As described above, due to the depth to groundwater and the lack of adverse 
geologic structures, the potential for the site to be adversely affected by liquefaction and landslides is 
considered low.  According to the Geotech Report (GSI, 2016), due to the depth to groundwater and the 
dense nature of the underlying granitic bedrock, the potential for the site to be adversely affected by lateral 
spreading is also considered to be low.  Further, subsidence and/or collapse is considered negligible or is 
mitigated as a result of site location, soil characteristics, and typical site development procedures (GSI, 
2016). 

Expansive Soil - As discussed in the Geotech Report (GSI, 2016), due to their relatively low density, lack 
of uniformity, and porous nature, all undocumented fill, Quaternary-age colluvium, and any highly 
weathered granitic rock are considered potentially compressible and unsuitable for the support of 
settlement-sensitive improvements. However, as noted above, the Geotech Report (GSI, 2016) contains 
preliminary geotechnical recommendations for remedial grading of these soils (e.g., removal, 
recompaction, etc.), which would also be updated to reflect revisions to the grading plans and CBC 
requirements prior to obtaining a Grading Permit.   

In addition as noted above, under the City’s Grading Ordinance (and identified in the Conditions of Project 
Approval), the recommendations in an updated geotechnical report must be followed during site 
preparation and grading activities.  Further, the proposed residential structures are required to be 
constructed in compliance with the seismic safety standards set forth in the CBC. Therefore, potential 
impacts from soil erosion, seismic instability, or soil structure would be less than significant, and mitigation 
measures are not required.   

e. NO IMPACT. The proposed project would tie into existing sewers, avoiding the need to use septic tanks 
or alternative wastewater disposal systems. As a result, significant impacts would not occur with project 
development. 

                                                 
14 The CBC incorporates relevant sections of the Uniform Building Code of the International Conference of Building Officials.  
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f. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. The probability of discovering paleontological resources depends on 
the geologic formation being excavated and the depth and volume of the excavation. Sedimentary rocks, 
such as those found in coastal areas, usually contain fossils. Granite rocks, such as those found in inland 
areas including the project site, usually do not contain fossils. According to the Geotech Report (GSI, 
2016), the subsurface conditions of the site consist of localized undocumented artificial fill, Quaternary 
Colluvium, and Cretaceous-age granitic bedrock.  

According to Section 4.5.2.3 of the GP 2030 Update PEIR (2011), Cretaceous-aged granitic bedrock does 
not have any paleontological resource potential. Therefore the project would not directly or indirectly 
destroy unique paleontological resources or unique geologic features, and the potential for encountering 
undiscovered paleontological resources would be very low during construction activities at the project site. 
As a result, construction of the project would be expected to produce less than significant impacts to 
paleontological resources. 
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VII. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly 
or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on 
the environment? 

    

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

    

The discussion below is based on the findings contained within the Greenhouse Gas Analysis for the 
Pheasant Hill Project, Vista, California (GHG Report) (Scientific Resources Associated [SRA], November 
15, 2017 (2017)) prepared for the proposed project.15 In addition, information within the Interim 
Guidance Memorandum on Assessing GHG Emissions from Projects Subject to CEQA (Interim GHG 
Guidance) prepared by the City, March 17, 2016, revised April 6, 2016 (2016), was also used. Both 
reports are on file and available for review in the City’s Planning Division office.  

DISCUSSION  
a - b. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT.  

BACKGROUND  
In response to Executive Order (EO) S-3-05 (June 2005), which declared California’s vulnerability to 
climate change, the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32) was signed 
into effect on September 27, 2006. In passing the bill, the California Legislature found that “Global 
warming poses a serious threat to the economic well-being, public health, natural resources, and the 
environment of California…” (California Health & Safety Code, Division 25.5, Part 1).  

Global warming is the observed increase in average temperature of the Earth’s surface and atmosphere 
caused by increased greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, which can contribute to changes in global climate 
patterns resulting in global climate change.16 GHG emissions are the result of both natural and 
anthropogenic activities, and the primary sources of these emissions is caused by the consumption of 
fossil fuels for power generation and transportation, forest fires, decomposition of organic waste, and 
industrial processes. The most common GHGs that enter the atmosphere as a result of human activities 
are carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), and nitrous oxide (N2O), are described below.  

 CO2 is released into the atmosphere through the burning of fossil fuels (oil, natural gas, and coal), 
solid waste, trees and wood products, and also as a result of other chemical reactions (e.g., 
cement production) and deforestation. Carbon dioxide is also removed from the atmosphere (or 
“sequestered”) when it is absorbed by plants as part of the biological carbon cycle. 

 CH4 is emitted during the production and transport of coal, natural gas, and oil. Methane emissions 
also result from agricultural practices, such as the raising of livestock, and by the decomposition 
of organic waste in landfills. 

 N2O is emitted during agricultural and industrial activities, as well as during the burning of fossil 
fuels and solid waste. 

Each GHG has a different potential for trapping heat in the atmosphere, called global warming potential 
(GWP). GWP for a gas is a measure of the total energy that a gas absorbs over a particular period of time 
(usually 100 years), compared to CO2. CO2 is the primary GHG emitted through human activities and is 
typically used as a baseline in the analysis and reporting of GHGs. GHG emissions are typically reported 

                                                 
15   Please note that this report was based on an earlier version of the project, which proposed 25 detached single-family residences. 
16  Global climate change refers to changes in the average climatic conditions on Earth as a whole, including changes in temperature, wind 
patterns, precipitation, and storms (City of Vista Climate Action Plan, 2012). 
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in metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MT CO2e) units. When dealing with an array of emissions, the 
gases are converted to their carbon dioxide equivalents for comparison purposes. The global warming 
potential for CH4 and N2O is 21 and 310, respectively.17  

REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 

The GHG Report (SRA, 2017) identifies a number of international and national requirements, regulations, 
and standards regarding GHG emissions. However, the section below focuses on the State’s and the City’s 
requirements, regulations, and standards. Please see the GHG Report (SRA, 2017) for additional 
information on the above-mentioned regulations. 

State of California Regulations and Standards 
The following sub-sections describe some of the key regulations and standards that have been adopted 
by the State of California to address Global Climate Change (GCC) issues. 

AB 32 - Among a number of bills passed to support Executive Order (EO) S-3-05,18 AB 32 required that, by 
January 1, 2008, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) determine what the statewide GHG emissions 
level was in 1990, and approve a statewide GHG emissions limit that is equivalent to that level, to be 
achieved by 2020.  The CARB adopted its AB 32 Scoping Plan in December 2008 (CARB, 2008a), which 
provided estimates of the 1990 GHG emissions level and identified sectors for the reduction of GHG 
emissions.  The CARB estimated that the 1990 GHG emissions level was 427 MMT net CO2e (CARB, 2007).  
The CARB estimates that a reduction of 173 MMT net CO2e emissions below business-as-usual would be 
required by 2020 to meet the 1990 levels.  This amounts to roughly a 28.35 percent reduction from 
projected business-as-usual levels in 2020.  In 2011, the CARB developed a Supplement to the AB 32 
Scoping Plan (Scoping Plan Supplement) (CARB, 2011).  The Supplement updated the emissions inventory 
based on current projections for “business as usual” (BAU) emissions to 506.8 MT of CO2e.  The updated 
projection included adopted measures (e.g., Pavley 1 Fuel Efficiency Standards, 20% percent Renewable 
Portfolio Standard (RPS) requirement, etc.), and estimated that an additional 16 percent reduction below 
the estimated BAU levels would be necessary to return to 1990 levels by 2020. 

In 2014, the CARB published its First Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan (CARB, 2014).  This 
update indicates that the State is on target to meet the goal of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 level by 
2020.  The First Update tracks progress in achieving the goals of AB 32, and lays out a new set of actions 
that will move the State further along the path to achieving the 2050 goal of reducing emissions to 80 
percent below 1990 levels.  While the First Update discusses setting a mid-term target, the plan does not 
yet set a quantifiable target toward meeting the 2050 goal. 

EO S-3-05 - EO S-3-05, signed by Governor Schwarzenegger on June 1, 2005, calls for a reduction in GHG 
emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 and for an 80 percent reduction in GHG emissions below 1990 levels 
by 2050. Executive Order S-3-05 also calls for the California EPA (CalEPA) to prepare biennial science 
reports on the potential impact of continued GCC on certain sectors of the California economy. The first of 
these reports, “Our Changing Climate: Assessing Risks to California”, and its supporting document 
“Scenarios of Climate Change in California: An Overview” were published by the California Climate Change 
Center in 2006. 

EO S-01-07 - This EO was enacted by the Governor on January 18, 2007, and mandates that: 1) a 
statewide goal be established to reduce the carbon intensity of California's transportation fuels by at least 
10 percent by 2020; and 2) a Low Carbon Fuel Standard ("LCFS") for transportation fuels be established 
for California.  According to the San Diego County Greenhouse Gas Inventory (SDCGHGI), the effects of the 

                                                 
17  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, September 9, 2013, http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/ghgemissions/.   
18  EO S-3-05 (signed in 2005) calls for a reduction in GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 and for an 80 percent reduction in GHG emissions 
below 1990 levels by 2050. 
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LCFS would be a ten percent reduction in GHG emissions from fuel use by 2020. On April 23, 2009, the 
CARB adopted regulations to implement the LCFS. 

SB 97 - Senate Bill (SB) 97, enacted in 2007, amends the CEQA statute to clearly establish that GHG 
emissions and the effects of GHG emissions are appropriate subjects for CEQA analysis. SB 97 directed 
the Governor's Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to develop draft CEQA guidelines “for the mitigation 
of greenhouse gas emissions or the effects of greenhouse gas emissions” by July 1, 2009, and directed 
the California Natural Resources Agency (CNRA) to certify and adopt the CEQA guidelines by January 1, 
2010.  On December 31, 2009, the CNRA adopted the proposed amendments to the State CEQA 
Guidelines. These amendments became effective on March 18, 2010. 

EO S-21-09 - This order was enacted by the Governor on September 15, 2009. It required that the CARB, 
under its AB 32 authority, adopt a regulation by July 31, 2010 that sets a 33 percent renewable energy 
target. Under EO S-21-09, the CARB will work with the Public Utilities Commission and California Energy 
Commission to encourage the creation and use of renewable energy sources, and will regulate all 
California utilities. 

SB 1078, SB 107, and EO S-14-08. SB 1078 initially set a target of 20 percent of energy to be sold from 
renewable sources by the year 2017. The schedule for implementation of the RPS was accelerated in 
2006 with the Governor’s signing of SB 107, which accelerated the 20 percent RPS goal from 2017 to 
2010. On November 17, 2008, the Governor signed Executive Order S-14-08, which requires all retail 
sellers of electricity to serve 33 percent of their load with renewable energy by 2020. The Governor signed 
Executive Order S-21-09 on September 15, 2009, which directed CARB to implement a regulation 
consistent with the 2020 33 percent renewable energy target by July 31, 2010. The 33% RPS was adopted 
in 2010. 

EO B-30-15 - This EO was issued on April 29, 2015 and establishes an interim GHG emission reduction 
goal for the State of California by 2030 of 40 percent below 1990 levels.  The EO also directed all state 
agencies with jurisdiction over GHG emitting sources to implement measures designed to achieve the new 
interim 2030 goal as well as the pre-existing long-term 2050 goal identified in EO S-3-05.  Additionally, 
this EO directed CARB to update its Climate Change Scoping Plan to address the 2030 goal.  Therefore, 
in the coming months, CARB is expected to develop statewide inventory projection data for 2030 as well 
as commence its efforts to identify reduction strategies capable of securing emission reductions that allow 
for achievement of the EO’s new interim goal. 

SB 32 - SB 32 was enacted by the California Legislature on September 8, 2016 to require the CARB to 
approve a statewide GHG emissions limit to reduce GHG emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 
2030. The bill codified the target identified in Executive Order B-30-15 and authorizes the CARB to adopt 
rules and regulations to achieve the maximum technologically feasible and cost-effective greenhouse gas 
emissions reductions and ensure that statewide greenhouse gas emissions are reduced to at least 40 
percent below the statewide greenhouse gas emissions limit no later than December 31, 2030.  

Local Regulations and Standards 

City of Vista CAP - In December 2011, the City adopted its GP 2030 Update (2011) and certified the 
accompanying PEIR (2011). The PEIR included Mitigation Measure MCC1, which required the City to 
implement a quantified CAP within 24 months of adoption of the GP 2030. The GP 2030 Update (2011) 
includes a Resource Conservation and Sustainability Element, which includes the following: “RCS Goal 2: 
Reduce GHG emissions from community activities and municipal facilities and operations within the City 
boundaries to support the State’s efforts under Assembly Bill 32, Senate Bill 375, and other State and 
federal mandates, and to mitigate the community’s contributions to global climate change.” The GP 2030 
Update (2011) policy that applies to the project includes the following: “RCS Policy 2.7: Through California 
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Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) documents, evaluate and disclose the contribution new projects could 
have on climate change and require mitigation measures as appropriate.” 

The City adopted its CAP (2013) to reduce GHG emissions in Vista in order to comply with AB 32. The CAP 
provided an estimate of BAU emissions by the year 2020, and a projection of the amount of reductions 
needed to meet the City’s requirement to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels. The CAP (2013) 
estimated that a reduction of 27,187 metric tons of CO2e would be required. The CAP also adopts climate 
action measures designed to provide the necessary reductions to meet the 2020 target. The measures 
that would apply to development projects include energy efficiency measures, transportation and land use 
measures designed to reduce vehicle miles traveled, and solid waste reduction measures.  

THRESHOLD OF SIGNIFICANCE AND METHODOLOGY  
Threshold of Significance  
According to the California Natural Resources Agency (July, 2009), “due to the global nature of GHG 
emissions and their potential effects, GHG emissions will typically be addressed in a cumulative impacts 
analysis.”19 Significance criteria were developed in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. 
In the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report for the Vista General Plan 2030 (City of Vista 2011), 
the following criteria were used to establish the significance of GCC emissions: 
The project would have a significant impact if it would: 

 Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 
impact on the environment. 

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

 Expose property and persons to the physical effects of climate change, including but not limited 
to flooding, public health, wildfire risk or other impacts resulting from climate change. 

As discussed in Section 15064.4 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the determination of the significance of 
greenhouse gas emissions calls for a careful judgment by the lead agency, consistent with the provisions 
in Section 15064. Section 15064.4 further provides that a lead agency should make a good-faith effort, 
based to the extent possible on scientific and factual data, to describe, calculate or estimate the amount 
of GHG emissions resulting from a project. A lead agency shall have discretion to determine, in the context 
of a particular project, whether to: 

(1) Use a model or methodology to quantify greenhouse gas emissions resulting from a project, 
and which model or methodology to use. The lead agency has discretion to select the model or 
methodology it considers most appropriate provided it supports its decision with substantial 
evidence. The lead agency should explain the limitations of the particular model or methodology 
selected for use; and/or 

(2) Rely on a qualitative analysis or performance based standards. 

Section 15064.4 also advises a lead agency to consider the following factors, among others, when 
assessing the significance of impacts from greenhouse gas emissions on the environment: 

(1) The extent to which the project may increase or reduce greenhouse gas emissions as compared 
to the existing environmental setting; 

                                                 
19  California Natural Resources Agency, Initial Statement of Reasons for Regulatory Action, Proposed Amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines 
Addressing Analysis and Mitigation of Greenhouse Gases Pursuant to SB 97. July 2009. 
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(2) Whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the lead agency 
determines applies to the project; and 

(3) The extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to 
implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

The City has not established a GHG significance threshold to date. Several lead agencies in California have 
adopted a screening threshold as recommended by the January 2008 CAPCOA Report, CEQA and Climate 
Change – Evaluating and Addressing Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Projects Subject to the California 
Environmental Quality Act, which proposes a screening-level threshold of 900 metric tons of CO2e to 
evaluate whether a project must conduct further analysis. 

Based on a review of projects within the City, a level of 1,185 metric tons of CO2e would capture 90 percent 
of the City’s emissions that are attributable to development projects. Therefore, a “bright line” threshold 
of 1,185 metric tons of CO2e is an appropriate significance threshold for the City. The project’s emissions 
were evaluated based on this threshold. 

Methodology 
As discussed in the GHG Report (SRA, 2017), to gauge the potential significance of global climate change 
impacts associated with the proposed project, GHG emissions associated with construction and operation 
of the project were estimated for six categories of emissions: (1) construction; (2) area sources; (3) energy 
use, including electricity and natural gas usage; (4) water consumption, use, and treatment; (5) solid waste 
management, and (6) vehicles. The analysis also includes an estimate of GHG emissions from energy use 
that assumes 2008 Title 24-compliant buildings as a baseline within the CalEEMod Model, which is 
considered business as usual for the project.  Emissions were evaluated based on their consistency with 
the goals of AB 32.  The complete emissions inventory is included in the Appendix of the GHG Report (SRA, 
2017).   

EXISTING CONDITIONS 
As discussed above, the site is currently vacant. As it currently exists, the site is not a source of GHG 
emissions. The site has a minor amount of vegetation that would be removed due to development. The 
loss in carbon sequestration for this removal has been evaluated using the CalEEMod model, and would 
amount to approximately 51 metric tons, amortized over a 30-year period. With amortization, the carbon 
sequestration loss would be 2 metric tons annually. 

CONSTRUCTION GHG EMISSIONS 
Construction GHG emissions include emissions from heavy construction equipment, truck traffic, and 
worker trips. Emissions were calculated using the CalEEMod Model, which is the newest land use 
emissions model developed by the SCAQMD (2016), for completed and proposed construction.  Table GE-
1 identifies the construction-related emissions associated with construction of the proposed project. 

TABLE GE-1 
ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION GHG EMISSIONS 

Phase 
CO2e Emissions 

Metric tons 

Construction 553 
                                                                                                  Source: SRA 2017 

Per guidance from the SCAQMD (2008), construction emissions are amortized over a 30-year period to 
account for the contribution of construction emissions over the lifetime of the project.  Amortizing the 
emissions from construction of the proposed project over a 30-year period would result in an annual 
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contribution of 18 metric tons of CO2e. These emissions are added to operational emissions to account 
for the contribution of construction to GHG emissions for the lifetime of the project. 

OPERATIONAL GHG EMISSIONS 
The Pheasant Hill project includes development of 24 single-family residential units on a 3.35-acre site. 
For the project, the relevant emissions would include direct emissions from mobile source emissions and 
indirect emissions from electricity use and other sources. Emissions were estimated using the 
methodologies described below. 

Area Sources - The CalEEMod model assumes that area source emissions associated with residential 
projects would include use of fireplaces (assumed to be natural gas), as well as minor use of landscaping 
equipment. GHG emissions were calculated based on use of the fireplaces 30 days per year, three hours 
per day. It was assumed that all of the residences would be equipped with natural gas fireplaces. 

Energy Use - As discussed above, the CalEEMod Model assumes a baseline of 2008 Title 24 standards. 
The baseline energy use provides a conservative estimate of current energy requirements relative to future 
energy requirements. The Title 24 standards have been updated in 2016, and are scheduled to be 
updated periodically and will likely improve energy efficiency further. Energy use from appliances was 
calculated assuming that the residences would use Energy Star appliances. 

Water Use - Water usage was estimated based on the CalEEMod Model. The GHG emissions associated 
with water usage, conveyance, treatment, and wastewater disposal are included within the CalEEMod 
model calculations. For the purpose of this analysis, it was assumed that residences would be equipped 
with low-flow fixtures and with irrigation systems that are water-efficient. 

Solid Waste Management - The disposal of solid waste produces GHG emissions from anaerobic 
decomposition in landfills, incineration, transportation of waste, and disposal. Solid waste generation 
rates were estimated from CalEEMod Model, and GHG emissions from solid waste management were 
estimated using the model, assuming landfilling of solid waste with flaring. 

Vehicles Emissions - Based on the CalEEMod model, the Project will generate 713,826 vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) annually under business as usual conditions. Emissions were calculated based on the 
CalEEMod Model, which is based on the EMFAC2014 emission factors. 

Operational GHG Emissions Summary for 2020 Targets 
The results of the inventory for operational emissions from the GHG Report (SRA, 2017), are presented in 
Table GE-2, below. These include GHG emissions associated with buildings (natural gas, purchased 
electricity), water consumption (energy embodied in potable water), solid waste management (including 
transport and landfill gas generation), and vehicles. Table GHGE-2 summarizes projected emissions using 
the methodologies noted above. 

TABLE GE-2 
SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED OPERATIONAL GHG EMISSIONS 

 

 
Emission Source 

Annual Emissions 
(Metric tons/year) 

CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e 
Operational Emissions 

Area Sources 8  0.0004  0.0001  8  
Electricity Use 50  0.0020  0.0005  50  
Natural Gas Use 29  0.0006  0.0005  29  
Water Use 7  0.0427  0.0011  8  
Solid Waste Management 1  0.0885  0.0000  4  
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Vehicle Emissions 306  0.0173  0.0000  306  
Amortized Construction Emissions 18  0.0000  0.0000  18  
Carbon Sequestration Loss 2 0.0000 0.0000 2 

Total 421 0.1515 0.0022 426 
Global Warming Potential Factor 1 28 265  

CO2 Equivalent Emissions 421 4 1 426 
TOTAL CO2 Equivalent 

Emissions 
 

426 

                                                                                                                                                                                                      Source: SRA 2017 

 
As shown in Table GE-2, the net emissions increase associated with the project is below the City of Vista’s 
“bright line” threshold of 1,185 metric tons of CO2e. Accordingly, the proposed project would not generate 
greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that would have a significant impact on the 
environment. In addition, the project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. Since these plans must be adopted in a public 
hearing, Title 24 of the building code is part of the statewide strategy for reducing GHG emissions. The 
City adopted the building code with its Title 24 energy efficiency standards in a public hearing. Therefore, 
the proposed project is required to comply with the Title 24 building code as a matter of law. Accordingly, 
it would not conflict with a statewide plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG 
emissions. 

Operational GHG Emissions Summary for Horizon Years 2030 and 2050 
As previously described, Executive Order B-30-15 established a statewide emissions reduction target of 
40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030, which has been implemented by SB 32.20 This measure was 
identified to keep the State on a trajectory needed to meet the 2050 goal of reducing GHG emissions to 
80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050 pursuant to Executive Order S-3-05. According to most recent 
2020 forecast presented in CARB’s Updated Scoping Plan and the adopted target for 2020 (i.e., 1990 
statewide GHG levels), the state must achieve a reduction of at least 15.3 percent to reach the 2020 
target. 

Further analyses were conducted to provide information on future GHG emissions in the years 2030 and 
2050. Tables GE-3 and 4 present estimated emissions for 2030 and 2050 for the proposed project. 
Because there is no information on increases in energy efficiency regulations through Title 24, nor any 
information on additional plans and programs that may be implemented pursuant to SB 32, Tables GE-3 
and 4 take into account the following additional GHG measures beyond the 2020 analysis: 

• Additional penetration of Advanced Clean Cars regulations and increased percentage of electric and 
low-emission vehicles in the fleet 

• Implementation of the 50 percent Renewable Portfolio Standard 

Tables GE-3 and 4 present the estimated GHG emissions for 2030 and 2050 with these measures in 
place. Because there is no efficiency metric recommended by the City beyond 2020, no calculation of the 
efficiency of the project has been made.  

                                                 
20  EO B-30-15 was enacted by the Governor on April 29, 2015. EO B-30-15 establishes an interim GHG emission reduction goal for the state of 
California to reduce GHG emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels by the year 2030. This EO directs all state agencies with jurisdiction over 
GHG-emitting sources to implement measures designed to achieve the new interim 2030 goal. With regards to the local agencies, the EO does 
not require local agencies to take any action to meet the new interim GHG reduction threshold as it was not adopted by a public agency through 
a public review process that requires analysis pursuant to CEQA guidelines section 15064.4. In addition, it has not been subsequently validated 
by a statute as an official GHG reduction target of the State of California. The EO itself states it is “not intended to create, and does not, create 
any rights or benefits, whether substantive or procedural, enforceable at law or in equity, against the State of California, its agencies, 
departments, entities, officers, employees, or any other person.”  
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TABLE GE-3 
SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED 2030 OPERATIONAL GHG EMISSIONS 

 
Emission Source 

Annual Emissions 
(Metric tons/year) 

CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e 
Operational Emissions 

Area Sources 8 0.0004 0.0001 8 
Electricity Use 35 0.0013 0.0003 35 
Natural Gas Use 29 0.0006 0.0005 29 
Water Use 5 0.0426 0.0010 6 
Solid Waste Management 1 0.0885 0.0000 4 
Vehicle Emissions 224 0.0108 0.0000 224 

Amortized Construction Emissions 18 0.0000 0.0000 18 
Carbon Sequestration Loss 2 0.0000 0.0000 2 

Total 322 0.1442 0.0019 326 
Global Warming Potential Factor 1 28 265  

CO2 Equivalent Emissions 322 4 0 326 
TOTAL CO2 Equivalent 

Emissions 
 

326 

                                                                                                                                                                                                      Source: SRA 2017 

TABLE GE-4 
SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED 2050 OPERATIONAL GHG EMISSIONS 

 

 
Emission Source 

Annual Emissions 
(Metric tons/year) 

CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e 
Operational Emissions 

Area Sources 8 0.0004 0.0001 8 
Electricity Use 35 0.0013 0.0003 35 

Natural Gas Use 29 0.0006 0.0005 29 
Water Use 5 0.0426 0.0010 6 
Solid Waste Management 1 0.0885 0.0000 4 
Vehicle Emissions 209 0.0097 0.0000 209 
Amortized Construction Emissions 18 0.0000 0.0000 18 
Carbon Sequestration Loss 2 0.0000 0.0000 2 

Total 307 0.1431 0.0010 311 
Global Warming Potential Factor 1 28 265  

CO2 Equivalent Emissions 307 4 0 311 
TOTAL CO2 Equivalent 

Emissions 
 

311 

                                                                                                                                                                                                      Source: SRA 2017 

CONCLUSIONS 
Emissions of GHGs were quantified for both construction and operation of the Pheasant Hill project. 
Operational emissions were calculated for the 2020 target year (existing conditions). The project’s 
emissions are below the CAPCOA’s screening threshold of 900 metric tons of CO2e emissions, and below 
the City of Vista’s “bright line” threshold of 1,185 metric tons of CO2e. Through the mobile source emission 
regulatory framework, Title 24 energy efficiency requirements, and RPS, emissions will be reduced further 
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for the Proposed Project to a level that is consistent with the goals of AB 32. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not result in a cumulatively considerable global climate change impact . 

With regard to post-2020 GHG impacts, emissions of GHGs were quantified for both construction and 
operation of the proposed project for the horizon years 2030 and 2050. As shown in Tables GE-3 and 4, 
the project’s emissions are below the CAPCOA’s screening threshold of 900 metric tons of CO2e emissions, 
and below the City’s “bright line” threshold of 1,185 metric tons of CO2e.  Accordingly, the proposed project 
would not generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that would have a significant 
impact on the environment for these horizon years.  The proposed project would also provide its fair share 
contribution toward applicable long-term State GHG targets, because qualitatively it is not interfering with 
the implementation of state programs designed to make substantial progress toward applicable long-term 
state GHG targets. In addition, the project would be constructed in accordance with Title 24 building code 
standards. Title 24 of the building code is part of the statewide strategy for reducing GHG emissions. The 
City adopted the building code with its Title 24 energy efficiency standards in a public hearing. The project 
is required to comply with the Title 24 building code as a matter of law. The project would not conflict with 
or obstruct implementation of the statewide vehicle GHG emission programs or the adoption of the 
Renewable Portfolio Standard. Accordingly, it would not conflict with a statewide plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions.  

In summary, the proposed Pheasant Hill project would not result in a cumulatively considerable global 
climate change impact before or after 2020.  
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grading or excavation activities. Spill or upset of these materials could have the potential to impact 
surrounding land uses; however, federal, State, and local controls have been enacted to reduce the effects 
of such potential hazardous materials spills. The VFD enforces City, State, and federal hazardous materials 
regulations for the City. City regulations include securing of hazardous materials containers to prevent 
spills, and spill containment and mitigation. In addition, the San Diego County Department of 
Environmental Health’s Hazardous Materials Division is the local CUPA (Certified Unified Program 
Agencies) responsible for ensuring that releases of hazardous materials are reported and, if necessary, 
are remediated; the State Fire Marshal enforces oil and gas pipeline safety regulations; and the federal 
government enforces hazardous materials transport pursuant to its interstate commerce regulation 
authority. Compliance with these requirements is mandatory as standard permitting conditions (and 
enforced through City inspectors and the contractor’s on-site soils and/or geotechnical engineer), and 
would minimize the potential for the accidental release or upset of hazardous materials, thus ensuring 
public safety.  In addition, residential uses typically do not routinely transport, use or dispose of hazardous 
materials or substances.  

b. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT WITH MITIGATION. As noted above, occupancy of the proposed 
residential project would not typically result in the use, storage, disposal, or transportation of hazardous 
materials.  

According to the Phase I ESA (AEC, 2010), no observation of release(s) of petroleum products or chemicals 
onto the land surface, nor signs of stressed vegetation, disposals, ground settlement or other similar 
conditions were observed during the initial site inspection. In addition, there was no observation of 
underground storage tanks (USTs) (e.g., vent lines, fill or overfill ports), aboveground storage tanks (ASTs), 
or oil or gas production wells observed during the inspection.  During the site inspection, observed one 
pole-mounted electrical transformer was observed along the western boundary of the site, adjacent to 
Lado de Loma. The transformer is owned by SDG&E and was not labeled with respect to potential PCB 
content. The transformer appeared to be in good condition with no evidence of damage, leaks, or staining 
on or around the units. Based on the utility ownership of the transformer and observed condition of the 
unit, the Phase I ESA (AEC, 2010) does not consider the transformer to be a concern to the site.  

According to the Phase I ESA (AEC, 2010), the historic agricultural use of the subject site is a suspected 
environmental concern. Historical aerial photographs and topographic maps reviewed during the 
preparation of the Phase I (AEC, 2010) indicate that the site was historically used for agricultural purposes 
(groves) from at least 1938 until the late 1950s.  Although it is likely that pesticides were applied as part 
of the farming process, it is unknown if residual levels of such compounds are present in the soil underlying 
the site. If agricultural chemicals were historically used as part of the operations, residual pesticides, 
specifically organochlorine pesticides (OCPs) may be present in the soils of the property, and could be of 
concern to future site occupants or present an issue with respect to export of soil (if applicable) during 
proposed construction activity.  Thus, this condition represents a potential Recognized Environmental 
Condition in connection with the site, and the report recommended that soil sampling and analysis be 
completed to address this potential concern.   

A focused soil testing program was conducted on-site on November 16, 2010 as noted in the Phase II ESA 
(AEC 2010) to determine the extent (if any) of potential soil contaminants, including OCPs noted above. 
Five soil borings were advanced at the site at depths of 0.5, 1.0 and 2.0 feet below ground surface (bgs) 
in each soil boring. The laboratory test results included OCPs, lead, and arsenic.  The OCP 4’4-DDE was 
detected at a concentration of 11.3 micrograms per kilogram (μg/kg) in the 0.5-foot sample of soil boring 
B2. However, the concentration of 4’4-DDE did not exceed its California Human Health Screening Levels 
for pesticide concentrations in residential soil (CHHSL-R) of 1,600 μg/kg and commercial/industrial soil 
(CHHSL-CI) of 6,300 μg/kg, or its total threshold limit concentration (TTLC) of 1,000 μg/kg. CHHSLs are 
risk-based, conservative human health related thresholds calculated based on a target excess lifetime 
cancer risk of 1 in one million (1x10-6) and are often used to evaluate the need for further assessment of 
sites with concentrations of known cancer and non-cancer causing substances.  TTLCs are standards set 
by the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 22, Chapter 11, and represent the total concentration of 
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a constituent that may be present before a waste is classified as a hazardous waste. OCPs were not 
detected in the four other soil samples analyzed for such constituents.  Lead was detected in all five soil 
samples analyzed at concentrations ranging from 2.57 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) in sample B4-0.5 
to 11.0 mg/kg (B2-0.5).  None of the soil samples analyzed exhibited a total lead concentration greater 
than its TTLC of 1,000 mg/kg, its CHHSL-R of 80 mg/kg or its CHHSL-CI of 320 mg/kg. Arsenic was not 
detected at or above the laboratory reporting limit of 1 mg/kg.  As a result of these analyses, impacts 
associated with residential use of properties with soils containing pesticide residues would be less than 
significant.  

As noted above, due to the historic agricultural use of the project site, undocumented and undetectable 
hazards may be buried and discovered during project grading. Often undocumented drums or fuel tanks 
are buried on farms or in agricultural areas, and are undetectable during site reconnaissance typically 
conducted during Phase I ESA surveys. Should any unknown resources be discovered on-site during earth-
disturbing activities, potentially significant impacts may occur.  As a result, with the implementation of 
Mitigation Measure HM-1, these potential unknown impacts would be reduced to less than significant. 

MITIGATION MEASURE 
HM-1 During grading operations, observations by on-site construction personnel shall be made during 

any future ground disturbing activities for areas of possible contamination such as, but not 
limited to: the presence of underground facilities, buried debris, waste drums or tanks, or 
odorous soils.  Should such materials be encountered, handling and disposal of the found 
material shall occur in accordance with City, County of San Diego, and State and federal 
regulations.  

c - d. NO IMPACT. As noted above in section a), residential uses typically do not generate, store, dispose 
of, or transport quantities of hazardous substances. The project site is about 0.5 mile to the southwest of 
the Vista Magnet Middle School of Technology, which is located at 151 Civic Center Drive.  No schools are 
located within 0.25 mile of the project site. As noted above in section a), typically, residential uses typically 
do not generate, store, dispose of, or transport quantities of hazardous substances. Although not 
anticipated, any hazardous materials found on-site during project grading and construction would be 
removed and properly disposed of per Mitigation Measure HM-1.  As a result, no significant impacts to the 
Vista Magnet Middle School would occur. Once constructed, the project also does not propose uses that 
would emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous substances; therefore, 
impacts would be less than significant. The proposed project would not emit hazardous emissions or 
handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste.  Consequently, project 
development would not create any significant impacts to the school.   

As indicated in the Phase I and Phase II ESAs (AEC, 2010), the proposed project site is not located on a 
list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 6596205. Therefore, 
development of the property would not create a significant impact on a hazardous materials site. 

e - h. NO IMPACT. The nearest airport is the McClellan-Palomar Airport which is located 4.93 miles to the 
southwest of the project site in the City of Carlsbad. The property is not located within the Airport Influence 
Area of the airport (McClellan- Palomar Airport - Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, January 25, 2010). It 
is also sufficiently distanced from it so that it would not affect the safe operation of the airport, and the 
project would not be affected by noise created through airport operations. Consequently, construction of 
the project would not create significant impacts.  

There are no private airstrips located within the vicinity of the project site. Therefore, the development of 
the project would not result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area.  

The City of Vista is a participant in the Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan for San Diego County, 
which identifies risks by natural and human-made disasters and ways to minimize the damage from those 
disasters. The proposed project would provide residential uses that would be permitted and approved in 
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compliance with existing safety regulations, such as the California Building Code and Uniform Fire Code 
to ensure that it would not conflict with implementation of the Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan.  

Short-term construction traffic impacts are anticipated from vehicles involved in hauling and/or delivering 
materials to and from the site (e.g., soil exports, demolition material, etc.), which could interfere with 
emergency response plans or evacuation plans.  However, as part of the Conditions of Project Approval, 
the applicant or contractor would be required to prepare and implement a Construction Traffic 
Management Plan to the satisfaction of the City Traffic Engineer to avoid significant construction-related 
impacts to nearby streets and intersections, especially during peak hour times.  As a result, interference 
with emergency response or evacuation plans would be avoided.  See Section XVI, Transportation/Traffic 
for additional information. 

Operation of the proposed project would also not result in a physical interference with an emergency 
response evacuation. Direct access to the project site would be provided by a main entrance on Lado De 
Loma Drive; secondary access (right-turn-only) would be provided on Guajome Street. Therefore, operation 
of the project would not result in significant impacts related to interfere with emergency response plans 
or evacuation plans. 

The project site is located within an Urban Un-zoned Fire Hazard Area based on Vista’s Fire Hazard Severity 
Zones Map, as prepared by the California Department of Forest and Fire Protection’s Fire and Resource 
Assessment Program.  The Urban Un-zoned Fire Hazard Area represents a very low threat from wildland 
fires because it is not located within the wildland/urban interface fire area. Therefore, no significant 
impacts from wildfires would occur with development of the site. 
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IX. Hydrology and Water Quality 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements, including but not limited 
to increasing pollutant discharges to receiving 
waters? 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?     

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

    

h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area 
structures, which would impede or redirect flood 
flows? 

    

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

    

j. Contribute to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or 
mudflow?     

 

The discussion below is based on a Hydrology Report (Hydro Report) and a Storm Water Quality 
Management Plan (SWQMP), both prepared by Landmark Consulting on 08/14/2017 (Landmark, 2017) 
for the proposed project. These reports are on file and available for review at the City’s Planning Division 
counter at City Hall.  

DISCUSSION  
a. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. The project proposes development of 24 detached single-family 
residences on a vacant 3.35-acre site in the central portion of the city. Hydrologically, the site is situated 
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in the Vista Hydrologic Subarea (904.22) within the Buena Vista Creek Hydrologic Area (904.20) of the 
Carlsbad Hydrologic Unit (904.0). As stated in the SWQMP (Landmark, 2017), under existing conditions 
runoff is conveyed through the site via sheet flow over the natural terrain. Run‐off from developments 
west of the site is conveyed onto the project site via a storm drain and an outlet pipe under Lado De Loma 
Drive. Runoff continues to sheet flow northeasterly and then enters an existing open concrete ditch that 
runs along the western side of the existing NCTD railroad tracks.  The ditch conveys runoff northerly into 
an existing drainage pipe that traverses beneath Guajome Street. Runoff continues northerly in the pipe 
for approximately 73 feet, where it enters into another open concrete ditch adjacent to the western side 
of the railroad tracks.  The ditch conveys runoff northerly for about 218 feet where it then enters into 
another pipe that conveys runoff northeast under the railroad tracks and then enters into an existing open 
channel on the Geib True Value Lumber property.  Runoff proceeds northerly again in an open channel  for 
roughly 560 feet where it enters another pipe that continues northerly for approximately 173 feet where 
it turns westerly under the railroad tracks again, and connects with Buena Vista Creek within Vista Village 
Park, and into a manufactured water feature with two rock‐lined ponds. The water feature connects to a 
concrete channel that conveys water southwesterly and discharges into a natural drainage channel. The 
natural drainage channel conveys runoff westerly until it discharges into Buena Vista Lagoon, and 
ultimately the Pacific Ocean.   

The surface and groundwater receiving waters located closest to and downstream of the project site 
include Buena Vista Creek, Buena Vista Lagoon and the Pacific Ocean. The designated beneficial uses of 
Buena Vista Creek include AGR (Agricultural Supply), IND (Industrial Service Supply), REC1 (Contact 
Recreation), REC2 (Non-Contact Recreation), WARM (Warm Freshwater Habitat), and WILD (Wildlife 
Habitat). The designated beneficial uses of Buena Vista Lagoon are REC1, REC2, BIOL (Preservation of 
Biological Habitats), EST (Estuarine Habitat), WILD (Wildlife Habitat), RARE (Rare Species Habitat), and 
MAR (Marine Habitat). Buena Vista Creek is 303(d) listed for Selenium and Sediment Toxicity. Buena Vista 
Lagoon is 303(d) listed for Indicator Bacteria, Nutrients, and Sedimentation/Siltation.21  

POLLUTANTS AND CONDITIONS OF CONCERN 
Pollutants of concern that typically could be generated by the development of the proposed residential 
project would include sediments, nutrients, heavy metals, organic compounds, trash and debris, oxygen 
demanding substances, oil and grease, bacteria and viruses, and pesticides. The conditions of concern 
would include the potential effects of hydromodification; a change to a priority project site’s hydrologic 
regime on downstream channels and habitat integrity, which. This can include impacts such as flooding, 
erosion, and scour.   

In addition, as discussed in the SWQMP (Landmark, 2017), there are two critical course sediment yield 
areas on the project site, as shown on the Watershed Management Area Analysis (WMAA) maps.  These 
critical course sediment yield areas could impact downstream systems with sensitivity to coarse sediment 
by allowing it to be transported downstream.   

WATER QUALITY IMPACTS 
To address potential water quality impacts due to project development, BMPs would be implemented 
during construction and operation in compliance with the City’s Stormwater Standards Manual (June 
2015), which would reduce pollutants, as further described below. 

Construction Activities 
Construction of the proposed project would require grading and excavation of soils, which would loosen 
sediment, and then have the potential to mix with surface water runoff and degrade water quality. 
Additionally, construction would require the use of heavy equipment and construction-related chemicals, 
such as concrete, cement, asphalt, fuels, oils, antifreeze, transmission fluid, grease, solvents and paints. 

                                                 
21  Per the Approved 2008-2010 303(d) List. 
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These potentially harmful materials could be accidentally spilled or improperly disposed of during 
construction and, if mixed with surface water runoff, could wash into and pollute waters.  

Short-term erosion impacts during the construction phase of the project would be prevented through 
implementation of an erosion control plan. A Grading and Erosion Control Plan is required in accordance 
with the City’s Grading Ordinance (Development Code Chapter 17.56) and the most recent National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated 
with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities (Construction General Permit), and must be submitted 
for plan check and approval by the City Engineer, as well as the Planning Division, prior to final approval 
of the project.  The erosion control plan would include construction BMPs such as: 

 Silt Fence, Fiber Rolls, or Gravel Bag  
 Street Sweeping and Vacuuming 
 Storm Drain Inlet Protection 
 Stabilized Construction Entrance/Exit 
 Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance, Cleaning, and Fueling 
 Hydroseeding 
 Material Delivery and Storage 
 Stockpile Management 
 Spill Prevention and Control 
 Solid Waste Management 
 Concrete Waste Management  

In addition, a Notice of Intent filed with the SWRCB, and preparation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan (or SWPPP) would also be required before project construction commences. 

Adherence to the existing requirements and implementation of the appropriate BMPs per the permitting 
process would ensure that potential water quality degradation associated with construction activities 
would be minimized, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Post-Construction Activities 
In accordance with the City’s Stormwater Standards Manual (2015), as detailed in the City’s updated BMP 
Design Manual & Appendices (2016), all new and significant redevelopment projects that fall into one of 
11 categories would be considered “priority” projects. Priority projects are required to incorporate post-
construction (or permanent) Low Impact Development (LID) site design, source control, and treatment 
control BMPs, and HMP measures into the project’s design. The proposed project meets several of the 11 
“priority project” categories: new development that creates 10,000 square feet or more of impervious 
surfaces; a project that creates or replaces 5,000 square feet or more of impervious surfaces and 
supports hillside development projects; and new or redevelopment projects that results in the disturbance 
of one acre or more of land, and are expected to generate pollutants post- construction that moves soils 
or substantially alters the pre-existing vegetated or man-made cover of any land (e.g., grading, removal of 
vegetation, any activity that bares soil or rock) (Landmark, 2017). As a result, the proposed project is 
classified as a Priority Development Project (PDP). The Conditions of Project Approval for the project would 
also require compliance with all applicable post-construction BMPs selected from the City’s BMP Design 
Manual & Appendices (2016), and this information is required to be shown on Grading, Drainage, and 
Erosion Control Plans submitted for plan check and approval by the City Engineer. 

Types of Post-Construction BMPs  
LID site design BMPs are intended to minimize impervious surfaces and promote infiltration and 
evaporation of runoff before it can leave the location of origination by mimicking the natural hydrologic 
function of the site. Integrated Management Practices (IMPs) facilities are used in conjunction with LID 
BMPs as they provide small-scale treatment, retention, and/or detention that are integrated into site 
layout, landscaping and drainage design. Source control BMPs are intended to minimize, to the maximum 
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extent practicable, the introduction of pollutants and conditions of concern that may result in significant 
impacts generated from site runoff to off-site drain systems. Treatment control BMPs are intended to treat 
storm water runoff before it discharges off-site. According to the City’s Stormwater Standards Manual 
(2015), specific localized treatment control BMPs are more effective at reducing or minimizing pollutants 
of concern than other types of BMPs. Each type of water quality BMP that would be implemented is shown 
in Table HWQ-1, below.  

As discussed in the SWQMP (Landmark, 2017), prior to designing the LID and structural treatment control 
BMPs, and hydromodification management requirements into the proposed project, the entire site was 
defined, categorized and tabulated into nine Drainage Management Areas (DMAs).  Due to poor infiltration 
rates and limited available space, the Structural Treatment Control BMP chosen for the project is a 
biofiltration basin.  Six of the nine DMAs would drain to a biofiltration basin BMP; two of the DMAs are self-
mitigating and one is de-minimus. Basins located near retaining walls and the private street did not include 
infiltration.  An impermeable liner would surround the entire basins.  To comply with the requirements of 
storm water pollutant control and hydromodification, the biofiltration basins act as both pollutant and flow-
control BMPs.   

Under post-development conditions, stormwater from the west would be bypassed through the project site 
via a storm drain that would collect the runoff and conveys it easterly into the existing concrete ditch. 
Storm water runoff on the site would be conveyed via curb and gutter into one of six biofiltration basins.   
A basin would be constructed within DMA’s-1, 4, 5 and 6, with two biofiltration basins constructed in DMA-
3.  Treated runoff from the biofiltration basins would be conveyed via underdrains into 590 linear feet of 
48-inch HDPE storage pipe, which is needed for flow-control and flood routing.  The outlet structure of the 
storage pipe regulates runoff rates and durations to below pre-development conditions.  The outlet 
structure would connect the treated stormwater from the HDPE storage pipe to the existing open concrete 
ditch that runs along the western side of the existing NCTD railroad tracks.  As described in the first 
paragraph of this section, stormwater would then enter a series of open channels and storm pipes until it 
is conveyed into Buena Vista Creek within Vista Village Park, and into a manufactured water feature with 
two rock‐lined ponds. The water feature connects to a concrete channel that conveys water southwesterly 
and discharges into a natural drainage channel. The natural drainage channel conveys runoff westerly 
until it discharges into Buena Vista Lagoon, and ultimately the Pacific Ocean.  Additional information 
regarding the defined DMAs, selected BMPs, and the storm drain system can be found in the SWQMP 
(Landmark, 2017). 

TABLE HWQ- 1 
TYPES OF WATER QUALITY BMPS INCORPORATED INTO PROJECT DESIGN 

TYPE OF BMP DESCRIPTION OF BMP 

LID Site 
Design 

Minimize Impervious Area: Proposed street is designed to minimum width. Multi-story 
residences are proposed to limit footprint. 

Minimize Soil Compaction: Proposed landscape areas would have loose type “C” soil. 

Impervious Area Dispersion: Runoff from private street would be conveyed into proposed bio-
filtration basins. 

Landscaping with Native or Drought Tolerant Species: Landscape plan will specify native or 
drought tolerant plant species. 

Source Control 

Prevention of Illicit Discharges into the MS4: Smart irrigation systems will be implemented 

Storm Drain Stenciling: All inlets/catch basins would be stenciled with the words “No Dumping 
– Drains to Creek,” or equivalent message.  

Protect Outdoor Materials Storage Areas from Rainfall, Run-On, Runoff, and Wind Dispersal: 
Runoff from downspouts/roofs will be directed away from any storage areas. 

Protect Materials Stored in Outdoor Work Areas from Rainfall, Run-On, Runoff, and Wind 
Dispersal: Outdoor work area is an enclosed space. 
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TYPE OF BMP DESCRIPTION OF BMP 

Protect Trash Storage Areas from Rainfall, Run-On, Runoff, and Wind Dispersal: Trash storage 
areas will be covered. 

Need for future indoor & structural pest control: Buildings would be designed to avoid 
openings that would encourage entry of pests. 

Landscape/outdoor pesticide use: Final landscape plans would accomplish all the following:  
Design landscaping to minimize irrigation and runoff, to promote surface infiltration where 
appropriate, and to minimize the use of fertilizers and pesticides that can contribute to storm 
water pollution. Where landscaped areas can retain or detain storm water, specify plants that 
are tolerant of saturated soil conditions. Consider using pest-resistant plants, especially 
adjacent to hardscape. To ensure successful establishment, select plants appropriate to site 
soils, slopes, climate, sun, wind, rain, land use, air movement, ecological consistency, and 
plant interactions 

Vehicle and equipment cleaning: The CC&Rs would include restrictions on car washing at the 
site, as needed. The HOA would be responsible for enforcing this requirement. 

Vehicle/Equipment Repair and Maintenance: The CC&Rs would prohibit repair and 
maintenance activities in areas exposed to precipitation and storm flows. The HOA will be 
responsible for enforcing this requirement. 

Roofing, gutters and trim: The architectural design would avoid roofing, gutters, and trim made 
of copper or other unprotected metals that may leach into runoff. 

Plazas, sidewalks and parking lots: Plazas, sidewalks, and parking lots shall be swept regularly 
to prevent the accumulation of litter and debris. Debris from pressure washing would be 
collected to prevent entry into the storm drain system. Wash water containing any cleaning 
agent or degreaser would be collected and discharged to the sanitary sewer and not 
discharged to a storm drain. 

PDP Structural 
Treatment 

Control 

Biofiltration: Due to poor infiltration rates and limited available space, biofiltration facilities 
were proposed in six spaces and the overall project site was delineated into nine DMAs. 
Basins located near a retaining wall and private street did not include infiltration.  An 
impermeable liner will surround the entire basins.  The biofiltration basins act as both 
pollutant and flow-control BMPs.  The treated runoff is conveyed from the biofiltration basins 
and into 590 linear feet of 48-inch HDPE storage pipes, which are needed for flow-control and 
flood routing. 

           Source: SWQMP (Landmark, 2017) 

With implementation of the post-construction BMPs that would be required by the City’s BMP Design 
Manual (2016), and checked during the permitting and approval process of the proposed project, 
potential pollutants would be reduced to the maximum extent feasible. Development of the proposed 
project would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, including but not 
limited to increasing pollutant discharges to receiving waters; therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant. 

b. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. The project site is not located over or adjacent to an aquifer.  The 
closest aquifer basin is the Warner Valley Basin located adjacent to Lake Henshaw, which is approximately  
30 miles to the east of the site. The site is underlain by dense granitic bedrock. In addition, according to 
the Geotech Report (GSI, 2016), no groundwater was been observed in any of the geotechnical borings 
on the project site. Thus, due to the high density of the bedrock, soil infiltration rates that are less than 
0.5 inches per hour, the lack of groundwater and the fact that there is no useable aquifer around the area, 
the project site does not provide an area of infiltration into a groundwater basin, and development of the 
project site would not interfere with groundwater recharge (Landmark, 2017)  
 
Vista Irrigation District, which provides water supplies to the project site, utilizes water supplies from the 
Warner Basin aquifer to supplement its local surface water supply, which is Lake Henshaw. Vista Irrigation 
District’s operational procedure is to use its surface water supply when available and conserve its 
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groundwater for dry years when run-off is minimal and surface supplies are reduced. In dry years, 
groundwater is pumped from wells into Lake Henshaw and then utilized from the lake as needed. In wet 
years, surface water supply is used and groundwater pumping operations cease, which allows the basin 
to recharge. The groundwater basin acts as a water bank, allowing deposits in wet years and withdrawals 
in dry years (UWMP, 2015). 

It is estimated that Warner Basin has approximately 150,000 acre-feet of usable water storage (UWMP 
2015). The Vista Irrigation District has historically averaged approximately 7,728 acre-feet per year of 
groundwater usage and anticipates utilizing the same amount annually through 2040. Based on the 175 
gallons per day per capita average identified in the 2015 UWMP, the proposed project would generate an 
increased demand for water of approximately 70,700 gallons per day, which equates to 79.19-acre foot 
per year. This is approximately one percent of the entire amount of groundwater used by the City annually; 
however, only a portion of the water supply needed for the proposed project would come from groundwater 
supplies. As described previously, groundwater is only utilized in dry years and recharged in wet years. 
Due to the limited increase in water demand that would be generated by the proposed project and the 
limited amount that would be obtained from the groundwater basin, the proposed project would not 
substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that 
there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level, and 
impacts would be less than significant. 

c. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. The project site does not include, and is not adjacent to, a stream or 
river. Thus, impacts related to alteration of the course of a stream or river would not occur.  The site of the 
proposed project is currently undeveloped and it is approximately 100 percent pervious.  As previously 
stated above, under existing conditions stormwater runoff is conveyed through the site via sheet flow over 
the natural terrain. Run‐off from developments west of the site is conveyed onto the project site via a 
storm drain and an outlet pipe under Lado De Loma Drive. Runoff continues to sheet flow northeasterly 
and then enters an existing open concrete ditch that runs along the western side of the existing NCTD 
railroad tracks.    

Critical Coarse Sediment Yield Areas 
As discussed in the SWQMP (Landmark, 2017), the project site has two critical coarse sediment yield 
areas (see the Watershed Management Area Analysis Map in attachment 2b in the SWQMP).  However, 
additional analysis has determined that protection of these areas is not required.  A Downstream Systems 
Sensitivity to Coarse Sediments was prepared as part of the SWQMP (Landmark, 2017) (see Attachment 
2.b).  The analysis determined that a lined conveyance system conveys runoff from the project site where 
it enters two rock-lined ponds within the manufactured water feature established in Buena Vista Creek at 
Vista Village Park.  The rock-lined ponds act as sediment sinks. The sink condition is clear due to the fact 
that the City has to routinely clear out silt and sediment build-up form these ponds as part of regular 
maintenance.  As a result, critical course sediment is not transported downstream; therefore, the 
downstream system does not warrant preservation of coarse sediment supply (Landmark, 2017).  

Construction Phase 
Construction of the proposed project would require grading and excavation of soils, which would loosen 
sediment and could result in erosion or siltation.  However, construction of the proposed project requires 
City approval of a Grading and Erosion Control Plan per the City’s Grading Ordinance (Development Code 
Chapter 17.56) and the State General Permit to Discharge Storm Water Associated with Construction 
Activities (NPDES No. CAS000002), which requires preparation of a SWPPP by a Qualified SWPPP 
Developer. The Grading and Erosion Control Plan and SWPPP are required for plan check and approval by 
the Land Development Engineer (as well as the Planning Division) prior to provision of a Grading Permit 
for the project, and would include construction BMPs to reduce erosion or siltation. As discussed above in 
the section on construction activities under water quality impacts, typical BMPs for erosion or siltation, 
include: use of silt fencing, fiber rolls, gravel bags, stabilized construction driveway, and stockpile 
management.  Adherence to the existing requirements and implementation of the required BMPs per the 
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permitting process would ensure that erosion and siltation associated with construction activities would 
be minimized, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Post-Development Phase 
Under the proposed (post-development) condition, the surface of the site would be about 48 percent 
pervious.  As previously stated above, stormwater on the site would be conveyed via curb and gutter into 
one of six biofiltration basins (however, runoff from rooftops would be dispersed onto adjacent landscape 
areas).  Treated runoff from the biofiltration basins would be conveyed via underdrains into 590 linear 
feet of 48-inch HDPE storage pipe.  The outlet structure of the storage pipe regulates runoff rates and 
durations to below pre-development conditions.  The outlet structure would connect the treated 
stormwater from the HDPE storage pipe to the existing open concrete ditch that runs along the western 
side of the existing NCTD railroad tracks.  As previously described, in the first paragraph of this section, 
the treated stormwater would then enter a series of open channels and storm pipes until it is conveyed 
into Buena Vista Creek within Vista Village Park, and into a manufactured water feature with two rock‐
lined ponds. The water feature connects to a concrete channel that conveys water southwesterly and 
discharges into a natural drainage channel, which would convey the treated runoff westerly until it 
discharges into Buena Vista Lagoon, and ultimately the Pacific Ocean.   

Although a substantial change of pervious surfaces would occur by implementation of the project, the 
post-construction drainage would closely mimic the existing drainage conditions (Hydro Report, Landmark 
2017).  The hydrologic design of the proposed project, through the use of biofiltration basins, 48-inch 
HDPE storage pipe, and landscaped areas, would control the velocity and amount of runoff before 
discharging into the existing storm drain infrastructure. This would reduce the potential for substantial 
erosion or siltation to occur on or off-site, resulting in less than significant impacts.    

d. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. As described in the previous response, the project site does not 
include, and is not adjacent to, a stream or river. Thus, impacts related to alteration of the course of a 
stream or river would not occur.  
 
Construction of the proposed project would require grading and excavation of soils, which could 
temporarily alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area and result in flooding on- or off-site. 
However, as described above, implementation of the project construction requires preparation of a SWPPP 
by a Qualified SWPPP Developer, which would include construction BMPs to limit an increase in storm 
water flows during construction and reduce the potential for construction related flooding to occur.  In 
addition, the subject property consists of an east-facing hillside with a slope of 10-15 percent that 
descends from Lado De Loma Drive to the NCTD right-of-way.  According to the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) for the project area (06073C0778G), the 
project site is located within “Zone X,” which is an area determined to be outside of the 0.2 percent annual 
chance flood. Therefore, there is a low potential for on-site flooding to occur during construction activities, 
and impacts relating to flooding both on- and off-site during construction would be less than significant. 
 
Under the post-developed condition, impervious surface coverage was estimated to increase to 
approximately 52 percent of the site.  This would in turn increase the peak runoff from the site from pre-
development conditions.  The City requires 100-year runoff from a project to be no greater than the existing 
condition 100-year runoff.  In order to meet this requirement as well as HMP requirements, the design of 
the project includes installation of biofiltration basins, which also act as flow-control BMPs detention 
facilities, and 590 linear feet of 48-inch HDPE storage pipe.  The hydrologic design of the proposed project 
and use of the proposed HDPE storage pipe with an outlet control would control the velocity and amount 
of runoff to ensure that runoff does not exceed pre-development conditions (Landmark, 2017).  As a result, 
implementation of the proposed project would not substantially increase the rate or amount of surface 
runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site, and impacts would be less than significant.  
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e. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT.  

As described above, the project would require grading and excavation of soils, which would loosen 
sediment and could temporarily alter the existing drainage pattern of the site and result in additional 
sources of polluted runoff.  However, prior to starting grading and excavation, the Applicant and/or Owner 
is required to submit for approval of a Grading and Erosion Control Plan per the City’s Grading Ordinance 
(Development Code Chapter 17.56), and approval of a SWPPP by a Qualified SWPPP Developer.  The 
SWPPP would include construction BMPs to minimize the potential for construction related sources of 
pollution or increases in storm water flows that could result in flooding. 

Adherence to the existing requirements and implementation of the required BMPs per the permitting 
process would ensure that increases in runoff and pollution associated with construction activities would 
be minimized, and impacts related to the capacity of storm water drainage systems and generation of 
polluted runoff would be less than significant. 

As also in the previous sections, the design of the project includes installation of six biofiltration basins 
and 590 linear feet of 48-inch HDPE storage pipe, which would mitigate for the peak flow increases of 
stormwater associated with project implementation (Landmark, 2017).  The hydrologic design of the 
proposed project and use of the proposed HDPE storage pipe with an outlet control would control the 
velocity and amount of runoff to ensure that runoff does not exceed pre-development conditions 
(Landmark, 2017).  As a result, implementation of the proposed project would not increase the rate or 
amount of peak storm runoff discharging from the site that could result in exceedance of the capacity of 
the storm drainage system; therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

Also, as described above, the project has included source control BMPs to minimize the introduction of 
pollutants; and treatment control BMPs have been included to treat runoff before it discharges offsite. 
With implementation of the operational source and treatment control BMPs that would be required by the 
City during the project permitting and approval process, potential pollutants would be reduced to the 
maximum extent feasible.  As a result, implementation of the proposed project would not provide 
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff, and impacts would be less than significant. 

f. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT.  

Construction of the proposed project is not expected to pose any additional threats to water quality not 
already identified above. The project would be required to have an approved Grading and Erosion Control 
Plan (per Development Code Chapter 17.56) and approval of a SWPPP.  These plans would include 
construction BMPs to minimize the potential for construction related sources of pollution, and would be 
implemented during construction to protect water quality. As a result, impacts related to the degradation 
of water quality during construction of the proposed project would be less than significant. 
 
Operation of the project is not expected to pose any threats to water quality in addition to those described 
above. As described, the proposed project would be required to implement source control BMPs to 
minimize the introduction of pollutants; and treatment control BMPs to treat runoff before it discharges 
off-site. With implementation of the operational source and treatment control BMPs that would be required 
by the City during the project permitting and approval process, potential pollutants would be reduced to 
the maximum extent feasible, and implementation of the proposed project would not substantially 
degrade water quality, and impacts would be less than significant. 

g. NO IMPACT. The Federal Emergency Management Agency Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) for the 
project area (06073C0778G) identifies the project site is located within “Zone X,” which is an area 
determined to be outside of the 0.2 percent annual chance flood. In addition, the City’s General Plan also 
does not identify the project area as being within a 100-year flood plain. Thus, the proposed project would 
not place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or 
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map, and impacts would not occur. 
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h. NO IMPACT. As described in the response above, the project site is not located within a 100-year flood 
hazard area. Thus, the proposed project would not place structures within a flood hazard area that would 
impede or redirect flood flows, and impacts would not occur. 

i. NO IMPACT. As described in the response above, the project site is not located within a 100-year flood 
hazard area. In addition, the project site is not located in an area that could be inundated by flooding as 
a result of failure of a levee or dam. Furthermore, the project site is situated at a higher elevation than 
surrounding land uses, and is not at risk of flooding.  

j. NO IMPACT. The project site is not at risk for seiche or tsunami from area lakes or the Pacific Ocean. The 
closest body of water is Lake Calavera, which is downstream from the City and any seiche related to Lake 
Calavera would not impact the project site (City 2011). In addition, the City is approximately seven miles 
from the Pacific Ocean with elevations ranging from 200 to 750 feet AMSL. As a result, the project site is 
not at risk for tsunami inundation, and impacts would not occur. 

In addition, the project site does not have the potential to produce mudflows due to the moderately sloped 
topography of the site (slopes of ten to 15 percent). The City’s Development Code Section 16.48 requires 
that developments on or near slopes apply slope stabilization measures.  These measures include (but 
are not limited to): hydroseeding and use of erosion control blankets, silt fencing, fiber rolls, and gravel 
bags. As a result, impacts related to mudflows would not occur. 
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X. Land Use and Planning 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a. Disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an 
established community?     

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

    

c. Be incompatible with existing land use in the 
vicinity?     

 

DISCUSSION  
a. NO IMPACT. As described in Chapter 2, Environmental Setting and Project Description, the applicant for 
the proposed Pheasant Hill project seeks approval of discretionary applications for a Specific Plan 
Amendment, Tentative Subdivision Map, and Site Development Plan for the construction of 24 single-
family homes on a 3.35-acre project site.  Given the surrounding land uses, the proposed residential 
project would be characterized as “infill” development.  The project would not disrupt or divide the physical 
arrangement of an established community since the subject property is near similar single-family 
residential development (Figure 2, Aerial Photo of Existing Property, Attachment A). If approved, the 
development of the 24 single-family homes would be guided by the amended Pheasant Hill Specific Plan 
(2017), which would establish land uses, residential density, development and design standards, and 
essential infrastructure facilities.  

Development of the proposed improvements would not create any new land use barriers, preclude the 
development of surrounding parcels or otherwise divide or disrupt the physical arrangement of the 
surrounding community since the project is considered infill development. Overall, the proposed project 
would result in a residential development that would be consistent with the established community. 
Therefore, significant impacts would not occur.  

b. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. As described in Chapter 2, the previously approved Pheasant Hills 
Specific Plan (2007) included 15 detached single-family residences and a private street.  Other elements 
included public and private street improvements, landscaped open spaces and slopes, drainage, 
associated utility improvements, and one primary vehicular access way at Lado De Loma Drive.  The 
project, however, was never constructed.  The proposed project would amend the existing specific plan 
(2007) through approval of the proposed Pheasant Hill Specific Plan (2017), which would allow the 
development of 24 single-family homes and associated infrastructure, site improvements and amenities, 
and landscaping on the site.   

The proposed project’s consistency with the GP 2030 Update, Zoning Code, and other land use plans and 
policies is discussed below.  

GENERAL PLAN 
The existing project site is currently designated as MD (Medium Density Residential) in the GP 2030 
Update (2011). The MD designation permits a maximum density of up to 10.0 dwelling units per gross 
acre. The proposed project would provide 24 single-family homes on the 3.35-acre site, which would result 
in 7.1 dwelling units per acre.  Therefore, if the Specific Plan Amendment is approved the proposed project 
would be in compliance with the land use designation in the Land Use and Community Identity Element 
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(LUCI) Element density of the GP 2030 Update, and with various goals and policies of this element as 
noted in Table LU-1.  

With approval of the Specific Plan Amendment, the proposed project would also be consistent with the 
following goals and policies of the Circulation (CE), Resource Conservation and Sustainability (RCS), Noise 
(NE), and Public Safety, Facilities, and Services (PSFS) general plan elements as noted in Table LU-1, 
below. 

TABLE LU-1 
PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH GOALS AND POLICIES IN THE GP 2030 UPDATE 

Topic   Project Consistency Analysis Consistent 
(Y/N)? 

LAND USE AND COMMUNITY IDENTITY ELEMENT (LUCI) 

LUCI Goal 1: Increase the level of design quality and preserve and enhance Vista's identity and image. 

LUCI Policy 1.1: Require the 
application of the City of Vista 
Design Guidelines, including site 
design, architecture, lighting, and 
signage, when reviewing and 
approving new development and 
redevelopment 

Design guidelines including site design, architecture, landscape 
architecture, lighting and signage are incorporated into the 
Specific Plan. 

Y 

LUCI Policy 1.3: Ensure that public 
and private gathering places and 
activity centers are designed to 
provide a safe, comfortable 
environment for users, and 
incorporate features such as 
shade trees, benches, tables, 
adequate lighting, and visible links 
to public streets for enhanced 
security. 

A private gathering place is incorporated into the project and 
designed to provide a safe, comfortable environment for users 
and incorporate shade trees, and bench.  

Y 

LUCI Policy 1.6: Encourage 
undergrounding of utilities, and 
discourage new electric and 
communications lines to be added 
to existing aboveground utility 
systems. 

Proposed utilities will be undergrounded. Y 

LUCI Policy 1.10: Design streets in 
a manner that is sensitive to the 
local context and recognizes that 
the needs vary in mixed-use, urban, 
suburban, and rural settings. 

Project street has been designed in a manner that is sensitive to 
the local context. Y 

LUCI Goal 2: Preserve and enhance the characteristics and features of neighborhoods that share common 
development patterns, topography, major streets, and zoning patterns. 

LUCI Policy 2.1: Maintain the 
existing residential character of 
Vista, characterized by large-lot 
single-family residential 
development, by encouraging land 
 

Residential lots will range in size from 3,043 sq. ft. - to 7,426 
sq. ft. and will be separated from adjacent single-family 
development by landscaped slopes. Residential pads will be 
located below the elevation of surrounding residences.   

Y 
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Topic   Project Consistency Analysis Consistent 
(Y/N)? 

uses and intensities of 
development that are consistent 
with this image. 

Project will serve as a buffer between existing commercial and 
residential land uses. The area surrounding the project are 
characterized by small lot and multiple family dwellings. 

Y 

LUCI Policy 2.2: Provide flexibility in 
development standards to 
accommodate and enhance 
neighborhood variations within the 
City while ensuring that site and 
building design, landscaping, and 
other amenities reflect 
neighborhood characteristics. 

Design guidelines provide flexibility in development standards to 
accommodate and enhance neighborhood variations while 
ensuring compatibility with neighborhood characteristics. 

Y 

LUCI Policy 2.3: Specific plans shall 
not be used as a tool to modify or 
avoid zoning regulations that are 
consistent with surrounding 
development patterns, or 
standards that would otherwise 
apply. 

Project is consistent with surrounding development patterns and 
standards. Y 

LUCI Policy 2.4: Discourage 
subdivision design that disrupts 
the existing development pattern 
within established neighborhoods. 

Project does not disrupt existing development patterns. See 
consist with Policy 2.3, above. Y 

LUCI Policy 2.7: Provide flexible 
public improvement standards in 
certain neighborhoods to retain 
their semi-rural character, if public 
safety is not compromised, such as 
keeping street lighting to a 
minimum, allowing trails or paths 
rather than concrete sidewalks, 
maintaining creek channels in their 
natural state, and preserving 
mature trees and landscaping 
whenever possible. 

An optional decomposed granite trail may be used along Lado de 
Loma, instead of concrete sidewalk, to relate to the character of 
existing neighborhood.  Street lighting is also kept to a minimum. 

Y 

LUCI Policy 2.9: Prohibit mass 
grading to protect the visual 
continuity of the hillsides. 

Visual continuity of major landforms is being retained. The 
development does not project above natural landforms. Y 
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Topic   Project Consistency Analysis Consistent 
(Y/N)? 

LUCI Policy 2.11: Preserve 
immediate ridges and hilltops in a 
natural state to the maximum 
extent possible. Intermediate 
ridges are those with visible land 
behind them that creates a 
backdrop to the ridge as viewed 
from the valley floor. Development 
should be sited such that buildings 
do not project above the natural 
landform. Development 
applications shall be designed so 
that site plans concentrate 
development in the subordinate or 
hidden locations, and grading 
plans minimize disruption of the 
natural landform and vegetation. 

Intermediate ridges and hilltops are being preserved. The 
development does not project above natural landforms. Y 

LUCI Policy 2.12: Restrict 
development of hillsides so that 
the natural appearance and 
landform of the site is preserved. 
Development projects on terrain 
with a slope greater than 15 
percent shall conform with the 
following standards: development 
shall be designed to minimize 
grading requirements by 
conforming to the natural contours 
of the site; the site shall be 
landscaped with existing trees and 
natural vegetation, as much as 
possible, to stabilize slopes, 
reduce erosion, and enhance the 
visual appearance of the 
development; and grading, 
terracing, padding, and cut-andfill 
shall be minimized to protect the 
visual continuity of the hillsides. 

The subject property is on a hillside.  The natural appearance of 
the adjacent hillsides and landform of the site is preserved with 
the project’s grading plan. 

Y 

LUCI Policy 2.13: Support and 
encourage the ability of Vistans to 
continue the tradition of 
smallscale horticulture and 
specialty crop enterprises. 

Residential rear yards will offer opportunities for small-scale 
horticulture. Y 

LUCI Goal 3: Preserve and protect existing residential neighborhoods from actions, activities, or land uses that may 
have an adverse impact upon the enjoyment of the residential living environment. 

LUCI Policy 3.1: Require all new 
development to be designed to 
minimize impacts on adjoining 
residential neighborhoods. 

Project has been designed to minimize impacts to adjoining 
residences by utilizing landscape buffers. Pads are situated 
below the elevation of adjoining residences. Project provides 
buffer between commercial and existing residence and 
represents an infill development. 

Y 
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LUCI Policy 3.2: Mitigate 
unacceptable levels of noise, 
odors, pollution, dust, light, and 
glare upon residential areas and 
other sensitive receptors, such as 
schools and day care centers. 

Noise, odors, pollution, dust, light and glare upon adjoining 
residential areas will be mitigated below significant levels 
through BMPs. 

Y 

LUCI Policy 3.4: Require adequate 
offstreet parking for all residential 
development. 

The project’s parking will meet or exceed the City standards for 
single-family detached development with a 4.0 parking space 
per unit ratio. Fourteen additional on street parking spaces are 
provided.   

Y 

LUCI Goal 5: Support Complete Street design and construction projects that complement desired land uses, provide 
equitable transportation options for all residents, and ensure the safety and convenience of all roadway users. 

LUCI Policy 5.2: Ensure that the 
entire right-of-way is designed to 
accommodate appropriate modes 
of transportation. 

Both pedestrian and vehicular travel is accommodated within the 
proposed right-of-way. Y 

LUCI Policy 5.3: Study and remove 
barriers, where feasible, to allow 
people of all abilities to access the 
mobility infrastructure serving the 
community. 

Sidewalks and optional d.g. trail will allow access to mobility 
infrastructure serving the community. Y 

LUCI Goal 9: Promote a range of housing types and sizes for a variety of incomes and ages. 

LUCI Policy 9.1: Provide land use 
designations that support semi-
rural, suburban, and urban housing 
options. 

Proposed single family homes will range in size from 1,781 s.f. 
to 1,941 s.f.   Y 

CIRCULATION ELEMENT (CE) 

CE GOAL 1: Provide a system of roadways that meets the needs of the community through careful design of and 
attention to linkages between neighborhoods, schools, parks, employment centers, and activity nodes. 

CE Policy 1.11: Require all new 
development projects to 
participate in the City's 
transportation fee programs. 
These fee programs will be 
designed to ensure that all 
development projects fund their 
fair share of the necessary long-
term transportation improvements 
identified in this Element. 

The developer will participate in the City’s transportation fee 
program, as required. 

 

Y 

CE Policy 1.12: Require all new 
development projects to either 
fund or install their fair share of all 
required feasible transportation 
improvements necessary to 
achieve a multi-modal LOS 
identified in this Element as 
mitigation for the direct impacts on 
the circulation network from the 
proposed project. 

The developer will be required to pay their fair share fee of all 
required feasible transportation improvements. Y 
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CE Policy 1.15: Provide flexibility in 
design of local streets in semi-rural 
areas to meet the topographic 
limitations of the area. Pedestrian 
facilities, which may be different 
from conventional sidewalks, 
should be provided where feasible. 
Shared parking areas should be 
considered where topography 
permits, rather than requiring extra 
street width for parking lanes. 

A private street is proposed that is designed to meet the 
topographic limitations of the area. Sidewalks are limited to 
areas fronting residences and areas requiring connections to 
existing pedestrian networks, such as the sidewalks along a 
portion of Guajome Street that would provide access to the 
NCTD BREEZE bus stops on S. Santa Fe Avenue. 

Y 

CE GOAL 6: Develop an efficient bicycle and pedestrian circulation system that improves access and linkages in a 
manner that is human-scaled, bicycle- and pedestrian-oriented, and transit-accessible, encourages use of these 
facilities for recreation, and provides alternatives to the personal automobile. 

CE Policy 6.4: Require proposed 
developments to install sidewalks 
and wheelchair ramps that comply 
with Americans with Disabilities Act 
(ADA) standards adjacent to all 
roadways within each 
development.  

The project proposes sidewalks and wheelchair ramps that 
comply with Americans with Disabilities Act. Y 

CE Policy 6.5: Establish minimum 
design criteria for pedestrian 
circulation. These design criteria 
may distinguish between urban 
and rural conditions. 

The Specific Plan establishes criteria for pedestrian circulation.  Y 

CE Policy 6.7: Require developers 
to provide facilities for pedestrian 
travel such as sidewalks, design 
developments to provide 
pedestrian access to the 
development via sidewalks, and 
avoid requiring that pedestrians 
use driveways to access 
development. 

The project proposes facilities for pedestrian travel, including 
sidewalks, and optional soft surface trail.  Y 

CE Policy 6.11: Establish and/or 
retain a street maintenance 
schedule for regular sweeping of 
streets, including bike lanes and 
multi-use paths. 

A regular street maintenance schedule will be established 
through the CC&Rs.  Y 

CE Policy 6.14: Maintain and 
expand, where possible and 
appropriate, the system of 
nonmotorized connections that 
link neighborhoods to larger 
roadways, activity centers and 
nodes, businesses, community 
services, parks and recreational 
facilities, and transit stops and 
stations. 

Proposed sidewalks and optional d.g. trail along Lado de Loma 
provide links to existing pedestrian networks beyond the project 
boundary.  

Y 
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CE GOAL 7: Preserve and enhance the identity and character of Vista along the City's roadways. 

CE Policy 7.1: Maintain the existing 
width of semi-rural roadways where 
feasible, but provide 
improvements to the right-of-way 
that would allow for safe 
pedestrian and bicycle travel. 
Pedestrian walkways should be 
constructed of materials 
appropriate to the surrounding 
area to help retain the existing 
character. 

Right-of-way improvements are proposed along Lado de Loma 
that include the planting of four (4) street trees, sidewalk and/or  
d.g. trail to allow for safe pedestrian travel while allowing 
surrounding area to help retain its existing neighborhood 
character. 

Y 

CE Policy 7.4: Where possible, 
provide landscaped medians, 
street trees, and/or landscaped 
buffers along sidewalks to improve 
the appearance of the public rights-
of-way. As necessary, existing trees 
should be removed and replaced. 

Street trees and landscape buffers are provided to improve the 
appearance of public rights-of-way along Lado de Loma. Y 

CE GOAL 8: Provide an adequate supply of well-designed and convenient parking facilities that meet the demands 
of the surrounding land uses and enhance the character of the community. 

CE Policy 8.1: Require developers 
to provide sufficient parking for 
proposed development on site 

The parking for the project complies with that which is required 
for single-family developments. In addition, fourteen on-site 
parking spaces are provided.  

Y 

CE Goal 9: Enhance Vista's community identity and unique character by strengthening the streetscape environment 
through conscientious attention to design considerations along scenic roadways, gateways, corridors, and at focal 
intersections. 

CE Policy 9.1: Implement distinctive 
treatments, such as water-wise 
landscaping, hardscape, signage, 
and public art, for gateways at all 
entry points into Vista, along key 
corridors, at focal intersections, 
semi-rural roads, and at public 
entries to important cultural and 
historic sites. 

Distinctive, treatments consisting of water-wise landscaping, 
hardscape, signage, and monumentation is proposed for primary 
project entry point. 

Y 

CE Policy 9.2: Consider adopting 
fencing standards that provide 
continuity of appearance along 
semi-rural roadways. 

A fencing standard has been developed to provide continuity of 
appearance along Lado de Loma.  Y 

RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND SUSTAINABILITY ELEMENT (RCS) 

RCS Goal 1: Improve air quality and protect persons and the environment from the effects of air pollution. 

RCS Policy 1.3: Develop and 
implement plans to minimize dust 
from areas within the City that are 
prone to soil erosion from wind. 

BMPs are proposed to minimize dust during construction and 
grading operations. Y 
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RCS Goal 2: Reduce GHG emissions from community activities... 

RCS Policy 2.7: Through California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEOA) 
documents, evaluate and disclose 
the contribution new projects could 
have on climate change and 
require mitigation measures as 
appropriate. 

Building will have the option of using renewable energy, will be 
insulated and constructed using energy-efficient construction 
techniques, will contain energy-efficient appliances, and 
landscaping will help to reduce C02 emissions and help shade 
structures from heat gain. 

The project proposes sidewalks and/or pathways that connect 
to surrounding community uses to provide alternative travel 
modes to reduce emissions. 
All buildings would be designed to meet the California 2016 Title 
24 Building Energy Efficiency Standards. 

Water conservation is maximized through the preparation of a 
Water Conservation Plan. The plan requires the use of drought 
tolerant, low-water usage plants in both public and private 
landscaped areas.   

The Proposed Project has been designed to incorporate passive 
solar design and building orientation principles to take 
advantage of the sun in the winter for heating and reduce heat 
gain and cooling needs during the summer, to the extent 
practicable or where feasible. 

All single-family structures will be designed and constructed to 
allow for (1) the later installation of a system that utilizes solar 
energy as the primary means of heating domestic potable water 
and (2) to facilitate the installation or retrofit of photovoltaic 
systems.   

The project includes parkways landscaped with trees adjacent 
to all streets to minimize heat gain and reduce the urban heat 
island effect. 

Y 

Y 

RCS Goal 3: Reduce the projected demand for water service in the City through water conservation and increased 
use of recycled water. 

RCS Policy 3.1: Work with the Vista 
Irrigation District (VID) to reduce 
per capita water consumption, 
increase the use of recycled water, 
and implement, enhance, or 
promote programs to educate the 
community about the importance 
of water conservation and methods 
to reduce water use. 

Landscaping is designed to utilize low water use plant materials 
and will be irrigated with low volume irrigation in accordance with 
the City of Vista Landscape Manual and a Water Conservation 
Plan has been prepared for the project. Low volume bath fixtures 
will be required and water will be efficiently used during grading 
operations. 

Y 

RCS Policy 3.2: Continue to 
evaluate and periodically update 
the City's existing Water Efficient 
Landscaping Ordinance to ensure 
that it remains at least as effective 
as the State's Model Efficient 
Landscape Ordinance pursuant to 
AB 1881 and/or any subsequent 
legislation, and encourage existing 

Water-efficient irrigation systems will be utilized and exposed dirt 
will be covered with moisture-retaining mulch.  

Landscaping is designed to utilize low water use plant materials. 
Grey water will be utilized for landscaping if available. 

Private lots will have areas available for the planting of edible 
landscaping. 

Y 
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development to upgrade to water-
efficient landscaping and irrigation, 
including: 

a. planting drought-tolerant 
and native species; 
b. covering exposed dirt with 
moisture-retaining mulch; 
c. installing water-efficient 
irrigation systems and devices, 
including advanced technology 
such as moisture-sensing irrigation 
controls; 
d. using gray and/or recycled 
water for irrigation; and 

e. installing edible land- 
scapes that provide local food. 

Y 

RCS Goal 4: Preserve, protect, and enhance water quality in watersheds to which the City contributes stormwater 
and urban runoff. 

RCS Policy 4.6: Require the 
incorporation of Low Impact 
Development (LID) techniques in 
accordance with current 
stormwater regulations to manage 
stormwater and urban runoff, 
reduce runoff and pollution, and 
assist in maintaining or restoring 
the natural hydrology of the site. 
Examples of LID techniques 
include, but are not limited to the 
following: 

a. Use permeable paving or 
pavers for sidewalks and parking 
areas instead of impervious 
material, such as concrete and 
asphalt. 

b. Incorporate bioretention 
facilities, such as cells (small-scale 
shallow vegetated depressions), 
bioswales, (linear bioretention 
features that may mimic natural 
stream channels), tree box filters 
(stand-alone or connected mini-
bioretention areas that are 
installed beneath trees), and other 
bioretention features in site design 
for development projects and 
subdivisions. 

c. Utilize rain barrels and 
cisterns to manage rooftop runoff 
and/or utilize rooftop runoff to 
provide water for irrigating lawns 
and gardens. 

Low Impact Development techniques will be utilized in 
accordance with current stormwater regulations to manage 
stormwater and urban runoff. Bio-retention areas, and areas of 
pervious pavement are proposed for the project. 

Y 
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RCS Goal 14: Promote efficient and sustainable use of energy resources through conservation, demand-reduction 
activities, and alternative energy sources. 

RCS Policy 14.2: Collaborate with 
San Diego Gas and Electric 
(SDG&E) and any other local 
energy suppliers and distributors to 
promote energy conservation 
programs, Energy Star® appliance 
change-out programs, rebates, 
vouchers, and other incentives to 
install energy-efficient technology 
and products. 

Energy Star® appliances will be utilized throughout the new 
homes. 

Y 

RCS GOAL 15: Reduce the amount of solid waste generated and diverted to landfills. 

RCS Policy 15.4: Maintain the 
Construction and Demolition 
Debris Recycling Ordinance, 
requiring building projects to 
recycle or reuse a minimum 
percentage of non-hazardous 
construction and demolition debris 
and unused or leftover building 
materials. 

Project will be required to reuse a minimum percentage of non-
hazardous construction debris and unused or leftover building 
materials in accordance with the City’s policies pertaining to 
construction and demolition debris recycling. 

Y 

NOISE ELEMENT (NE) 

NE Goal 1: Protect people who live, work, and recreate in the City from excessive transportation noise with an 
emphasis on protecting residential neighborhoods and other noise-sensitive receptors (i.e., picnic areas, 
recreation areas, playgrounds, active sports areas, golf courses, parks, residences, motels, hotels, schools, 
churches, libraries, and hospitals). 

NE Policy 1.2: Require California 
Title 24 building code noise 
insulation with minimum 25 dB 
noise reduction for new 
development where existing/future 
roadway noise levels are 65 dB 
CNEL or above. 

California Title 24 building code noise insulation will be installed 
as required. 

Y 

NE Goal 2: Protect people who live, work, and recreate in the City from unwarranted and excessive levels of noise, 
with special emphasis on protecting residential neighborhoods from intrusive noise. 

NE Policy 2.3: Require new 
development to minimize noise 
impacts upon adjacent uses 
through site and building design, 
setbacks, berms, landscaping, 
and/or other noise abatement 
techniques. 

Noise abatement would include building setbacks, noise walls, 
fences, etc. 

Y 

NE Policy 2.4: Apply the State's 
Title 24 noise insulation standards 
to the construction of multifamily 
housing, residential portions of 
mixed-use development, new 
single-family developments, and 
conversion of existing apartments 
into condominiums. 

California Title 24 building code noise insulation will be installed 
as required. 

Y 
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PUBLIC SAFETY, FACILITIES, AND SERVICES ELEMENT (PSFS) 

PSFS GOAL 1: Reduce crime and opportunities for crime, and protect persons and property from criminal activity. 

PSFS Policy 2.2: Continue to 
implement the hazard-related 
goals, objectives, and actions of 
the HMP, including ensuring 
consistency between the HMP; the 
General Plan; and the plans, 
programs, and regulations of 
implementing City departments. 

Adequate fire and emergency medical services are available to 
serve the Project Area. 

Y 

PSFS Goal 3: Reduce damage, losses, and the risk to the community caused by seismic and other geologic hazards. 

PSFS Policy 3.1: Require a site-
specific geotechnical report, 
prepared by State-licensed 
personnel as a condition of project 
approval for development within 
areas of known or suspected 
geologic hazard on site. 

A site-specific geotechnical report has been prepared by a State 
licensed engineer.  

Y 

PSFS Goal 4: Reduce damage, losses, and the risk to the community from flooding, other forms of severe weather, 
dam inundation, and other hydrologic hazards. 

PSFS Policy 4.8: Require 
incorporation of design features 
that reduce the amount of 
impervious surface (e.g., paved 
areas) within new public and 
private developments, consistent 
with Regional Water Quality Control 
Board standards and the City's 
Jurisdictional Urban Runoff 
Management Plan. 

Bio-swales and pervious pavement are utilized reduce the 
amount of impervious surface runoff. 

 

PSFS Goal 5: Protect life, property, and the environment from structural, wildland-urban, and wild land fire damage. 

PSFS Policy 5.4: Through the 
development review process, 
ensure that water main capabilities 
are adequate to meet fire flow 
requirements to the satisfaction of 
the Vista Irrigation District and Fire 
Department for all new 
development. 

Water main capabilities are adequate to meet fire flow 
requirements to the satisfaction of the Vista Irrigation District 
and Fire Department for all new development. 

 

Source: Pheasant Hill Specific Plan, 2017 

As shown in Table LU-1, above, upon approval of the General Plan Amendment the proposed project would 
be consistent with the applicable goals and policies in the LUCI Element of the GP 2030 Update (2011).  
Therefore, no significant impacts would arise from development of the project.  
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Housing Element 
The 2013-2021 Housing Element of the General Plan includes a Housing Plan which outlines adopted 
goals and policies to achieve the City’s share of affordable housing goals, and its share of regional housing 
growth. The goals and policies that apply to the proposed project are as follows: 

2. Housing Opportunities 
Goal 2.0 – Encourage adequate provision of a wide range of housing by location, type of unit, and price to 
meet the existing and future needs of Vista residents. 

Policy 2.1: Seek to provide a variety of residential development opportunities to meet the City’s 
share of regional housing needs. 

State law requires jurisdictions to provide for their fair share of regional housing needs through income 
categories to accommodate the forecasted growth in the number of households. The proposed project 
would provide new housing opportunities within the City, consistent with the General Plan land use 
designations, and in accordance with the above noted goal and policy of the Housing Element. Therefore, 
the proposed project would not conflict with the Housing Element of the General Plan, and impacts would 
be less than significant. 

It is designated as MD (Medium Density Residential) (maximum ten dwelling units per acre [du/ac]) in the 
Vista General Plan 2030 Update (GP 2030 Update) (2011) and under the Zoning Code. 

ZONING CODE  
Consistency with Residential Zone Designation 
The site has an existing zoning designation of SPI (Specific Plan Implementation) based on a project that 
was approved on September 11, 2007 by the Vista City Council; however, it was never constructed. The 
existing specific plan would be amended with approval of the Pheasant Hill Specific Plan (2017), which 
would allow the development of 24 single-family homes.   

Per Chapter 18.64 in the Vista Development Code, an assessment is required for determining project 
consistency with the General Plan, Zoning Code, development standards, design guidelines, etc.  As 
discussed below, with approval of the Specific Plan Amendment the proposed project would be consistent 
with the residential zoning, and impacts would be less than significant.  

Compliance with Development Standards 
The Pheasant Hill Specific Plan (2017) has been prepared in accordance with the California Government 
Code (CGC) statutory requirements for specific plans. It includes the following items mandated by CGC 
Section 65451: 

(a) A specific plan shall include a text and a diagram or diagrams which specify all of the following 
in detail: 

(1) The distribution, location, and extent of the uses of land, including open space, within 
the area covered by the plan (see Chapter II in the PHSP, 2017). 

(2) The proposed distribution, location, and extent and intensity of major components of 
public and private transportation, sewage, water, drainage, solid waste disposal, energy, 
and other essential facilities proposed to be located within the area covered by the plan 
and needed to support the land uses described in the plan (see Chapter II and Appendix 
B in the PHSP, 2017). 

(3) Standards and criteria by which development will proceed, and standards for the 
conservation, development, and utilization of natural resources, where applicable. 
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(4) A program of implementation measures including regulations, programs, public works 
projects, and financing measures necessary to carry out paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) (see 
Chapters II and III and Appendix B in the PHSP, 2017). 

(b) The specific plan shall include a statement of the relationship of the specific plan to the general 
plan (See Chapter 1 D, and Appendix A - Conformance with the City of Vista General Plan in the 
PHSP, 2017). 

The Pheasant Hill Specific Plan Amendment has also been prepared in accordance with the Vista Zoning 
Ordinance, Chapter 18.20, Specific Plan Implementation (SPI) Zone and the requirements of the previous 
Pheasant Hills Specific Plan, Ordinance 2007-16.  As a result, the proposed project would comply with the 
applicable development standards of the City, and impacts would be less than significant. 

c. NO IMPACT.  The applicant for the proposed Pheasant Hill project seeks approval of applications for a 
Specific Plan Amendment, Tentative Subdivision Map, and Site Development Plan for the development 
and construction of 24 single family homes, and associated improvements, on the existing vacant 3.35-
acre project site.  Land uses immediately surrounding the subject property, including their respective 
general plan land use and zoning designations, are included below in Table LU-2. 

TABLE LU-2  
SURROUNDING LAND USES 

Direction Land Use General Plan Designation Zoning Designation 

North Commercial, 
Residential Medium High Density Residential (MHD) R-M (Multi-Family Residential) 

South Residential Medium Density Residential (MD) R-1-B (Single-Family 
Residential) 

East 
Commercial 
(adjacent to the 
SPRINTER tracks)  

Mixed Use (MU) SPI - (Specific Plan 
Implementation) 

West Residential MD R-1-B 

 Source: City of Vista GIS 2018 

Given the surrounding land uses, the proposed residential project would be characterized as “infill” 
development.  As indicated in Table LU-2, and discussed in the other land use and planning sections 
above, development of the proposed project would be compatible with the surrounding land uses, which 
includes primarily residential uses. Therefore, significant impacts would not occur.  
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XI. Mineral Resources 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a. Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and 
the residents of the state? 

    

b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally important 
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local 
Comprehensive Plan, specific plan or other land 
use plan? 

    

 

DISCUSSION  
a - b. NO IMPACT. The California Department of Conservation’s Division of Mines and Geology (DMG) does 
not identify the project site as an area with high potential for aggregate or mineral resources (DMG 1993). 
The City’s GP 2030 Update (2011) does not identify the project site as a locally important mineral resource 
recovery site. Therefore, development of the proposed project would not result in the loss of availability of 
a known mineral resource, and significant impacts would not occur.  
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NOISE DESCRIPTORS AND TERMINOLOGY  
As discussed in the Noise Study (HELIX, 2017), a decibel (dB) is a unit used to express the intensity of a 
sound wave. Since the human ear is not equally sensitive to all sound frequencies within the entire 
auditory spectrum, the dBA descriptor (or A-weighted sound level) is used because it factors sounds more 
heavily within the range of maximum human sensitivity to sound frequencies. Although the A-weighted 
sound level may adequately indicate the level of environmental noise at any instant in time, community 
noise levels vary continuously. Most environmental noise includes a conglomeration of sounds from 
distant sources that create a relatively steady background noise in which no particular source is 
identifiable. For this type of noise, a single descriptor called the LEQ (or equivalent sound level) is used. 
For most acoustical studies, the monitoring interval is generally taken as one-hour, and is abbreviated LEQ-
h.  

Under controlled conditions in an acoustical laboratory, the trained, healthy human ear is able to discern 
1 dBA changes in sound levels, when exposed to steady, single-frequency (“pure-tone”) signals in the mid-
frequency (1,000 Hz–8,000 Hz) range. In typical noisy environments, changes in noise of one to two dBA 
are generally not perceptible. It is widely accepted, however, that people begin to detect sound level 
increases of three dB in typical noisy environments. Further, a five dBA increase is generally perceived as 
a distinctly noticeable increase, and a ten dBA increase is generally perceived as a doubling of loudness.  

No known studies have directly correlated the ability of a healthy human ear to discern specific levels of 
change in traffic noise over a 24-hour period. Many ordinances, however, specify a change of three dBA 
CNEL as the significant impact threshold. This is based on the concept of a doubling in noise energy 
resulting in a three 3 dBA change in noise, which is the amount of change in noise necessary for the 
increase to be perceptible to the average healthy human ear. This increment is commonly accepted under 
CEQA as representing an impact threshold. This limit is also accepted by the City as the significance 
threshold to determine a proposed project’s impact on the affected (existing) environment.  

NOISE THRESHOLDS AND REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 
REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 
Code of Federal Regulations (30 CFR 816.61-816.68) 
Various aspects of blasting, including flyrock and airblast, are regulated by the Code of Federal Regulations 
(30 CFR 816.61-816.68). Section 816.67(b) specifies maximum levels for airblast; Section 816.67(c) 
specifies allowable distances for flyrock. 

California Noise Control Act [California Health and Safety Code – Division 28] 
The California Noise Control Act is a section within the California Health and Safety Code that describes 
excessive noise as a serious hazard to the public health and welfare and that exposure to certain levels 
of noise can result in physiological, psychological, and economic damage. It also finds that there is a 
continuous and increasing bombardment of noise in the urban, suburban, and rural areas. The California 
Noise Control Act declares that the State of California has a responsibility to protect the health and welfare 
of its citizens by the control, prevention, and abatement of noise. It is the policy of the State to provide an 
environment for all Californians free from noise that jeopardizes their health or welfare. 

California Noise Insulation Standards [California’s Title 24 Noise Standards. Cal. Adm. Code Title 24, 
Chap. 2-35] 
In 1974, the California Commission on Housing and Community Development adopted noise insulation 
standards for multi-family residential buildings (Title 24, Part 2, California Code of Regulations). Title 24 
establishes standards for interior room noise (attributable to outside noise sources). The regulations also 
specify that acoustical studies must be prepared whenever a residential building or structure is proposed 
to be located near an existing or adopted freeway route, expressway, parkway, major street, thoroughfare, 
rail line, rapid transit line, or industrial noise source, and where such noise source or sources create an 
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exterior CNEL (or LDN) of 60 dBA or greater. Such acoustical analysis must demonstrate that the residence 
has been designed to limit intruding noise to an interior CNEL (or LDN) of at least 45 dBA.  

City of Vista GP 2030 Update, Noise Element 

The Noise Element of the City’s General Plan includes a noise/land use compatibility matrix for assessing 
the suitability of different categories of planned land uses based on exterior noise level exposure (Table 
NE-3 from the GP 2030 Update). For the project’s proposed residential land use (Medium Density 
Residential), the Noise Element specifies exterior noise levels up to 60 CNEL as normally acceptable and 
up to 70 CNEL is conditionally acceptable. Noise levels exceeding 70 CNEL are generally unacceptable for 
medium density residential uses.  In addition, as identified in the GP 2030 Update PEIR expose of people 
to, or the generation of noise levels in excess of standards the established in the City’s general plan or 
noise ordinance (or applicable standards of the other agencies), including resulting in a project‐related 
noise increase of three dBA CNEL or more would be considered a potentially significant impact. 

The Noise Element also addressed rail noise from the SPRINTER rail line.  The existing rail schedule for 
the SPRINTER was used to calculate the distances from the rail centerline to the 60, 65, and 70 dBA CNEL 
noise contours throughout the city.  As stated in the GP 2030 Update Program EIR (2011), new noise‐
sensitive receptors within 140 feet of the SPRINTER rail centerline would be exposed to noise levels that 
exceed the city’s 65 dBA CNEL noise thresholds.  To help reduce the effects of noise on sensitive land 
uses and to minimize future developments’ noise contributions, the Noise Element included policies 
related to noise.  Incorporation of these policies would help to ensure impacts associated with noise from 
the SPRINTER (and stationary noise sources) would be less than significant. 

In addition, the Noise Element also provides interior and exterior noise guidelines for various types of uses 
and developments. As stated in the Noise Element, the provisions of the State’s Noise Insulation 
Standards (California Administrative Code, Title 24) would be enforced to specify that the indoor noise 
levels shall not exceed 45 dBA CNEL (or Ldn) due to the combined effect of all noise sources. The State 
requires implementation of this indoor standard when the outdoor noise levels exceed 60 dBA CNEL (or 
Ldn). Title 24 requires that this standard be applied to all new hotels, motels, apartment houses, and 
dwellings, other than detached single-family dwellings. As a matter of policy, the City applies this standard 
to new single-family developments, mixed-use developments, and condominium conversions where 
appropriate.   

Table N-1, City of Vista GP 2030 Update Interior and Exterior Noise Guidelines, below, provides noise 
guidelines for various types of land uses, including the maximum noise levels for residential rear yards of 
single-family homes.  As shown in the last column, noise impacts that exceed 65 dBA would be considered 
a potentially significant impact. 

TABLE N-1 
CITY OF VISTA GP 2030 UPDATE INTERIOR AND EXTERIOR NOISE GUIDELINES 

Land Use 
Maximum Noise Level 

(LDN or CNEL, dBA) 
Interior1,2 Exterior 

Residential – Single Family, Multi-family, Duplex 45 653 
Residential – Nursing Homes, Hospital 45 653 
Private Offices, Church Sanctuaries, Libraries, Board Rooms, 
Conference Rooms, Theaters, Auditoriums, Concert Halls, 
Meeting Halls, etc. 

45 - 

Schools 45 654 
General Offices, Reception, Clerical, etc. 50 - 
Bank Lobby, Retail Store, Restaurant, Typing Pool, etc. 60 - 
Manufacturing, Kitchen, Warehousing, etc. 65 - 
Parks, Playgrounds, etc. - 654 
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Land Use 
Maximum Noise Level 

(LDN or CNEL, dBA) 
Interior1,2 Exterior 

Golf Courses, Outdoor Spectator Sports, Amusement Parks, 
etc. - 704 

Source: City of Vista General Plan Noise Element 
Notes:  
1 Noise standard with windows closed. Mechanical ventilation shall be provided per UBC requirements to provide a habitable 

environment. 2  Indoor environment excluding bathrooms, toilets, closets, and corridors. 3   Outdoor environments limited to rear 
yard of single-family homes, multi-family patios and balconies (with a depth of 6 feet or more) and common recreation areas. 4   
Outdoor environment limited to playground areas, picnic areas, and other areas of frequent human use. 

 
City of Vista Noise Ordinance (Municipal Code, Chapter 8.32, Noise Control) 
Sections 8.32.010 through 8.32.060 of the City of Vista Municipal Code pertain to City noise requirements 
and enforcement of violations. The City has adopted the County of San Diego (County) Noise Ordinance 
for the purpose of controlling excessive noise levels, including noise from construction activities.  

Table N-2, Applicable Exterior Property Line Noise Limits, lists the applicable exterior property line noise 
limits. This table is specific to the City of Vista’s Zoning designations and replaces the table in Section 
36.404 of the County Noise Ordinance. It is unlawful for any person to cause or allow the creation of any 
noise to the extent that the one-hour average sound level at any point on or beyond the boundaries of the 
property exceeds these limits. 

TABLE N-2 
APPLICABLE EXTERIOR PROPERTY LINE NOISE LIMITS 

Zone Time 
Applicable Limit One-hour 

Average Sound Level 
(Decibels) 

A-1, E-1, O, OSR 
R-1B, MHP 

7:00 a.m. – 10:00 p. m. 
10:00 p.m. – 7:00 a. m. 

50 
45 

R-M 7:00 a.m. – 10:00 p.m. 
10:00 p.m. – 7:00 a.m. 

55 
50 

C-1, C-2, O-3, C-T, OP, M-U and 
Downtown Specific Plan 

7:00 a.m. – 10:00 p.m. 
10:00 p.m. – 7:00 a.m. 

60 
55 

M-1, I-P, all areas of the Vista 
Business Park Specific Plan and 
Specific Plan 14 

Any time 70 

Source:  City of Vista Municipal Code Section 8.32.40 
Legend: A-1 = Agricultural; C-1 = Commercial; C-2 = Commercial; C-T = Commercial Transient; E-1 = Estate; I-P = Industrial;  MHP = 
Mobile Home Park; M-U = Mixed Use; O = Open Space; O-3 = Office Park; OP = Office Professional; OSR = Open Space Residential; R-
1B = Residence; R-M = Multi-Residential 

The project site is currently zoned SPI (Specific Plan Implementation). Neighboring parcels are zoned R-1-
B (Single-Family Residential), and R-M (Multi-Residential). 

The adopted County of San Diego Noise Ordinance also stipulates controlling construction noise. San 
Diego County Code Sections 36.408 and 36.409, Construction Equipment, state that, except for 
emergency work, it shall be unlawful for any person to operate or cause to be operated, construction 
equipment: 

A. 7:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 

B. On Sunday or a holiday. For the purposes of this section, a holiday means January 1, the 
last Monday in May, July 4, the first Monday in September, December 25, and any day 
appointed by the President as a special national holiday or the Governor of the State as a 
special State holiday. A person may, however, operate construction equipment on a 
Sunday or holiday between the hours of 10:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. at the person’s 
residence or for the purpose of construction of a residence for himself or herself, provided 
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that the operation of construction equipment is not carried out for financial consideration 
or other consideration of any kind and does not violate the limits in Sections 36.409 and 
36.410. 

C. Except for emergency work, it shall be unlawful for any person to operate construction 
equipment or cause construction equipment to be operated, that exceeds an average 
sound level of 75 dBA for an 8-hour period, between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m., when 
measured at the boundary line of the property where the noise source is located or on any 
occupied property where the noise is being received. 

Section 36.410 of the County’s ordinance also provides an additional limitation on construction 
equipment beyond Section 36.404 pertaining to impulsive noise. Except for emergency work or work on a 
public road project, no person shall produce or cause to be produced an impulsive noise that exceeds the 
maximum sound level shown in Table N-3 Maximum Sound Levels (Impulsive), when measured at the 
boundary line of the property where the noise source is located or on any occupied property where the 
noise is received, for 25 percent of the minutes in the measurement period. 

TABLE N-3 
MAXIMUM SOUND LEVELS (IMPULSIVE) 

Occupied Property Use Decibels (dBA) LMAX 
Residential, village zoning or civic use  82 
Agricultural, commercial or industrial use  85 

Source:  County of San Diego Municipal Code Section 36.410 
 

The minimum measurement period for any noise measurements is one hour. During the measurement 
period, a noise measurement must be conducted every minute from a fixed location on an occupied 
property. The measurements must measure the maximum sound level during each minute of the 
measurement period. If the sound level caused by construction equipment or the producer of the 
impulsive noise exceeds the maximum sound level for any portion of any minute, it will be deemed that 
the maximum sound level was exceeded during that minute. 

City of Vista Uniform Fire Code (Municipal Code, Chapter 16.40.100, Explosives and Fireworks) 
Section 5601.2 applies to explosives and blasting operations within the city. The Fire Code stipulates that 
blasting shall only be conducted with an explosives permit, and the applicant shall be responsible for 
providing proof of all necessary approvals to the Issuing Officer and payment of any necessary fees. The 
County Sheriff shall be the Issuing Officer for any permit, unless delegated to the Fire Chief in the City of 
Vista.  

Blasting shall only be allowed Monday through Saturday between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. or one-half 
hour before sunset, whichever occurs first. The owner of any property in the city of Vista shall give a notice 
to the fire agency, dispatch center, and all residences within 300 feet from any potential minor blast 
location. 

ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY  
Methodology  
The methodology used in the Noise Study (HELIX, 2017) included assumptions on such issues as general 
construction equipment, vehicular noise, etc. Please see pages 10 – 13 in that report for these 
assumptions. 
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Ambient Noise Survey 
The following equipment was used to measure existing noise levels at the project site: 

 Larson Davis Spark Model 706RC Noise Dosimeter 

 Larson Davis Model CA250 Calibrator 

 Windscreen and tripod for the sound level meter 
 

The sound level meter was field-calibrated immediately prior to the noise measurements to ensure 
accuracy. All sound level measurements conducted and presented in this report were made with a sound 
level meter that conforms to the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) specifications for sound 
level meters (ANSI SI.4-1983 R2006).  All instruments were maintained with National Institute of 
Standards and Technology traceable calibration per the manufacturers’ standards. 

Noise Modeling Software 
Modeling of the exterior noise environment for this report was accomplished using two computer noise 
models: Computer Aided Noise Abatement (CadnaA) version 2017 and Traffic Noise Model (TNM) version 
2.5. CadnaA is a model-based computer program developed by DataKustik for predicting noise impacts in 
a wide variety of conditions. CadnaA assists in the calculation, presentation, assessment, and mitigation 
of noise exposure. It allows for the input of project-related information, such as noise source data, barriers, 
structures, and topography to create a detailed CadnaA model, and uses the most up-to-date calculation 
standards to predict outdoor noise impacts. CadnaA traffic noise prediction is based on the data and 
methodology used in the TNM. The TNM was released in February 2004 by the U.S. Department of 
Transportation (USDOT), and it calculates the daytime average hourly LEQ from three-dimensional model 
inputs and traffic data (Caltrans 2004). The TNM used in this analysis was developed from Computer 
Aided Design (CAD) plans provided by the project architect. Input variables included road alignment, 
elevation, lane configuration, area topography, existing and planned noise control features, projected 
traffic volumes, estimated truck composition percentages, and vehicle speeds. 

The one-hour LEQ noise level is calculated utilizing peak-hour traffic; peak-hour traffic volumes can be 
estimated based on the assumption that ten percent of the average daily traffic would occur during a peak 
hour. The model-calculated one-hour LEQ noise output is the equivalent to the CNEL (Caltrans Technical 
Noise Supplement, November 2009). 
 
The measured noise level of 50.6 dBA LEQ at the project site was compared to a modeled noise level in 
CadnaA, using the traffic counts and traffic mix for model calibration. The modeled traffic noise level for 
the same location was 49.7 dBA LEQ. Modeled noise within three dBA from the measured level is 
considered sufficiently accurate without adjustment. Therefore, given the 0.9 dBA variance, no 
adjustments to the model were made for traffic. 

The measured noise level for an individual train pass was compared to a modeled noise level in CadnaA 
using a similar train type (conventional commuter diesel-electric locomotive), length, and speed for model 
calibration. The graphed curve of a modeled train pass-by noise level matched the actual recorded noise 
levels taken at the site. The modeled maximum noise level from the train was estimated at 80.2 dBA LMAX. 
The actual maximum noise level from the observed train measured at 80.9 dBA LMAX. Graphs of both 
modeled and the observed train pass by from Measurement 3 are shown in Appendix B, of the Noise Study 
(Helix, 2017).   
 
Project construction noise was analyzed using the Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM; USDOT 
2008), which utilizes estimates of sound levels from standard construction equipment. 
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SURROUNDING LAND USES, EXISTING NOISE ENVIRONMENT, AND TRAFFIC DATA 
As discussed in the Noise Study (Helix, 2017), single-family homes are located south and west of the 
project site.  A commercial and industrial area is located across the railway to the east. A storage rental 
facility and church are located to the north-northwest across Guajome Street. The railway tracks for the 
Escondido Branch of the San Diego Northern Railroad SPRINTER line are located directly east of the 
project site. Across the railway are industrial and commercial uses and vacant lots. 

The existing noise environment includes background noise from nearby vehicular traffic on Mercantile 
Street and S. Santa Fe Avenue.  SPRINTER trains regularly pass by the site, causing short bursts of loud 
noise levels.  Westbound and eastbound trains pass by the site twice each hour, for a total of four passes 
each hour. Crossing bells at nearby Guajome Street are sounded as the arms are lowered and raised for 
train passes. As westbound trains pass the project site, horns are sounded adjacent to the site. Other 
noise sources include ambient nature sounds.  The project is subject to some distant aircraft noise, though 
the site is not located near any active airports. The nearest airports are McClellan-Palomar Airport, located 
five miles to the south, and Oceanside Municipal Airport, located 6.3 miles to the west.  

Ambient Noise Survey 
As discussed in the Noise Study (Helix, 2017), three measurements at one location were included in the 
ambient noise survey. The measurement site was located approximately 60 feet and 75 feet from the 
eastbound and westbound tracks, respectively (see Figure 3 and Appendix A, On-site Noise Measurement 
Sheets, in the Noise Study, Helix, 2017). Two measurements were taken to isolate train noise during both 
eastbound and westbound passes.  One measurement was taken between train passes to measure 
distant traffic noise from Mercantile Street and S. Santa Fe Avenue. The measured noise levels and related 
environmental conditions are shown in Table N-4, Ambient Noise Measurement Results, below.  Traffic 
counts for both streets were recorded for automobiles, medium-size trucks (double-tires/two axles), and 
heavy trucks (three or more axles). Traffic counts for the timed measurement and the one-hour equivalent 
volume are shown in Table N-5, Recorded Traffic Volume and Vehicle Mix. 

TABLE N-4 
AMBIENT NOISE MEASUREMENT RESULTS 

Measurement 1 - Trains 
Date:  January 31, 2017 

Conditions: Temperature: 66°F. Wind Speed: 0mph. 34% humidity. 
Sunny. 

Time: 9:51 a.m. – 10:06 a.m. 

Location: 
420 Lado de Loma, approximately 60 feet from eastbound 
SPRINTER tracks. Coordinates: 33°11’44.39”N, 
117°14’23.87”W 

Measured Noise Level: Maximum noise level from train pass-by was 81.3 dBA LMAX 

Notes: Eastbound train arrived at approximately 9:59 a.m., 
Westbound train arrived at approximately 10:00 a.m. 

Measurement 2 - Traffic 
Date: January 31, 2017 

Conditions: Temperature: 68°F. Wind Speed: 1mph. 32% humidity. 
Sunny. 

Time: 10:06 a.m. – 10:21 a.m. 

Location: North side of Foothill Drive, 600 feet east of intersection with 
East Vista Way, approximately 40 feet from roadway centerline. 

Measured Noise Level: 67.1 dBA LEQ 

Notes: Primary noise source is traffic on Foothill Drive. Vehicles were 
traveling at 35 mph. 

Measurement 3 - Trains 
Date: January 31, 2017 

Conditions: Temperature: 66°F. Wind Speed: 0mph. 34% humidity. 
Sunny. 
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Time: 10:22 a.m. – 10:31 a.m. The Eastbound train pass-by 
occurred at 10:27 a.m. and lasted for a duration of 20 seconds 

Location: 
420 Lado de Loma, approximately 60 feet from eastbound 
SPRINTER tracks. 
Coordinates: 33°11’44.39”N, 117°14’23.87”W 

Measured Noise Level: Maximum noise level from train pass-by was 80.9 dBA LMAX 

Notes: Eastbound train arrived at approximately 10:28 a.m., 
Westbound train arrived at approximately 10:30 a.m. 

                  Source: Helix, 2017 

TABLE N-5 
RECORDED TRAFFIC VOLUME AND VEHICLE MIX 

Roadway Traffic Autos MT1 HT2 

S. Santa Fe Avenue 
15-minute Count 190 9 2 

One-hour Equivalent 760 36 8 
Percent 94.5% 4.5% 1% 

Mercantile Street 
15-minute Count 44 1 0 

One-hour Equivalent 176 4 0 
Percent 98% 2% 0% 

1 Medium Trucks (double tires/two axles)                                                                                                         Source: Helix, 2017 
2 Heavy Trucks (three or more axles) 

 
Vehicular Traffic Data 
Traffic data for roadways in the project vicinity (Lado de Loma and Guajome Street) are based on volumes 
from the project’s Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) (LOS Engineering, 2016), and from SANDAG’s 
Transportation Forecast Information Center (TFIC). The TIA (LOS, 2016) assumed a total of 250 average 
daily trips (ADT) attributed to the project. According to the TIA, project traffic was assigned onto the 
roadway network based on existing traffic patterns (LOS Engineering, Inc., 2016). 

Traffic volumes on nearby streets are shown in Table N-6, Existing and Future Traffic Volumes, below. Data 
from the TFIC was used to assess future traffic levels for surrounding roadways not addressed in the TIA. 

TABLE N-6 
EXISTING AND FUTURE TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

 
Roadway Segment 

ADT 

Existing Project 
Existing + 

Project 
Cumulative + 

Project1 
Lado de Loma 

Guajome Street to Project Access 358 113 471 471 
Project Access to Bandini Place 323 38 361 361 

Guajome Street 
Lado de Loma to Dirt Road/Access 4,979 100 5,079 5,104 
Dirt Road/Access to S. Santa Fe Avenue 4,968 100 5,068 5,093 

    Source: Traffic Impact Analysis (LOS Engineering, Inc. 2016) 
        1 Cumulative + Project conditions include five future projects identified in the project vicinity that are anticipated to add  
      traffic to the study roadways. 

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS 
Construction and Demolition Noise Impacts   
Construction of the project would involve grading, paving of the site, and erecting new buildings. The 
magnitude of the impact would depend on the type of construction activity, equipment, duration of each 
construction phase, distance between the noise source and receiver, and any intervening structures. 
Construction would generate elevated noise levels that may disrupt nearby residences. Residences are 
located north, south, and west of the project, with properties adjacent to the site. 
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The Geotech Report (GSI, 2016) notes that oversize materials may be generated during construction of 
the project, and the potential for rock breaking and blasting cannot be precluded. Therefore, this 
construction noise impact analysis includes hard rock handling and blasting, which are typically 
significantly louder than other activities and have the greatest potential to create impacts to off-site 
NSLUs. For hard rock handling, the project could require material excavation and/or fill, with blasting 
performed to assist with grading. The necessity and extent of blasting would not be known until surface 
clearing is completed. TNM software was used to calculate the noise contour distances for construction-
related truck trips. The off-site roadway modeling represents a conservative analysis that does not take 
into account topography or attenuation provided by existing structures. Using a conservative estimate of 
80 truck trips over an 8-hour construction day, approximately ten heavy truck trips per hour would be 
required for import of fill material. Approximately 80 truck trips per day would be required for 
approximately 23 working days. Because exact truck routes to and from the site during construction are 
were not available during preparation of the Noise Study (Helix, 2017), all ten truck trips are conservatively 
assumed to travel on the quietest roadway segment of Lado de Loma. With these assumptions, noise 
levels from construction-related truck traffic added to existing traffic counts during a given hour would be 
less than 62.1 dBA at the edge of the roadway. While this would be an audibly discernible increase over 
existing conditions without construction traffic, it would not exceed the 65 CNEL maximum allowable noise 
level for single-family residences’ exterior use areas for nearby homes. 

Grading and Hard Rock Handling Impacts - Grading and hard rock handling involves the ripping of 
materials, the drilling of non-rippable materials, and the breaking of oversize materials typically using a 
dozer, excavator, and breaker, with an off-highway truck to haul the materials. Table N-7, Typical 
Construction Equipment Noise Levels, provides the 50-foot distance noise level for expected construction 
equipment. 

TABLE N-7  
TYPICAL CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT NOISE LEVELS 

Equipment Average Percent Operating Time LMAX at 50 feet dBA LEQ  at 50 feet 

Backhoe 40 77.6 73.6 

Compactor 20 83.2 76.2 

Compressor 40 77.7 73.7 

Concrete Mixer Truck 40 78.8 74.8 

Concrete Pump Truck 20 81.4 74.4 

Dozer 40 81.7 77.7 

Dump Truck 50 76.5 72.5 

Drum Mixer 40 80.0 77.0 

Excavator 40 80.7 76.7 

Front End Loader 40 79.1 75.1 

Generator 50 80.6 77.6 

Mounted Impact Hammer 20 90.3 83.3 

Paver 50 77.2 74.2 

Roller 20 80.0 73.3 
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Equipment Average Percent Operating Time LMAX at 50 feet dBA LEQ  at 50 feet 

Scraper 40 83.6 79.6 

Scraper/Dozer 40 83.6 81.8 

                           Source: Helix, 2017  

Construction equipment would not all operate at the same time or location. A dozer and an excavator may 
be working on the site simultaneously; however, it would not be working in close proximity to one another 
at a given time due to the nature of their respective operations.  Furthermore, construction equipment 
would not be in constant use during the 8-hour operating day. A scraper and dozer were analyzed together 
for construction noise impacts due to their likelihood of being used in conjunction with one another. RCNM 
was used to determine the worst-case construction noise levels at nearby residential locations.   

The nearest residences to the proposed grading areas are adjacent to the project site. Construction 
equipment is mobile and would be moving across the site throughout the construction period.  Grading 
would occur within close proximity to the property lines.  For modeling purposes, the construction 
equipment was assumed to operate at a reasonably conservative distance of 50 feet from the nearest 
residence. 

Based on these assumptions, the highest impact level for a scraper and dozer at the nearest NSLU is 81.8 
dBA LEQ (see Appendix E, Construction Noise Modeling Outputs in the Noise Study, Helix, 2017). The 
impact level for a dozer in isolation at the nearest NSLU is 77.7 dBA LEQ.  Therefore, construction noise 
from this equipment was modeled to be above the significance threshold of 75 dBA LEQ, and construction 
noise impacts would be potentially significant. 

A hydraulically operated impact hammer attached to a tracked excavator is commonly called a “breaker”. 
These units are used in site preparation to reduce large granitic materials and pavement to a size where 
they can either be transported off site, buried on site for fill, or used as riprap or landscaping materials.  If 
blasting is to occur (see below), leftover boulders may be large enough for a breaker to be used at the 
project site. A breaker, if used, would be potentially operated at the eastern edge of the project site. The 
breaker would be used approximately 90 feet from the nearest off-site residence. 

Breakers create an impulsive noise that is regulated by a 75 dBA 8-hour average noise limit and the 
maximum impulsive noise level limit of 82 dBA LMAX.  A breaker generates a one-hour LEQ of 80 dBA at a 
distance of 50 feet, and a maximum noise level of 90.0 dBA LMAX at a distance of 50 feet. Assuming a 
noise attenuation rate of 6 dBA per doubling of distance, noise levels from the breaker would reduce to 
75 dBA LEQ at a distance of 90 feet. Therefore, construction noise from a breaker would be above the 
thresholds of 75 dBA LEQ and 82 dBA LMAX at 90 feet, as discussed above, and impacts would be 
potentially significant. 

In summary, construction noise during different phases of construction (one phase using a scraper and 
dozer and another phase using a breaker) would exceed the 8-hour average exterior noise level of 75 dBA 
as identified in the San Diego County Code Sections 36.408 and 36.409, as well as the Maximum 
Impulsive Noise in Section 36.410, all of which the City has adopted.  To reduce impacts on nearby 
residences from grading and hard rock handling-related construction noise, implementation of Mitigation 
Measure NOI-1 would ensure that the potential impact is reduced to a less than significant level. 

MITIGATION MEASURE 
N-1 Demolition and Construction Management Plan. Noise levels from project-related demolition, 

grading, and construction activities shall not exceed the noise limit specified in San Diego County 
Code Sections 36.408 and 36.409 of 75 dBA (8-hour average), when measured at the boundary 
line of the property where the noise is located or any occupied property where noise is being 
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received. A Demolition and Construction Management Plan that describes the measures included 
on the construction plans to ensure compliance with the noise limit shall be prepared by the Owner 
and/or Contractor and submitted to the City Planner for review and approval prior to issuance of 
a Grading Permit.  The following measures shall all be included in the Demolition and Construction 
Management Plan to reduce construction/demolition noise: 

 Construction equipment shall be properly outfitted and maintained with manufacturer-
recommended noise-reduction devices. 

 Diesel equipment shall be operated with closed engine doors and equipped with factory-
recommended mufflers. 

 Mobile or fixed “package” equipment (e.g., arc‐welders and air compressors) shall be 
equipped with shrouds and noise control features that are readily available for that type of 
equipment. 

 Electrically powered equipment shall be used instead of pneumatic or internal‐combustion 
powered equipment, where feasible. 

 Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines (e.g., in excess of five minutes) shall be 
prohibited. 

 Material stockpiles and mobile equipment staging, parking, and maintenance areas shall be 
located as far as practicable from noise sensitive receptors. 

 The use of noise‐producing signals, including horns, whistles, alarms, and bells, shall be for 
safety warning purposes only. 

 No project‐related public address or music system shall be audible at any adjacent sensitive 
receptor. 

 Temporary sound barriers or sound blankets shall be installed between construction 
operations and adjacent noise-sensitive receptors. Due to equipment exhaust pipes being 
approximately seven to eight feet above ground, a sound wall at least ten feet in height above 
grade, located along the western and southern property line between the project and 
neighboring residences would mitigate noise levels to within acceptable levels. To reduce 
noise levels effectively, the sound barrier shall be constructed of a material with a minimum 
weight of two pounds per square foot with no gaps or perforations and remain in place until 
the conclusion of demolition, grading, and construction activities.  The location of the 
temporary sound barriers, as well as the material to be used, shall be indicated on a site plan 
as part of the Demolition and Construction Management Plan.  

 The Project Applicant and/or Contractor shall notify residences within 100 feet of the project’s 
property line in writing within one week of any construction activity such as demolition, hard 
rock handling, concrete sawing, asphalt removal, and/or heavy grading operations. The 
notification shall describe the activities anticipated, provide dates and hours, and provide 
contact information with a description of a complaint and response procedure. 

 The on-site Construction Supervisor shall have the responsibility and authority to receive and 
resolve noise complaints. A clear appeal process for the affected resident shall be established 
prior to construction commencement to allow for resolution of noise problems that cannot be 
immediately solved by the site supervisor, and shall be included as part of the Demolition and 
Construction Management Plan. 

Rocking Crushing Impacts  
Rock crushing may be required for large material. If rock crushing is to be conducted on-site, machinery 
should be located at the furthest distance from surrounding residences. Rock crushing machinery may 
emit noise levels up to 95 dBA at 50 feet (Helix, 2017). Assuming a rock crusher is located at the furthest 
distance from nearby residences, approximately 230 feet from the nearest residences, and assuming a 
noise attenuation rate of six dBA per doubling of distance, noise levels from the breaker would reduce to 
75 dBA LEQ at a distance of 500 feet. At 230 feet, construction noise from a crusher would be 81.7 dBA 
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LEQ. This would be above the threshold limit 75 dBA LEQ and 82 dBA LMAX as identified in the San Diego 
County Code Sections 36.408 and 36.409, which the City adopted.  If on-site rock crushing is required, it 
would result in a potentially significant impact. However, with the implementation of Mitigation Measure 
NOI-2, this potential impact would be reduced to a less than significant level. 

MITIGATION MEASURE 
N-2 Rock Crushing Noise Reduction Measures.  If on-site use of a rock crusher is required, it shall be 

located in the furthest feasible point at the eastern boundary, where it will have minimal impact 
on surrounding residences. A temporary sound barrier shall also be placed around the rock 
crusher shielding receivers to the west and south. The barrier should stand at least as tall as the 
highest part of the crusher, at a minimum of eight feet in height.  The location of the temporary 
sound barrier shall be indicated on a site plan as part of the Demolition and Construction 
Management Plan 

Blasting Impacts 
If blasting is required, a full blasting analysis cannot be done until after the site is cleared of all surface 
material (including any rippable material) to expose the specific type of material to be blasted, and until 
the extent of the area of blasting and the required blasting charge type are known. Single-family residences 
are located on adjacent lots. The precise location of blasting cannot be known at this time. For this 
analysis, it is assumed blasting would occur roughly at the center of the project. From this location, the 
closest off-site homes would be located approximately 150 feet from possible blasting operations. See 
Section 3.2.1 in the in the Noise Study (Helix, 2017) for general background information regarding 
blasting.  

In accordance with the Code of Federal Regulations Section 816.67(b), flyrock is not allowed at this site 
beyond the direct area of the blast, under any circumstances. This analysis assumes that proper blast 
planning would be used, that all flyrock would be controlled with blast mats or other flyrock control 
techniques, and proper stemming materials for the charge hole would be utilized.  

As with flyrock, control of airblast is dependent on the skill of the Blasting Supervisor, along with many 
factors including but not limited to: the depth of the charge, the type of rock, the amount of fractures in 
the rock, and the length of correct stemming materials. Airblast is regulated by the limits from 30 CFR 
816.61-68, which are provided in Table 10, Maximum Allowable Airblast Limits in the Noise Study (Helix, 
2017). 

The following analysis is based on a general description of potential impacts that would result from 
blasting activities. The information is based on guidance for calculating the scaled distance in blasting 
provided by the Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforcement (OSM; 2009).  

Blasting operations would be conducted through the use of drilling and blasting to fracture rocks. Blasting 
operations would be conducted by a licensed blasting contractor, in strict compliance with pertinent 
federal, state, and county requirements. All blasting materials would be transported to the site for each 
blasting sequence and no explosives would be stored at the site.  

A single drill rig would be used to drill a pattern of boreholes each with a three- to six-inch diameter. Several 
holes are drilled in an area that is typically at least 40,000 sq. ft.  Typically, the pattern is laid out in a 
10x10 to 20x20 grid spacing pattern between the holes depending on shot requirements, with up to 
approximately 25-foot-deep holes. A contractor then loads the holes with carefully metered explosives. 
Each shot hole would be completely stemmed using fine gravel or dry sand. The shot is timed to detonate 
each hole(s) in sequence. This minimizes the ground vibration and noise of the blast, while maximizing 
fracture and controlling shot placement of the rock. The rock would be broken up to boulders less than 
18 inches in diameter.  
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Based on an assumption of 0.5 pounds of explosive material required per ton of material removed and a 
typical granite weight of 166.5 pounds per cubic foot, or 2.25 tons per CY, a typical shot designed to break 
up ten CY of material (typical truckload) would require about 11.25 pounds of explosive charge. The charge 
would typically consist of a 0.5-pound or less of detonation charge per hole, and the remainder of the 
charge would be provided by TOVEX or other similar water gel explosive slurry. 

The following scaled distance factors in Table N-8, Scaled Distance Factors, are based on the relationship 
between peak particle velocity and frequency.  Analysis of scaled distance for the charge weight is based 
on the following: 

TABLE N-8 
SCALED DISTANCE FACTORS 

Distance from the Blasting Site (feet) Scaled  
Distance Factor 

0 to 300 50 
300 to 5,000 55 
5,001 and Beyond 65 

                                                                                           Source: Helix, 2017 

The allowable charge weight is calculated by: W = (D/DS)2 

W = Allowable charge weight in pounds 

D = Distance to the nearest structure in feet 

DS = Value from table based on D 

A distance (D) of 100 feet was conservatively used (the nearest off-site residences are approximately 150 
feet from the potential blasting area). Per Table N-8 noted above, at a distance of 100 feet the scaled 
distance factor (Ds) would be 50. Therefore, for the control of ground-borne vibration impacts to the 
closest off-site residence, the maximum charge weight would be four pounds at a minimum distance of 
100 feet. 

This analysis is based on basic planning assumptions and does not provide final project specific analysis 
for allowable blasting charges, nor is it intended to limit the blasting company to the minimum distance or 
maximum charge weight listed. This planning analysis is provided as general guidance and is not intended 
to provide final blasting planning for any specific blast nor does it imply acceptance of any liability for the 
proper or improper planning of any blasting and/or responsibility for any damages caused by the blaster. 
All blasting planning and impacts and/or damages that may occur are the sole responsibility of the 
Applicant and/or Owner and the blasting planning company. 

Given that project-specific details regarding blasting operations are not available at this time, impacts to 
off-site residences are conservatively assessed as potentially significant. However, with implementation 
of Mitigation Measure N-3 these potential impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level. 

MITIGATION MEASURE 
N-3 Blasting Management Plan. Should blasting be required on the project site, the Applicant and/or 

Owner or the Contractor shall prepare a Blasting Management Plan.  The Blasting Plan shall 
document how to minimize potential blasting effects to adjacent residences. All blast planning 
must be done by a City of Vista approved Blasting Contractor, and the Blasting Plan shall be 
submitted to the City for review along with the appropriate blasting permits, and all other 
applicable local, state, and federal permits, licenses, and bonding prior to obtaining a Grading 
Permit. The Blasting Contractor shall conduct all notifications, inspections, monitoring, and major 
or minor blasting requirements planning with seismograph reports, as necessary and required. 
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OPERATIONAL IMPACTS  
On-site Exterior Use Area Noise Impacts 
Usable exterior (outdoor) areas (e.g., private yard areas, recreational open space areas, etc.) are subject 
to a maximum 65 dBA CNEL impact threshold. In past residential projects in the city, this was generally 
determined in CEQA documents by analyzing whether traffic generated by a project increases the noise 
level by more than three dBA in areas where traffic noise exceeds the 65 dBA CNEL noise level.  If it did, 
a project’s noise impact would be considered potentially significant.  However, the proposed project is 
located adjacent to and west of the NCTD SPRINTER railroad tracks.  As identified in the Noise Study (Helix, 
2017), the SPRINTER tracks intersect with Guajome Street at a level crossing just outside the project’s 
northern boundary. This crossing contains signals including lights, crossing arms, and warning bells. 
Warning bells similar to the ones located at the project emit noise levels of 71.3 dBA at approximately 18 
feet, and are in use for approximately 11 seconds per train crossing. The nearest proposed residence 
would located approximately 160 feet from the warning bells. Under the unlikely scenario that the bells 
are in constant use, noise levels would be reduced to 52.1 dBA at this distance. As a result, noise impacts 
from the warning bells would be less than significant.  As further analyzed in the Noise Study (Helix, 2017), 
under existing conditions the undeveloped project site is subject to noise levels above 65 CNEL for the 
majority of the site (refer to Figure 4, Rail and Roadway Noise Contour Map in the 2017 Noise Study).  Yet, 
upon completion of the project, grading and the completed buildings would provide screening for noise in 
most rear yard areas (refer to Figure 5, Modeled Receiver Locations and Sound Wall Locations in the 2017 
Noise Study).  The results of this modeling are shown in Table N-9, Rear Yard Exterior Use Area Noise 
Levels, below.     

TABLE N-9 
REAR YARD EXTERIOR USE AREA NOISE LEVELS 

Receiver Location 
Noise Levels 

(CNEL) 
Noise Levels with 
Barrier (CNEL) 

R1 Lot 1 55 55 
R2 Lot 2 54.4 54.4 
R3 Lot 5 55.4 55.4 
R4 Lot 9 54.4 54.4 
R5 Lot 10 66.8 54.5 
R6 Lot 11 63.5 63.2 
R7 Lot 12 61.1 61.1 
R8 Lot 25* 68.6 60.1 
R9 Lot 24 65.8 61.2 

R10 Lot 23 63.4 57.6 
        Note: Noise levels in table include SPRINTER, freight train noise, and Cumulative + Project scenario traffic conditions. 
        * = Due to a change in the design of the project, Lot 25 and the proposed single-family home in this location has been eliminated. 

As noted in Table N-9, noise levels would exceed the 65 CNEL maximum allowable noise level for single-
family residences’ exterior use areas for three residences’ rear yard areas near the SPRINTER tracks (bold 
highlight).  The project would, therefore, expose future residents of these lots to noise levels from the 
SPRINTER in excess of standards described in the Noise Element of the GP 2030 Update (2011). As a 
result, exterior use area noise impacts for the noted lots and residences would be significant without 
mitigation. However, with the implementation of Mitigation Measure N-4, these noise impacts would be 
reduced to less than significant levels. 23    

MITIGATION MEASURE 
N-4 On-Site Noise Barrier Plan.  The Applicant and/or Owner shall prepare an On-Site Noise Barrier 

Plan prior to obtaining a Grading Permit.  To account for the elimination of Lot 25 in the modeling 
shown in Table N-8, Rear Yard Exterior Use Area Noise Levels, the Noise Barrier Plan shall include 

                                                 
23  Note that due to the elimination of Lot 25 and the proposed home in this location, this mitigation measure in this document is revised from 
the original one noted in the Noise Study (Helix, 2017) 
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revised noise modeling and a table showing the revised noise levels (if any) and reduced levels 
with a barrier for Lots 10 and 24.  In addition, the Noise Barrier Plan shall indicate the locations 
of the anticipated noise barriers (or walls) on a figure that is similar to Figure 5 in the Noise Study 
(Helix, 2017), and shall include a description of the barriers that is equal to or greater than the 
following standards stated in the Noise Study (Helix, 2017): 

The on-site noise barrier or wall must be solid. It can be constructed of masonry, 
wood, plastic, fiberglass, steel, or a combination of those materials, as long as 
there are no cracks or gaps, through or below the wall. Any seams or cracks must 
be filled or caulked. If wood is used, it can be tongue and groove and must be at 
least one-inch total thickness or have a density of at least 3½ pounds per square 
foot. Where architectural or aesthetic factors allow, glass or clear plastic ⅜ of an 
inch thick or thicker may be used on the upper portion, if it is desirable to preserve 
a view. Sheet metal of 18 gauge (minimum) may be used, if it meets the other 
criteria and is properly supported and stiffened so that it does not rattle or create 
noise itself from vibration or wind. Any door(s) or gate(s) must be designed with 
overlapping closures on the bottom and sides and meet the minimum 
specifications of the wall materials described above. The gate(s) may be of one-
inch thick or better wood, solid-sheet metal of at least 18-gauge metal, or an 
exterior-grade solid-core steel door with prefabricated doorjambs. 

Off-site Transportation Noise Impacts 
As noted in the Noise Study (Helix, 2017), future traffic noise levels presented in this analysis are based 
on traffic volumes provided by the TIA (LOS Engineering, Inc. 2016). Refer to Table N-6 for the forecasted 
ADT data for existing and project-added traffic volumes.   

TNM software was used to calculate the noise contour distances for Existing and Existing + Project 
conditions. The off-site roadway modeling represents a conservative analysis that does not take into 
account topography or attenuation provided by existing structures. The results of this analysis for the CNEL 
at 100 feet are shown below in Table N-10, Off-site Traffic Noise Levels.  Additional analysis for the 70, 
65, and 60 CNEL distances are provided in Appendix D, Existing and Future Traffic Noise Levels in the 
Noise Study (Helix, 2017). 
 
As noted above in the section on Regulatory Framework, under the GP 2030 Update, Noise Element, a 
significant direct impact would occur if existing conditions approach or exceed City standards and the 
project more than doubles (increases by more than three CNEL) the existing noise level. The project would 
not increase any of off-site traffic noise levels by more than three CNEL; therefore, exterior off-site direct 
transportation noise impacts would be less than significant. 

TABLE N-10 
OFF-SITE TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS 

 
Roadway Segment 

CNEL @ 100 feet 

Existing 
Existing + 

Project 
Change from 

Existing 
Direct 

Impact1 
Lado de Loma 

Guajome Street to Project Access 39.2 40.1 0.9 No 
Project Access to Bandini Place 38.8 39.2 0.4 No 

Guajome Street 
Lado de Loma to Dirt Road/Access 50.9 51.3 0.4 No 
Dirt Road/Access to S. Santa Fe Avenue 50.9 51.2 0.3 No 

                                  Source: Noise Study (Helix, 2017)   
    1 A direct impact to off-site uses would occur if the project more than doubles (increases by more than three CNEL) the 

existing noise level. 
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Mechanical Equipment Noise Impacts 
The proposed project would include the outdoor installation of HVAC condenser units.  HVAC units would 
be placed on each unit’s ground level patio. As discussed in the Noise Study (Helix, 2017), modeling 
assumed that the air conditioning condenser would be a Carrier 38HDR060 split system. This unit typically 
generates a noise level of 56 dBA at a distance of seven feet. Based on the site plan, the closest HVAC 
unit would be approximately 25 feet from the nearest property line, at Building 1 at the northern edge of 
the project.  Assuming no intervening structures or fences, a single condenser would generate a noise 
level of approximately 44.9 dBA at this distance, which would not exceed the City’s nighttime allowable 
hourly limit of 45 dBA for residential zones as identified in Table N-2. Therefore, impacts related to 
mechanical equipment noise that would be operated as part of the project would be less than significant.  

Interior Noise Impacts  
Noise modeling was conducted to estimate noise levels at rail-facing building façades to determine 
whether interior noise levels would meet City General Plan and Title 24 standards.  Table N-11, Proposed 
Building Façade Noise Levels, shows the modeling results for the building façade locations. Second story 
façades were measured at a height of 14 feet. See the Noise Study (Helix, 2017) for additional information 
regarding locations of the façade receivers used for this analysis. 

As shown in Table N-11, building façade noise levels would exceed 60 CNEL in at least one room of 
multiple analyzed residential units. Furthermore, as discussed in the Noise Study (Helix, 2017), the 
majority of the noise on the (unbuilt) project site would exceed 60 CNEL due to the adjacent SPRINTER 
tracks. Conservatively assuming that standard architectural materials attenuate noise levels by 15 CNEL, 
interior noise levels could potentially exceed the GP 2030 Update (2011), and Title 24, interior noise 
standard of 45 CNEL for single-family residences.  As a result, impacts related to interior noise levels of 
residences facing railway and traffic noise (to the east) would be potentially significant. 

As discussed in the Noise Study (Helix, 2017), an exterior-to-interior noise analysis was conducted to 
calculate expected interior noise levels at these units. The information in the interior noise analysis 
includes wall heights/lengths, room volumes, window/door tables typical for a standard building plan, as 
well as information on any other openings in the building shell. The analysis provides information for the 
rooms with the highest potential interior noise level, and extends these requirements to other similar 
rooms. 

TABLE N-11 
PROPOSED BUILDING FAÇADE NOISE LEVELS 

Receiver Location Noise Level (CNEL) 

F1 
Façade, Building 25 Second-

Story Master 
Bedroom (Wall 1) 

62.0 

F2 
Façade, Building 25 Second-

Story Master 
Bedroom (Wall 2) 

65.4 

F3 Façade, Building 25 Second-
Story Bedroom 2 62.8 

F4 Façade, Building 10 Second 
Story Bedroom 2 57.8 

F5 Façade, Building 10 Second 
Story Master Bedroom 63.2 

F6 Façade, Building 10 Second 
Story Master Bedroom 61.2 
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Receiver Location Noise Level (CNEL) 

F7 Façade, Building 9 60.8 

F8 Façade, Building 9 63.7 

                                                                                                                                                       Source: Noise Study (Helix, 2017) 

The residential room used in the exterior-to-interior analysis shown in Table N-12, below, is the master 
bedroom of the home that would be built on Lot 25 (Receivers F1 and F2), as shown in Figure 5 in the 
Noise Study (Helix, 2017). This room is exposed to the greatest amount of noise due to its proximity to the 
railroad tracks. The receivers were chosen to ensure that the analysis is applicable to all proposed 
residential units (Helix, 2017). The master bedroom specifications used in this analysis are based on 
November 2016 architectural floor plans provided by the project applicant (Helix, 2017).  Refer to Figure 
6, Exterior-to-Interior Title 24 Analyzed Rooms, in the Noise Study (Helix, 2017) for the project plans 
depicting the room included in this Title 24 analysis. The analyzed room has a Wall 1 and Wall 2 that are 
exposed to railway and traffic noise from the east. 

Table N-12, Exterior-to-Interior Noise Levels – Building 25, displays the Sound Transmission Class (STC) 
ratings necessary to ensure interior noise levels for the proposed project would be below the 45 CNEL 
threshold. Detailed modeling results are available in Appendix F, Exterior-to-Interior Noise Reduction 
Analysis in the Noise Study (Helix, 2017). 

TABLE N-12 
EXTERIOR TO INTERNAL NOISE LEVELS - BUILDING 25 

Specification Master Bedroom 
Exterior wall requirement STC 46 
Minimum window requirement STC 31 
Minimum door requirement N/A 

Window construction Dual Glazing Window Thickness 
⅛- and ½-inch Air Gap 

Glass Door construction N/A 

Exterior Noise 62.0 CNEL on Wall 1 
65.4 CNEL on Wall 2 

Interior Noise (calculated) 40.0 CNEL with windows closed 
45.6 CNEL with windows open 

Above 45 CNEL interior noise 
standard with windows closed? No 

                                                                                                              Source: Helix, 2017 

With standard dual glazing and the incorporation of the building materials as described above, all rooms 
would be in compliance with the relevant interior noise standards of 45 CNEL for single-family residences. 
Appropriate means of air circulation and provision of fresh air must be present to allow windows to remain 
closed for extended intervals of time so that acceptable levels of noise can be maintained on the interior. 
The building design would include HVAC units that would meet the criteria of the International Building 
Code (Chapter 12, Section 1203.3 of the 2013 California Building Code) to ensure that windows would 
be able to remain closed for extended periods of time. Therefore, with the incorporation of Mitigation 
Measure N-5 below, noise levels would be reduced to less than significant levels. 

MITIGATION MEASURE 
N-5 Prior to the issuance of Building Permits, the project’s building plans and specifications shall detail 

the building construction that would ensure interior noise levels do not exceed the interior noise 
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standard of 45 CNEL. The following building materials shall be used to on all rail/road-facing 
buildings to reduce interior noise to acceptable levels:  

 Exterior walls shall have a Sound Transmission Class (STC) 46 rating  

 Windows shall have an STC 31 rating  

 Exterior doors shall have an STC 28 rating  

 Glass doors shall be at least 0.5-inches thick 

b. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION. 

An on-site source of vibration during project construction (other than from the use of a breaker or from 
blasting) would be a vibratory roller (primarily used to achieve soil compaction as part of building 
foundations and paving construction), which is expected to be used within 70 feet of the nearest occupied 
residence.  A vibratory roller creates approximately 0.210 in/sec peak particle velocity (PPV)  at a distance 
of 25 feet. Using the construction vibration damage criteria from the GP 2030 Update PEIR (2011), a 
vibratory roller would fall below the 0.2 in/sec PPV threshold for non-engineered buildings at 65 feet as 
defined in the PEIR (2011). Therefore, although vibration may be perceptible by nearby residences, 
temporary impacts associated with the vibratory roller (and other potential equipment) would be less than 
significant. 

As described in the sections above, the use of a breaker and blasting may be required during construction 
of the project. The use of either activity would generate instantaneous groundborne vibration. However, 
with implementation of Mitigation Measures N-2 and N-3, impacts related to short-term groundborne 
vibration from the use of a breaker or from blasting would be less than significant. 

c. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT. As described above, operation of the proposed project would generate noise 
from vehicle trips to and from the proposed residences and mechanical equipment (i.e. HVAC units).  

Vehicle Noise Impacts 
As discussed above in section a., under the GP 2030 Update, Noise Element, a significant direct impact 
would occur if existing conditions approach or exceed City standards and the project more than doubles 
(increases by more than three CNEL) the existing noise level. The project would not increase any of off-
site traffic noise levels by more than three CNEL; therefore, impacts related to permanent ambient noise 
levels from direct off-site transportation noises would be less than significant. 

Mechanical Equipment Impacts 
As discussed above in section a., modeling assumed that the air conditioning condenser would be a Carrier 
38HDR060 split system. This unit typically generates a noise level of 56 dBA at a distance of seven feet. 
Based on the site plan, the closest HVAC unit would be approximately 25 feet from the nearest property 
line, at Building 1 at the northern edge of the project.  Assuming no intervening structures or fences, a 
single condenser would generate a noise level of approximately 44.9 dBA at this distance, which would 
not exceed the City’s nighttime allowable hourly limit of 45 dBA for residential zones as identified in Table 
N-2. Therefore, impacts related to increases in ambient noise levels from HVAC equipment would be less 
than significant. 

d. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION. As described above in section a., the ambient noise in the 
vicinity of the project site is generally related to rail noise from the SPRINTER line, and vehicular noise on 
roadways.  Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to last 18-months, and would create a 
substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity.  As described 
above, typical construction noise was modeled to be above the significance threshold of 75 dBA LEQ, and 
noise impacts would be potentially significant.  Construction noise from a breaker would also be above 
the thresholds of 75 dBA LEQ and 82 dBA LMAX at 90 feet, and would be considered a potentially significant 
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temporary impact in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity.  In addition, given that project-specific 
details regarding blasting operations are not available at this time, impacts to off-site residences from 
blasting are conservatively assessed as potentially significant.  However, with the implementation of 
Mitigation Measures N-1 through N-3 (as described and listed above), temporary increases in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity would be reduced to a less than significant levels.  

e. NO IMPACT. The site of the proposed project is located approximately 4.93-miles northeast of the 
McClellan-Palomar Airport, and is not located within the Airport Influence Area. The proposed project would 
not expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive airport related noise levels. Impacts 
would not occur. 

f. NO IMPACT. The proposed project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip, and the 
project would not expose people to excessive airstrip related noise levels. Impacts would not occur.  
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XIII. Population and Housing 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a. Induce substantial population growth in an area, 
either directly (for example, by proposing new 
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, 
through an extension of roads or other infra-
structure)? 

    

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

    

c. Displace substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

    

 

DISCUSSION  
a - c. NO IMPACT.  
Induce Substantial Population Growth  
The proposed project involves the construction and occupancy of 24 new single-family homes on a 3.35-
acre site. Approval and development of this project is not expected to significantly increase population 
growth in the area because the proposed project would be consistent with the City’s GP 2030 Update 
(2011). The GP 2030 Update and associated PEIR anticipated 14,775 additional persons, and up to an 
additional 4,532 residential units (see Section X - Land Use and Planning in this document for more 
information). Furthermore, the project would be constructed on a site and within an area of the city that 
has existing infrastructure and public services. As a result, development of the project would not result in 
potentially growth-inducing effects by extending utilities into an undeveloped area.  

Displace Substantial Existing Numbers of Housing or People  
The project site does not currently contain any housing; therefore, development of the project would not 
displace any people or necessitate the construction of replacement housing. Consequently, substantial 
direct or indirect population growth, or the displacement of people or housing would not occur with project 
development; as a result, significant impacts would not occur.  
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XIV. Public Services 
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a. Would the project result in substantial adverse 
physical impacts associated with the provision of 
new or physically altered governmental facilities, or 
need for new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times 
or other performance objectives for any of the 
following public services: 

    

1. Fire protection?     

2. Police protection?     

3. Schools?     

4. Maintenance of public facilities including 
roads?     

5. Other public facilities?     

 

DISCUSSION  
a1 - 5. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. The proposed project would result in less than significant impacts 
to fire protective services, police services, schools, roads and other public facilities. The proposed project 
involves the construction and occupancy of 24 single-family homes on a vacant 3.35-acre site in the 
central portion of the city. Potential impacts on each public service is discussed below. 

FIRE PROTECTION SERVICES 
The proposed project would be constructed in accordance with all applicable fire codes set forth by the 
State Fire Marshall, the VFD, and the City’s building code. Development of the proposed project may result 
in an incremental increase in the demand for emergency services; however the size and location of the 
project would not place an undue hardship on the fire department since they are presently servicing the 
area. Fire protection services would be available from the Fire Station No. 6, which is located at 651 E. 
Vista Way, 0.75 mile to the northeast of the project site and the closest fire station to the project site.   

In addition, VFD has reviewed the site and architectural plans, and identified recommendations to reduce 
potential impacts to fire protective services. Some of these recommendations are also included in the 
Conditions of Project Approval for the project. Further, prior to final project approval, the City’s Fire 
Marshall would verify that the project has been designed to conform to code. Also, development impact 
fees would help to ensure funding continues to be provided to the VFD.  Therefore, development of the 
proposed facility would not exceed the capacity of the VFD to serve the site or other areas with existing 
fire protection services and resources, and would result in less than significant impacts.  

POLICE PROTECTIVE SERVICES 
The San Diego County Sheriff’s Department is contracted by the City to provide law enforcement to the 
city and the surrounding unincorporated areas. The Sheriff’s Station (or the Vista Patrol Station) is located 
at 325 South Melrose Drive, Suite 210, which is approximately one mile to the southwest. There are also 
two neighborhood offices; the closest of which is located at 340 Townsite Drive, which is located 
approximately 1,939 feet to the north of the project site.  The Department’s services include general 
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patrol, traffic enforcement, criminal investigation, juvenile services, communications and dispatch, and 
various management support services. Law enforcement services are available 24 hours a day, seven 
days a week, and include Community Service Officers, canine handlers, and narcotics and gang 
investigators. 

The proposed project would result in additional onsite population that could create the need for police 
services. However, the development would occur within an area of existing residential uses that is regularly 
patrolled by the Sheriff’s Department. In addition, the Sheriff’s Department has reviewed the site and 
architectural plan submittals and provided recommendations to the applicant to reduce potential security 
impacts. As a result, the site and building design of the project has incorporated appropriate security 
considerations including low-intensity security lighting for the purposes of wayfinding and safety and 
building structure security, and an electronically operated emergency access gate. These security 
considerations could help reduce the need for law enforcement services. Overall, it is anticipated that the 
proposed project would not result in the need for new or remodeled police facilities. Therefore, the project 
would not exceed the capacity of the San Diego County Sheriff’s Department to provide police protective 
services to the residents of the project, and impacts are expected to be less than significant.  

SCHOOLS 
The Vista Unified School District (VUSD) provides school facilities and services to students within the 
project area and City of Vista. According to the VUSD School Locator, the schools that would serve the 
proposed project include the following: 

 Breeze Hill Elementary School, which is located at 1111 Melrose Way, Vista.  

 Madison Middle School, which is located at 4930 Lake Boulevard, in Oceanside.  

 Rancho Buena Vista High School, located at 1601 Longhorn Drive, Vista.   
 
As described in the GP 2030 Update PEIR (2011), VUSD uses the student generation factors that are 
listed in Table PS-1. As shown below, it is anticipated that approximately 13 total students would be 
generated from build out of the proposed project. 

TABLE PS-1 
STUDENTS GENERATED BY PROJECT 

Type of School Grades Served Student Generation 
Rates* 

Number of Students 
Generated by Project 

Elementary  K-5 0.2382 6 

Middle 6-8 0.1200 3 

High School 9-12 0.1760 4 

Total K-12  13 

     Note: * Generation rates are per single-family homes of the proposed project - 24        Source: GP 2030 Update PEIR, 2011 

Pursuant to Government Code Section 65995 et seq. (which was passed as Senate Bill 50 in 1998) local 
agencies are prohibited from denying land use approvals on the basis that school facilities are inadequate. 
In addition, school districts may collect fees to offset the costs associated with increasing school capacity 
as a result of development. Level I fees are assessed based upon the proposed square footage of 
residential, commercial/industrial, and/or parking structure uses. Level II fees require the developer to 
provide one-half of the costs of accommodating students in new schools, and the state provides the other 
half. Level III fees require the developer to pay the full cost of accommodating the students in new schools 
and are implemented at the time the available funds from Proposition 1A (approved by the voters in 1998) 
are expended. School districts must demonstrate to the state their long-term facilities needs and costs 
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based on long-term population growth in order to qualify for this source of funding. According to 
Government Code Section 65996, the development fees authorized by SB 50 are deemed to be “full and 
complete school facilities mitigation.” As of July 2016, the Vista Unified School District’s school fees is 
$3.20 per square foot of accessible space for residential projects.  Pursuant to Government Code Section 
65995 et seq. payment of these fees would offset any potentially significant impacts to school facilities, 
and impacts would be less than significant.  However, project applicants should contact the VUSD to verify 
the current and appropriate statutory fee for the proposed project. 

MAINTENANCE OF PUBLIC FACILITIES  
The proposed project may result in an incremental increase in the use of libraries, senior centers, and 
other public facilities. However, with a projected total of approximately 79 residents occupying the 
development at full build out, the proposed project is not expected to substantially increase the demand 
of these services such that construction of new or expanded facilities is required.24 Maintenance of public 
roads in the vicinity of the site (e.g., Lado De Loma Drive, Guajome Street) is provided by the City. Due to 
the size and scope of the proposed project, and associated vehicular traffic and required street 
improvements, project development is not anticipated to increase roadway maintenance on local roads 
above normal levels. As a result, less than significant impacts on maintenance of public facilities would 
occur with project implementation. 

  

                                                 
24  Projected total occupancy is based on 3.26 persons per household (City of Vista GP 2030 Update, Chapter 7 – Growth Inducement, 2011). 
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XV. Recreation 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a. Would the project increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial physical 
deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated? 

    

b. Does the project include recreational facilities or 
require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities, which might have an adverse 
physical effect on the environment? 

    

 

DISCUSSION  
a. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. There are several existing City park facilities that are located within 
1.5 miles of the project site, which include: 

 Brengle Terrace Park, located at 1200 Vale Terrace Drive 
 Luz Duran Park, located at 340 E. Townsite Drive 
 Raintree Park, located at 545 E. Townsite Drive 
 Wildwood Park, located at 651 E. Vista Way 
 Civic Park, located at 200 Civic Center Drive 
 Skate Parks (2), Bowl site: 400 N. Santa Fe Avenue; Streetscape site: 510 N. Santa Fe Avenue 
 Rotary Lane, located at the intersection of Palm and Vista Village Drives 
 Veterans Memorial Park, located at 123-325 S. Santa Fe Drive  

In addition, there are several existing City recreation facilities that are also located within 1.5 miles of the 
project site, which include: 

 Jim Porter Recreation Center, located at 1200 Vale Terrace Drive 
 Gloria McClellan Adult Activity and Resource Center 
 Rancho Buena Vista Adobe, located on Alta Vista Drive 
 Wave Water Park, located at 101 Wave Drive 

The proposed project involves the construction and occupancy of 24 single-family homes on a vacant 
3.35-acre site. When fully occupied, these homes are anticipated to house approximately 79 residents. 

The proposed project design includes passive open space, which consists of a seating area 961 square 
feet in size along the bottom portion of the private road. In addition, each home would have a 50 sq. ft. 
patio and a small amount of yard, which varies in size from approximately 95 sq. ft. up to approximately 
280 sq. ft.   

A slight increase in demand on the existing public recreational resources could occur from the additional 
79 residents that would be generated from the project. However, impacts from the proposed project are 
anticipated to be minimal due to the existing amount of park and recreation facilities that are in the vicinity 
of the project site. The slight increase in demand for public recreation facilities that could occur from the 
79 project residents would be spread amongst the existing facilities. Therefore, the project would not 
result in an increase in the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities 
such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated.  As a result, 
impacts would be less than significant.  



City of Vista    Chapter 3 - Initial Study Environmental Checklist 

Pheasant Hill - P16-0310 3-91   March 2018 
Mitigated Negative Declaration/Initial Study Checklist 

b. NO IMPACT. As stated above, the proposed project design includes a small passive open space area, 
and varying amount of yard for each residence. As previously stated, a slight increase in demand on the 
existing public recreational resources could occur from the additional 79 residents that would be 
generated from the project. However, impacts from the proposed project are anticipated to be minimal 
due to the existing amount of park and recreation facilities that are in the vicinity of the project site. The 
slight increase in demand for public recreation facilities that could occur from the 79 project residents 
would be spread amongst the existing facilities noted above. Therefore, the expansion of existing 
recreational facilities or the construction of new recreational facilities is not anticipated, and significant 
impacts would not occur with project development.  
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XVI. Transportation/Traffic 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

e. Result in inadequate emergency access?     

f. Conflict with adopted policies plans, or programs 
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus 
turnouts, bicycle racks)?  

    

 

The following discussion is based on the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) prepared by LOS Engineering, Inc., 
April 25, 2017 (LOS, 2017) prepared for the proposed project. The TIA report is on file and available for 
review with the City’s Planning Division.25 

DISCUSSION  

a. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. The proposed project consists of the construction and occupation of 
24 single-family homes on a 3.35-acre site located on Lado De Loma Drive, on the eastern side of the 
street. A summary of the results of the TIA (UC, 2016) is discussed below.  

CITY OF VISTA THRESHOLD OF SIGNIFICANCE 
The City’s threshold of significance relies upon peak hour traffic operations at intersections rather than 
roadway segment analyses. Roadway segment Level of Service (LOS) standards are generally used as 
long-range planning guidelines to determine the functional classification of roadways and are not always 
accurate indicators of roadway performance. Typically, the performance and LOS of a roadway segment 
is heavily influenced by the ability of intersections to accommodate peak hour volumes. Therefore, peak 
hour signalized and unsignalized intersections within the study area are the focus of the project traffic 
analysis summarized in this document, since intersections control the movement of vehicles along road 
segments. Further information on the roadway segment analysis can be found in the TIA (LOS, 2017).  

                                                 
25  Please note that this report was based on an earlier version of the project, which proposed 25 detached single-family residences. 
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LOS is the term used to denote the different operating conditions that occur under various traffic volume 
loads. LOS designations range from A to F, with LOS A representing the best operating conditions and LOS 
F representing the worst operating conditions. The City considers LOS D or better during the AM and PM 
peak hours to be the threshold of significance for intersection LOS. This is consistent with the approach 
of other jurisdictions within San Diego County and past studies conducted within the city.  

A significant traffic impact in Vista would include the following: (1) the addition of project traffic results in 
an LOS dropping from LOS D or better to LOS E or F; or (2) if an intersection is operating at LOS E or F 
under existing conditions and the project adds more than an additional two seconds of average vehicle 
delay. In the longer-range cumulative (or build-out) condition, if the addition of project traffic results in an 
LOS dropping from LOS D or better to LOS E or F, or if an intersection is predicted to operate at LOS E or 
F without the project and the project contributes to the average vehicle delay (regardless of time), the 
project is determined to have a cumulatively significant impact.  

PROJECT STUDY AREA AND EXISTING CONDITIONS 
Existing Street System 
Guajome Street from Lado De Loma Drive to S. Santa Fe Avenue is classified as a 2-lane Light Collector 
in the Circulation Element of the GP 2030 Update (2011). This portion of Guajome Street is generally 
constructed as a two-lane undivided roadway. A posted speed limit was not observed on this segment. On-
street parking is prohibited except for a few spaces on the north side of Guajome between the SPRINTER 
railroad tracks and S. Santa Fe Ave. 

Lado De Loma Drive from Guajome Street to Bandini Place is not classified in the Circulation Element of 
the GP 2030 Update (2011). This portion of Lado De Loma Drive is generally constructed as a narrow two-
lane undivided roadway.  A speed limit of 25 miles per hour is posted on the street west of Guajome Street.  
No on-street parking is provided. 

Project Study Area 
The project study area is generally determined by the limits or extent of where 50 peak hour project trips 
would travel to or from the site based on the San Diego Traffic Engineers’ Council (SANTEC) guidelines, or 
it can be determined by City staff. According to the TIA (LOS, 2017), the study area for the analysis was 
determined by City staff.  Count data from 7-9 a.m. and 4-6 p.m. were collected for the following 
intersections with count dates noted in parentheses (see count data in Appendix A in the TIA, LOS, 2017): 

 1) Lado De Loma Drive/Guajome Street (Thursday, 10/6/2016) 
 2) Guajome Street/Mini Storage/Project Access (Thursday, 10/6/2016) 
 3) Guajome Street/S. Santa Fe Ave (Thursday, 10/6/2016) 
 4) Lado De Loma Drive/cul-de-sac/Project Access (Thursday, 10/6/2016)  

Existing Levels of Service 
Table TT-1 summarizes the existing a.m. and p.m. peak hour LOS of the key intersections based on the 
existing peak hour intersection volumes and existing intersection geometry. 

TABLE TT-1 
EXISTING CONDITIONS - KEY INTERSECTION PEAK HOUR LOS 

Intersection 

Existing (Base) Conditions 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Avg. Delay 
(sec.) LOS Avg. Delay 

(sec.) LOS 

Lado De Loma Drive/Guajome Street (U) 8.7 A 9.4 A 

Guajome Street/Mini Storage (U) 11.8 B 9.5 A 
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Intersection 

Existing (Base) Conditions 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Avg. Delay 
(sec.) LOS Avg. Delay 

(sec.) LOS 

Guajome Street/S. Santa Fe Ave (S) 10.1 B 11.2 B 

Lado De Loma Drive/Cul-de-sac (U) 8.6 A 8.8 A 
                        Source: LOS Engineering, 2017   

Note: U = Unsignalized; S = Signalized 

As shown in the table above, the study intersections are currently operating at acceptable levels of service 
(LOS B or better) during both the AM and PM peak hours. 

Existing Transit Service 
NCTD BREEZE bus service Route 305 runs along S. Santa Fe Avenue. Additionally, the NCTD SPRINTER 
light rail commuter service has a station to the northwest near Vista Village Drive and to the southeast 
near Civic Center Drive. 

Existing Pedestrian and Bicycle Access 
Sidewalks are limited along Lado de Loma Drive and Guajome Street, with just a scattering of sidewalks 
in random sections on both streets.  

There is no bicycle access along the above noted streets.  However, Class II bicycle lanes currently exist 
along S. Santa Fe Avenue. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
As previously stated, the analysis in the TIA (LOS, 2017) was based on the original design of the proposed 
project, which was to develop a 25 lot residential subdivision for single family homes on approximately 
3.35 acres of vacant land.  The proposed project now consists of a 24 lot residential subdivision. 

Proposed Project Trip Generation 
The trip generation data represents the amount of traffic that would be generated by the proposed project. 
Based on the trip generation rates listed in SANDAG’s (Not So) Brief Guide of Vehicular Generation Rates 
for the San Diego Region (April, 2002) for single-family detached, the project is estimated to generate a 
total of 250 Average Daily Trips (ADT) per typical weekday.  Of these trips, 20 would be AM peak hour trips 
and 26 would be PM peak hour trips. Table TT-2 provides a summary of trips that would be generated by 
the proposed project.  

TABLE TT-2 
PROPOSED PROJECT TRIP GENERATION 

Land Use Units Trip 
Rate ADT 

AM Peak PM Peak 

% Trips Split In Out % Trips Split In Out 
Single-Family Detached  251 10/DU 250 8 20 (3:7) 6 14 10 110 (7:3) 77 33 

                   Source: LOS, 2017; SANDAG, 2002. 
Note: DU = Dwelling Unit. 1 Please note that this report was based on an earlier version of the project, which proposed 25 detached single-family residences. 

Project Traffic Distribution and Assignment 
The generated project traffic was distributed onto the adjacent roadway network based on existing traffic 
patterns from turn moves collected at Lado De Loma Drive/Guajome Street (study intersection 1) and 
Lado De Loma Drive/Cul-De-Sac Street (study intersection 4). Calculations for the distribution percentages 
based on existing travel patterns are included in Appendix G of the TIA (LOS, 2017).  The distribution is 
shown graphically in Figure TT-1, below. 
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Figure TT-1 - Project Traffic Distribution 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                         Source: LOS, 2017 

Project Access Locations 
The project has two proposed access points, one on Guajome Street and the other on Lado De Loma Drive. 
The Guajome Street project access is proposed in the same location as an existing dirt driveway located 
southwest of the SPRINTER railroad tracks’ at-grade crossing (study intersection 2). The California Public 
Utilities Commission, who reviews access across at-grade railroad crossings, has documented in a meeting 
a request for a raised median to be constructed on Guajome Street on the southeast side of the tracks to 
minimize potential impacts to the crossing.  These improvements would change the access for the existing 
turn movements on Guajome Street for the driveway that serves a mini storage business and the proposed 
project access driveway to right-in/right-out only turn movements. The Lado De Loma Drive access will 
become a fourth leg to an existing three leg intersection (study intersection 4). 

Project Access Corner Sight Distance 
City staff requested a sight distance analysis at the project access points using Caltrans’ sight distance 
criteria (excerpts included in Appendix I of the TIA, LOS, 2017).  Per Caltrans Section 405.1 (2)(c), the 
minimum corner sight distance for private road connections shall be equal to the stopping sight distance 
values provided in Table 201.1, of the Caltrans’ Highway Design Manual (HDM).   

Guajome Street has a design speed of 25 MPH based on the City’s street classification of 2-lane light 
collector. Copies of the City’s Public Street Design Criteria and the 85th percentile speeds are included in 
Appendix J of the TIA (LOS, 2017).  Based on Caltrans’ sight distance criteria described above, the project 
access on Guajome Street has a corner sight distance requirement of 150 feet per the stopping sight 
distance values list in Table 201.1, of the Caltrans’ HDM.  The project access on Guajome Street (right 
turn only ingress and egress) has a line of sight of about 200 feet looking to the west when exiting the 
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site, which satisfies Caltrans’ corner sight distance requirement of 150 feet based on stopping sight 
distance.  
 
Lado De Loma Drive is not classified in the Circulation Element of the GP 2030 Update (2011); therefore, 
the higher speed between the 85th percentile speed (20 MPH WB-SB direction and 21 MPH EB-NB 
direction), design speed for a Private Access Road (25 MPH), and design speed for a Hillside Street (20 
MPH) was used; that being 25 MPH.  Based on Caltrans’ sight distance criteria described above, the 
project access on Lado De Loma Drive has a corner sight distance requirement of 150 feet per the 
stopping sight distance values list in Table 201.1, of the Caltrans’ HDM.  The project access on Lado De 
Loma Drive (left and right ingress and egress) has a line of site looking to the north of about 175 feet and 
about 150 feet looking to the south (with implementation of a clear space easement across a portion of 
Lot #16) to which both of these line of sight triangles meet or exceed the Caltrans’ corner sight distance 
requirement of 150 feet based on stopping sight distance. 

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS 
Short-term construction traffic impacts are anticipated from vehicles hauling demolition material away 
from the project site, exporting soil from the site, delivering construction materials and supplies, and 
transporting construction personnel to and from the site. It is assumed that construction traffic would 
arrive at/depart from the project site via Guajome Street and S. Santa Fe Avenue. During peak hauling 
periods associated with transporting demolition waste, exporting soil off-site, and bringing building 
materials to the site, there is the potential for significant impacts to roadway segments and intersections 
along the truck route from the project site if substantial truck trips occur during the AM and PM peak 
hours. However, as stated in Chapter 2, Project Description of this document, as part of the Conditions of 
Project Approval the Applicant and/or Owner or Contractor would be required to prepare and implement 
a Construction Traffic Management Plan to the satisfaction of the City Traffic Engineer to avoid significant 
construction-related impacts to nearby streets and intersections, especially during peak hour times. 
Therefore, impacts to traffic during the construction period of the project would not be significant. 

OPERATIONAL IMPACTS  
Existing Plus Project Conditions  
As shown previously in Table TT-1, the study intersections are currently operating at acceptable levels of 
service (LOS B or better) during both the AM and PM peak hours. As shown in Table TT-3, below, the 
addition of the project traffic would not result in any adverse delays at any of the study intersections.  As 
a result, traffic from the development of the proposed project would not create any direct significant 
impacts under this condition. 

TABLE TT-3 
SUMMARY OF KEY INTERSECTION PEAK HOUR LOS UNDER EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 

Intersection 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak 
Hour Change in 

Delay 
AM/PM 

(sec) 

Significant 
Impact? 
AM/PM 

Avg. 
Delay 
(sec) 

LOS 
Avg. 

Delay 
(sec) 

LOS 

Lado De Loma Drive/Guajome Street (U) 8.8 A 9.6 A 0.1/0.2 No/No 

Guajome Street/Mini Storage (U) 9.6 A 9.9 A -2.2*/0.4 No/No 

Guajome Street/S. Santa Fe Ave (S) 10.2 B 11.6 B 0.1/0.4 No/No 

Lado De Loma Drive/Private Access Rd (U) 8.6 A 9.0 A 0.0/0.2 No/No 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     Source: LOS, 2017 

Note: * - Negative delta is from intersection configuration change to right-in/right-out (less delay) due to CA PUC requirements. 
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Cumulative Projects 
Five cumulative projects were identified in the project vicinity that are anticipated to add traffic to the 
study roadways. The cumulative projects included: 

1) Downtown Mixed Use Project with 14,880 SF of commercial plus 126 apartments located on 
the southeast corner of Vista Village Drive and S. Santa Fe Avenue. This cumulative project is 
calculated to generate 1,351 ADT with 78 AM peak hour trips and 129 PM peak hour trips. 

2) Santa Anita Townhomes with 24 multi-family units generally located on the east side of Santa 
Anita Place north of S. Santa Fe Avenue. This cumulative project is calculated to generate 192 
ADT with 15 AM peak hour trips and 19 PM peak hour trips. 

3) Grove Senior Affordable Housing Project with 81 senior apartments generally located on the 
west side of Civic Center Drive north of S. Santa Fe Avenue. This cumulative project is calculated 
to generate 324 ADT with 16 AM peak hour trips and 23 PM peak hour trips. 

4) Vista Creekside Apartment Project with 41 units located on Wave Drive just south of the Wave 
Waterpark/Vista Village Creek (east of the Vista Village Drive/Vista Village Way intersection). This 
cumulative project is calculated to generate 246 ADT with 20 AM peak hour trips and 24 PM peak 
hour trips. 

5) S. Santa Fe Medical Office Project with 11,800 SF generally located on the south side of S. 
Santa Fe Avenue across from Santa Anita Place. This cumulative project is calculated to generate 
590 ADT with 35 AM peak hour trips and 64 PM peak hour trips.   

 
As shown in Table TT-4, below, the addition of the project traffic plus cumulative traffic from other projects 
would not result in any adverse delays at any of the study intersections.  As a result, traffic from the 
development of the proposed project would not create any direct significant impacts under this condition. 

TABLE TT-4 
SUMMARY OF KEY INTERSECTION PEAK HOUR LOS UNDER NEAR- TERM PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 

Intersection 

AM Peak 
Hour 

PM Peak 
Hour Delay w/o 

Project 
(sec) 

AM/PM 

LOS 
w/o 

Project 
AM/PM 

Change 
in Delay 

(sec) 
AM/PM 

Significant 
Impact? 
AM/PM 

Avg. 
Delay 
(sec) 

LOS 
Avg. 

Delay 
(sec) 

LOS 

Lado De Loma Drive/Guajome Street 
(U) 8.8 A 9.6 A 8.7/9.5 A/A 0.1/0.1 No/No 

Guajome Street/Mini Storage (U) 9.6 A 9.9 A 11.8/9.5 B/A -2.2*/0.4 No/No 

Guajome Street/S. Santa Fe Ave (S) 10.2 B 11.7 B 10.1/11.3 B/B 0.1/0.4 No/No 

Lado De Loma Drive/Private Access 
Rd (U) 8.6 A 9.0 A 8.6/8.8 D/D 0.0/0.2 No/No 

                                         Source: LOS, 2017 

Note: * - Negative delta is from intersection configuration change to right-in/right-out (less delay) due to CA PUC requirements. 

Horizon Year 2030 Conditions  
This scenario documents the Horizon Year 2030 traffic operations. The Circulation Element in the GP 2030 
Update (2011), did not have traffic volumes for most of the study area; therefore, horizon year volumes were 
obtained or forecasted as follows: 

1) Intersection 1 (Lado De Loma Drive/Guajome Street), intersection 2 (Guajome Street/Project 
Access), and the study segments of Guajome St were not included in the GP 2030 Update (2011); 
therefore, horizon year volumes were forecasted up from existing volumes by applying a 38.5 percent 
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growth factor that was calculated based on forecasted growth over existing daily volumes along 
Guajome Street from SANDAG’s Series 12 year 2035 volume. 

2) Intersection 3 (Guajome Street/S. Santa Fe Avenue) was included in the GP 2030 Update (2011); 
however, a more recent 2030 volume was used from the Paseo Santa Fe Traffic Study, February 
2015.  A copy of the year 2030 intersection volume set is included in Appendix P of the TIA (LOS, 
2017). 

3) Intersection  4 (Lado De Loma Drive/Cul-De-Sac/Project Access) and Lado De Loma Drive between 
Guajome Street and Bandini Place were not included in the Vista General Plan 2030 Update. 
Additionally, the intersection of Lado De Loma Drive/Cul-De-Sac/Project Access and Lado De Loma 
Drive between Guajome St and Bandini Place are not identified on the circulation element network. 
Thus, the purpose of these noted streets is to serve abutting lots, not carry through traffic; therefore, 
a 5.0 percent growth factor was selected to represent ambient growth from Existing Conditions to 
Horizon Year 2030 Conditions. 

As shown in Table TT-5, below, the addition of the project traffic would not result in any adverse delays at 
any of the study intersections.  As a result, traffic from the construction of the proposed project would not 
create any cumulatively significant impacts under this condition. 

TABLE TT-5 
SUMMARY OF KEY INTERSECTION PEAK HOUR LOS UNDER HORIZON YEAR 2030 PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS 

Intersection 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Delay w/o 

Project (sec) 
AM/PM 

LOS 
w/o 

Project 
AM/P

M 

Change 
in Delay 

(sec) 
AM/PM 

Significant 
Impact? 
AM/PM 

Avg. 
Delay 
(sec) 

LOS 
Avg. 

Delay 
(sec) 

LOS 

Lado De Loma Drive/Guajome Street 
(U) 10.1 B 11.9 B 10.0/11.6 A/B 0.1/0.3 No/No 

Guajome Street/Mini Storage (U) 10.1 B 10.6 B 9.8/10.1 A/B 0.3/0.5 No/No 

Guajome Street/S. Santa Fe Ave (R) 16.3 C 29.3 D 16.1/28.2 C/D 0.2/1.1 No/No 

Lado De Loma Drive/Private Access 
Rd (U) 8.6 A 9.1 A 8.6/8.9 A/A 0.0/0.2 No/No 

                                             Source: LOS, 2017 
Note: R = Roundabout.  

b. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. A Congestion Management Program (CMP) is a state-mandated program 
enacted by the State Legislature with the passage of Proposition 111 in 1990, administered by the San 
Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG). The purpose of a CMP is to develop a coordinated approach 
to managing and decreasing traffic congestion by linking the various transportation, land use, and air quality 
planning programs throughout the County. 

In 1991, San Diego County adopted the initial CMP statute, which includes a requirement to evaluate the 
transportation and traffic impacts of large projects on the regional transportation system. The criteria for 
which a project is subject to the regulations as set forth in the CMP are determined by the trip generation 
potential for the project. Currently, the threshold is 2,400 ADT or 200 peak hour trips. The proposed project 
is estimated to generate a total of 250 ADT per typical weekday.  Of these trips, 20 would be AM peak hour 
trips and 26 would be PM peak hour trips. Therefore, the project trips would not exceed the threshold, and 
impacts would be less than significant. 

c. NO IMPACT. Development of the proposed project would not result in a change in air traffic patterns, 
including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location, which would result in substantial safety 
risks. The project site is located approximately 4.93-miles northeast of the McClellan-Palomar Airport.  
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Project traffic would not cause an increase in air traffic levels, or create a physical impediment that would 
necessitate an alteration of flight patterns. Significant impacts would not occur with project development.  

d. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. The proposed project includes solely residential uses, and does not 
include any incompatible uses, such as farm equipment. The project would also not increase any hazards 
related to a design feature. As previously addressed above, project access to the site would be provided on 
Lado De Loma Drive and Guajome Street, both of which meet or exceed the Caltrans’ corner sight distance 
requirement of 150 feet based on stopping sight distance.  In addition, project design of the private street 
provides fire truck accessibility and turning ability throughout the project site. Therefore, impacts related to 
incompatible uses or hazardous design features would be less than significant. 

e. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. As previously addressed above, project access to the site would be 
provided on Lado De Loma Drive and Guajome Street, both of which meet or exceed the Caltrans’ corner 
sight distance requirement of 150 feet based on stopping sight distance.  Also, project design of the private 
street provides fire truck accessibility and turning ability throughout the project site.  In addition, the project 
has been designed to incorporate all required Vista Fire Department standards to ensure that its 
implementation would not result in inadequate emergency access to the site or areas surrounding the site. 
Meeting these standards would be verified upon plan check, prior to receipt of Building Permits. Therefore, 
impacts related to inadequate emergency access would be less than significant.  

f. NO IMPACT. As described above, NCTD’s BREEZE Bus Line operates service (Routes # 305) along S. Santa 
Fe Avenue, which connect to and from the Vista Transit Center and the SPRINTER line for regional transit. 
Bus stops for this line are located on S. Santa Fe Avenue, just north of the intersection with Guajome Street. 
Sidewalks currently exist on a section of Guajome Street on the south side, extending to S. Santa Fe Avenue. 
Sidewalks built along the private road of the proposed project would connect to the existing sidewalk on 
Guajome Street, providing pedestrian access to the above-noted bus stops. Therefore, the proposed project 
would not conflict with any adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation, such 
as availability of bus stops, as addressed in the Land Use and Planning Section of this document. As a result, 
the proposed project would not conflict with adopted policies plans, or programs supporting alternative 
transportation. 
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XVII. Utilities and Service Systems 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

b. Require or result in the construction of new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? 

    

c. Require or result in the construction of new storm 
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

    

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

    

e. Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider, which serves or may serve the 
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the 
project’s projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments? 

    

f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste 
disposal needs? 

    

g. Comply with federal, State, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste?     

 

DISCUSSION  

a. NO IMPACT. The project’s private sewer lines would connect with existing City of Vista (COV) sewer mains 
located within East Vista Way and Foothill Drive. Wastewater is treated at the Encina Water Pollution Control 
Facility, which is a conventional activated sludge wastewater treatment plant with a treatment capacity of 
43.3 million gallons per day (mgd). The sanitation district and wastewater treatment facility operate in 
accordance with applicable wastewater treatment requirements of the San Diego Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, and the project’s wastewater system has been designed to comply with these treatment 
requirements. Therefore, upon development, the proposed development would tie into existing 
wastewater/sewer lines and would adhere to all wastewater treatment requirements specified by the City 
and the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board so that significant impacts would not occur.  

b. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. Sewer lines exist in the roadways adjacent to the project site. An 8-inch 
sewer main is located within Lado De Loma Drive and within Guajome Street. The proposed project would 
install private sewer lines that would convey wastewater from the on-site uses to the sewer mains in one or 
both of the adjacent roadways.  

Based on the City’s Sewer Master Plan Update (August, 2017), the proposed project would be expected to 
generate approximately 4,807.25 gallons per day (gpd) (3.35 acres x 1,435 gpd per acre for MD general 
plan land use designation) of wastewater. The project’s private sewer lines would connect with existing COV 
sewer mains within Lado De Loma Drive and/or Guajome Street. The COV system has an average flow of 
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5.39 mgd of wastewater.26 As stated above, wastewater from the project would be treated by the Encina 
Water Pollution Control Facility. Wastewater generation from the proposed project would not exceed the 
capacity of the Encina facility to treat it. Therefore, the project’s contribution of wastewater would not require 
new water/wastewater facilities to be built or existing facilities to expand; therefore, impacts would be less 
than significant.  

c. NO IMPACT. As described in the Hydrology and Water Quality section of this document, under pre-
development conditions the site of the proposed project consists of 100 percent of pervious surfaces.  Under 
post-development condition, construction of the project would reduce the pervious surfaces to 48 percent 
and result in an increase in peak storm water runoff.  However, the design of the project includes installation 
of six biofiltration basins and 590 linear feet of 48-inch HDPE storage pipe, which would mitigate for the 
peak flow increases of stormwater associated with project implementation (Landmark, 2017).  The 
hydrologic design of the proposed project and use of the proposed HDPE storage pipe with an outlet control 
would control the velocity and amount of runoff to ensure that runoff does not exceed pre-development 
conditions (Landmark, 2017).  Because runoff would not exceed pre-development conditions, 
implementation of the proposed project would not 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, and impacts would not occur. 

d - f. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. Construction of the proposed project would result in less than 
significant impacts to water supplies, wastewater capacity, and permitted landfill capacity. Potential impacts 
on each utility service are discussed below. 

SUFFICIENT WATER SUPPLY 
Development of the project site, which is currently vacant, would increase the demand for potable water that 
is needed to serve the proposed 24 single-family homes.  Water service for the project would be provided by 
the Vista Irrigation District (VID or District) from mains in Lado De Loma Drive and/or Guajome Street. The 
District is a member agency of the San Diego County Water Authority (SDWA).  VID imports approximately 70 
percent of its potable water supply from SDWA, who in turn buys it from the Metropolitan Water District of 
Southern California (MWD).  The remaining 30 percent of VID’s supply is from Lake Henshaw, which is fed 
through precipitation from the San Luis Rey watershed.  The average daily demand of potable water for the 
proposed project would be approximately 3,417 gpd (3.35 acres x 1,020 gpd per acre).27   

Water supplies necessary to serve the demands of the proposed project, along with existing and other 
projected future users, and the actions necessary to develop these supplies (e.g., conservation via Senate 
Bill 7 of the Seventh Extraordinary Session (or SBX 7-7), efficiency standards, etc.) have been identified in 
the Urban Water Management Plans (UWMPs) of VID, the SDCWA, and the MWD. California's urban water 
suppliers are required to prepare UWMPs in compliance with the Urban Water Management Planning Act 
(California Water Code §10610 et seq.) and the Water Conservation Bill of 2009 (SBX 7-7). UWMPs are 
prepared every five years by urban water suppliers to support their long-term resource planning, and ensure 
adequate water supplies are available to meet existing and future water demands over a 20-year planning 
horizon, including the consideration of various drought scenarios and Demand Management Measures.  

The passage of SBX 7-7 in 2009 was enacted to require retail urban water agencies within California to 
achieve a 20 percent reduction in urban per capita water use by December 31, 2020 (Water Code Section 
10608.20).  As a result, SBX 7-7 also requires that UWMPs report base daily per capita water use (baseline), 
urban water use target, interim urban water use target, and compliance daily per capita water use. VID, 
SDCWA, and MWD calculate future demands within their respective service areas based on SANDAG’s 

                                                 
26  As of 207, the combined average measured flow total in 2016 was 6.84 mgd, which includes the COV and the Buena Sanitation District (City’s 
2017 Sewer Master Plan Update). 
27  Based on a unit demand factor for single-family residential land use designation in VID’s Potable Water Master Plan, December 2000.  
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projected population and growth rate projections; SANDAG’s projections are based on the land use policies 
in the general plans of the jurisdictions within San Diego County. These projections provide consistency 
between retail and wholesale agencies’ water demand projections, thereby ensuring that adequate supplies 
are being planned for existing and future water users.  

According to VID’s 2015 Urban Water Management Plan (VID’s UWMP) (June 2016), VID will use local water 
resources whenever possible; however, if there is a shortfall they would rely on SDCWA supplies. In the 
analysis of a normal water supply year, as described in VID’s 2015 UWMP (June 2016), if SDCWA, MWD, and 
VID supplies are developed as planned and SBX 7-7 conservation targets are achieved, no shortages are 
anticipated within VID’s service area in a normal year through 2040.  That would mean that the District’s 
entire projected potable water supply would meet the entire projected SBX 7-7 water demand of 24,147 
Acre Feet in 2040.  In the analysis of a single-dry year through 2040, VID’s 2015UWMP (June 2016) findings 
indicated that if SDCWA, MWD and VID supplies are developed as planned and SBX 7-7 conservation targets 
are achieved, no shortages are anticipated within VID’s service area. However, for multiple-dry year reliability 
analyses, the conservative planning assumption used in VID’s 2015 UWMP (June 2016) expects that MWD 
would be allocating supplies to its member agencies. As a result, some level of shortage could be potentially 
experienced. As stated above, when shortages occur in VID’s resources, the SDCWA would use various 
measures to cover the shortfall, as described below.  

The SDCWA was established pursuant to legislation adopted by the California State Legislature in 1943 for 
the primary purpose of supplying imported water to San Diego County for wholesale distribution to its 
member agencies. These imported water supplies consist of water purchases from MWD, core water 
transfers from Imperial Irrigation District (IID) and canal lining projects that are wheeled through MWD’s 
conveyance facilities to the SDCWA’s pipelines (or aqueducts), and spot water transfers that are pursued on 
an as-needed basis to offset reductions in supplies from MWD.   

Following the major drought in California of 1987 - 1992, which led to severe water supply shortages 
throughout the state, the SDCWA and its member agencies vigorously developed plans to minimize the 
impact of potential shortages by diversifying its supplies and strengthening its conservation programs. 
SDCWA’s 2015 UWMP (June 2016) identifies a diverse mix of water resources projected to be developed 
over the next 25 years to ensure long-term water supply reliability for the region. For example, existing and 
planned supplies from the Imperial Irrigation District transfer, canal lining projects are considered “verifiable” 
sources, and planned supplies from the seawater desalination project in Carlsbad (now in operation) would 
be considered a drought-resilient supply.   

The SDCWA, as a wholesale supplier, is also required by law to support its retail member agencies’ efforts to 
comply with SBX 7-7 through a combination of regionally and locally administered active and passive water 
conservation measures, programs, and policies, as well as the use of recycled water. Examples of active 
measures and programs include residential and commercial water use surveys and education programs. 
Examples of passive measures include programs that encourage long-term behavior change towards 
measurable reductions in outdoor water use; increase the landscape industry’s basic knowledge regarding 
the interdependency between water efficiency design, irrigation design, and maintenance; and participation 
on statewide, national, and industrial committees to advance behavior-based conservation strategies. 
Additional passive programs and policies include outreach activities, plumbing code changes, legislation, 
and conservation-based rate structures. 

According to the SDCWA’s 2015 UWMP (June 2016) section on water supply reliability, under a single dry-
year assessment using a very conservative assumption regarding limited Metropolitan supplies during a 
single dry water year, and assuming SDCWA and member agency supplies are maintained and developed as 
planned, along with achievement of the additional conservation target, no shortages are anticipated within 
the Water Authority’s service area in a single dry year until 2035. These shortages would be eliminated 
should MWD supplies approach the supply levels projected in their 2015 UWMP Single Dry Year Supply 
Capability.  With the previous years leading up to the single dry year being wet or average hydrologic 
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conditions, MWD should have adequate supplies in storage to cover potential shortfalls in core supplies and 
would not need to allocate. Therefore, it is anticipated that the SDCWA would be able to meet VID’s increased 
demands during a single-dry water year.  For SDCWA’s UWMP (June 2016) multiple dry-year reliability 
analysis, the conservative planning assumption is that MWD will be allocating supplies to its member 
agencies.  Because it is uncertain in the future how MWD will allocate supplies to its member agencies, the 
analysis in SDCWA’s 2015 UWMP (June 2016) assumes supplies are allocated based on preferential right 
to MWD supplies. If a shortage occurs, the SDCWA plans to utilize action measures in its Water Shortage and 
Drought Response Plan. These actions include dry-year supplies, carryover storage, and regional shortage 
management measures to fill the shortfall.  The SDCWA’s dry-year supplies and carryover storage are 
components of managing potential shortages within the region and for increasing supply reliability for the 
region. The dry-year supplies assist in minimizing or reducing potential supply shortages from MWD. Over the 
last five years the SDCWA has developed a carryover storage program to more effectively manage supplies. 
This includes in-region surface storage currently in member agency reservoirs and increasing capacity 
through the raising of San Vicente Dam, which was completed in June 2014.  

The SDCWA also has an out-of-region groundwater banking program in the California central valley. Through 
these efforts, SDCWA can store water available during wet periods for use during times of shortage. In years 
where shortages may still occur, after utilization of carryover storage, additional regional shortage 
management measures, such as securing dry-year transfers and extraordinary conservation achieved 
through voluntary or mandatory water-use restrictions would also be undertaken. 

On the local level, additional water conservation for new developments in Vista would be achieved through 
compliance with the Water Efficient Landscaping Ordinance in the City’s Development Code, Chapter 18.56. 
An Estimated Total Water Use Worksheet for the proposed project would be required to be submitted in the 
application for a Grading Permit, which would have to be under the Maximum Applied Water Allowance. 
Accordingly, staff review of the worksheet would require the proposed project to be in compliance with the 
Vista Water Efficient Landscaping Ordinance. 

In addition to the noted UWMP’s described above, other regional and/or State entities may also enact other 
measures during multiple-dry water years as well, including emergency regulations. For example, on April 1, 
2015, Governor Jerry Brown issued the fourth in a series of Executive Orders on actions necessary to address 
California’s current severe four-year drought conditions. The April 1 Executive Order requires, for the first 
time in the State’s history, mandatory conservation of potable urban water use. In response to this order, the 
State Water Resources Control Board released draft emergency regulations to restrict overall potable urban 
water usage across the state by 25 percent. These regulations include such prohibitions as irrigating 
landscapes outside of newly constructed homes and buildings in a manner inconsistent with California 
Building Standards Code (e.g., CALGreen requirements for automatic irrigation systems with weather or soil 
moisture-based controllers and sensors, etc.). Implementation of these prohibitions will be promulgated 
through VID’s regulations. As part of the Conditions of Approval for this project, compliance with any 
applicable VID emergency drought regulations regarding new development would be conducted by 
appropriate staff during review of project plans and various inspections prior to the approval of a Certificate 
of Occupancy. Therefore, as discussed in the above analysis the development of the project would not require 
new or expanded water entitlements from VID, or require new water resources be found. 

WASTEWATER CAPACITY 
As previously discussed above, the proposed project would be expected to generate approximately 4,807.25 
gpd of wastewater. The COV system has an average sewage flow of 5.39 mgd, which is part of the total 43.3 
mgd wastewater treated at the Encina Wastewater Authority’s facility. The COV, through its 2017 Sewer 
Master Plan Update prepared in collaboration with the Buena Sanitation District, is restoring and upgrading 
the capacity and condition of the existing sanitary sewer conveyance system over a 20-year period. The 
additional wastewater contribution from the proposed project would be considered negligible in relation to 
the current or future treatment capacities at the Encina Facility and the conveyance capacity of District’s 
system. Therefore, project-related impacts would be considered less than significant.  
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PERMITTED LANDFILL CAPACITY 
Development of the proposed project would result in a slight increase in domestic municipal solid waste 
generation because of the proposed land use. The project would comply with AB 939, which requires cities 
to divert 50 percent of solid waste to recycling programs and away from landfills. Solid waste generated by 
the proposed project would either be hauled to Sycamore Landfill in San Diego, which has a permitted 
capacity of 2,500 tons per day (tpd) and an average daily intake of 900 tpd, or disposed of at the Palomar 
Waste Transfer Station in Carlsbad, which has a permitted daily capacity of 2,250 tons per day. Either of 
these solid waste facilities is capable of accommodating the solid waste generated by the proposed project. 
Because the project’s contribution would be negligible in terms of the remaining capacity of these available 
landfills, impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation measures are required.  

g. NO IMPACT. The proposed project would comply with all regulations related to solid waste such as the 
California Integrated Waste Management Act and city recycling programs; therefore, significant impacts 
would not occur. 
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XVIII. Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the 
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the 
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate plant or wildlife 
community, reduce the number or restrict the range 
of rare or endangered plant or wildlife or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory? 

    

b. Does the project have impacts that are individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable 
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the 
incremental effects of a project are considerable 
when viewed in connection with the effects of past 
projects, the effects of other current projects, and 
the effects of probable future projects)? 

    

c. Does the project have environmental effects, which 
will cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly? 

    

 

DISCUSSION  
a. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION. With implementation of mitigation measures, the proposed 
project would not have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment. Direct impacts to Non-native 
Grassland and Coast Live Oak Woodland habitats from project construction could result in potentially 
significant impacts. However, with incorporation of Mitigation Measures BR-1 and BR-2, these impacts would 
be reduced to less than significant levels.  Although much of the project site has been subjected to 
agricultural use and modern vegetation abatement efforts, there is a potential for pre-contact and historic 
archaeological and tribal cultural materials to be encountered during ground-disturbing activities within the 
site. Further, the surrounding area is rich in cultural resources, as noted in the section on previous research 
in the cultural resources section, above. The discovery of unknown archaeological and tribal cultural 
materials during grading and other ground-disturbing activities would be a significant impact.  However, with 
the implementation of Mitigation Measures CR-1 to CR-5, these potentially significant impacts would be 
reduced to less than significant levels. The project site does not lie near any known cemeteries. However, it 
is possible that construction activities could unearth previously unknown vestiges, particularly given the 
cultural sensitivity of the area. This would be considered a potentially significant impact. However, 
implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-6 would ensure that human remains were treated with dignity and 
as specified by law, which would reduce the impact to a less than significant level.  

b. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. Implementation of the proposed project would not result in individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable significant impacts. All resource topics associated with the project 
have been analyzed in accordance with CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines and were found to pose no 
impacts, less-than-significant impacts, or less than significant impacts with mitigation. In addition, taken in 
sum with other projects in the area the scale of the proposed project is small and impacts to any 
environmental resource or issue areas would not be cumulatively considerable.  

c. LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT. The project proposes the construction and occupancy of 24 new single-
family homes on a vacant 3.35-acre site. The project would not consist of any use or any activities that would 
negatively affect any persons in the vicinity. All resource topics associated with the proposed project have 
been analyzed in accordance with CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines and were found to pose no impacts, 
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less-than-significant impacts, or less than significant impacts with mitigation. Consequently, the project 
would not result in any environmental effects that would cause substantial adverse effects on human beings 
directly or indirectly.  
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Attachment A 
Figures 1- 10 
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P H E A S A N T  H I L L  P R O J E C T  

FIGURE 9 
PROPOSED ARCHITECTURE - ELEVATIONS - CRAFTSMAN STYLE   
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P H E A S A N T  H I L L  P R O J E C T  

FIGURE 10 
PROPOSED ARCHITECTURE - ELEVATIONS - BEACH COTTAGE STYLE  
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