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OCEANSIDE SPEAKS OUT

Oceanside Citizen’s Group — Collected 5,831 Signatures Opposing this Discretionary Project
OceansideSpeaksOut2.org - Facebook “Eddie Jones Project / Oceanside”

February 11, 2025

Oceanside City Council Members
City of Oceanside

300 North Coast Highway
Oceanside, CA 92054

APPEAL: CITY OF OCEANSIDE PLANNING COMMISSION DECISION — APPROVED
PC RESOLUTION NO. 2025-P04 + PC RESOLUTION NO. 2025-P05

RE: EDDIE JONES PROJECT DEVELOPMENT PLAN (D22-00001)
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT {CUP22-00001) AND VARIANCE (V22-0001)
LOCATION: 250 EDDIE JONES WAY, OCEANSIDE, CA 92058

INVESTORS:

10% = RAF Pacifica Group of Encinitas, CA

90% = The Carlyle Group, a multinational ‘private equity’ alternative
asset management / financial services corporation headquartered in
Washington DC, managing over $447 Billion in assets internationally

SPECIFIC JUSTIFICATION / REASON FOR APPEAL:
Due to the unique topography / location, this discretionary project that will cause
harm to residents and tourists.

Dear City of Oceanside Council Members,

The City of Oceanside’s Planning Commission approved the Eddie Jones Warehouse,
Manufacturing, and Office Facility Project on February 10, 2025, allowing for the
construction of four separate buildings ranging in size from 109,660 square feet to
134,015 square feet, for a cumulative total of 497,822 square feet of warehouse and
distribution facilities at 250 Eddie Jones Way.

As representatives for the 236 residents living within 1500 feet of the Discretionary
Project site’s notification area, we formally APPEAL the City Planning Commission’s
1



approval of these warehouse and distribution facilities on behalf of all residents of
Oceanside.

WHO ARE WE:

“Oceanside Speaks Out” {0S0) is a grass roots citizens group organized over two years
ago, to educate the public about the Eddie Jones Warehouse Project. The people who
make up 0SO vary widely: Oceanside residents, anyone who utilizes the Highway 76
corridor, and anyone who works here, or vacations here.

A total of 5,831 people have signed petitions to document their concerns about the
Eddie Jones Discretionary Project.

CITY’S STRATEGIC VISION:

As shepherds of the City’s operation and development, City Councii members are
responsible for embracing the City of Oceanside’s strategic vision. The Eddie Jones
Discretionary Project stands in direct conflict with the City’s General Plan — particularly
the objective to develop Oceanside into a premier tourist destination. The proposed
warehouse undermines this objective by introducing industrial scale pollution, noise and
traffic congestion — factors that will deter visitors and degrade the quality of life for local

residents.

CITY’S EXISTING ZONING ORDINANCE:

Per Article 13 of the City’s Zoning Ordinance an industrial facility for distribution and
storage shall NOT exceed 50,000 square feet and allows no more than six (6) heavy trucks
allowed on the premises at one time, unless the developer applies for a Conditional Use

Permit (CUP).

** |t js important to note, that the ordinance does NOT specify the number of heavy
truck TERMINALS. (Just number of trucks ON PREMISES as any one time.)

** Also, the ordinance does NOT regulate number of grade-level truck loading doors,

whatsoever.

The developer originatly designed a single building with 114 heavy truck terminals {aka:
“dock-high” terminals.) The current proposed four-building re-design asks for 56 heavy
truck terminals, plus 45 “grade-level” truck loading doors, for a total of 101 truck access
points — a significantly larger number than zoning ordinance limit of 6 heavy trucks
allowed on premises at one time.

On February 10, 2025, the Planning Commission approved that the Eddie Jones
Discretionary Project would be allowed up to thirty-four {34) heavy truck terminals
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(presumably eight (8) heavy truck terminals at each of the three 109,000-132,000 square
foot buildings and a 10 heavy truck terminals at the larger 134,000+ building.)

Of note, the Conditional Use Permit (CUP) as worded and approved does NOT address
the number of heavy trucks allowed on the premises, just the number of truck terminals.
*This is a glaring and confusing inconsistency between the zoning ordinance, the
development plan and CUP.

The decision on February 10, 2025 includes built-in permission that, at any time in the
future, a tenant may simply return to the Planning Commission to request additional

heavy truck terminals.

** The actual number could be as high as the original request of 114 truck terminals
because the Planning Commission’s RESOLUTION 2025-P05 provided blanket approval

of the EIR in its entirety, written for the original 114 truck terminals.

This open-ended approval does NOT limit the multi-building facility to thirty-four (34)
truck terminals as specified in RESOLUTION 2025-P04. And, the number of “grade-level”
truck doors are unregulated, so the developer can simply increase the total truck
access points back up to >100 at any time.

The developer’s insistence on a high number of truck access points effectively paves the
way for any future tenant to use the location as a last mile delivery hub. If this becomes a
reality, public input remains essential. (However, the burden on the public to monitor
future Conditional Use Permit (CUP) requests on an ongoing basis is neither reasonable
nor sustainable.)

DEVELOPER'’S VISION:

The Eddie Jones Discretionary Project’s proposed four {4} building footprint will be 288%
larger than the previous TE Connectivity facility (old building was 172,300 square feet,
compared to total of 497,822 square feet of the Eddie Jones Complex). There will be no
escaping the view of these four (4) buildings, as they will consume all 31.79 acres of land.
From every vantage point, they will dwarf all other structures in the San Luis Rey River
Valley; so massive visually, they will destroy both perspective and appeal of the San Luis
Rey River, and the Mission San Luis Rey an important marker of California’s history

founded in 1798.

The overall magnitude of the Eddie Jones building complex is not consistent nor
compatible with the size of existing development in the vicinity and buildings of
historical significance.

AW *See EXHIBIT A — Comparison of Multi-Building Complex relative to Other Buildings



RAF Pacifica Group repeatedly says that the Eddie Jones Warehouse Project will be
similar to their La Pacifica Project = three-building, 103 heavy truck terminal, multi-
tenant industrial distribution and manufacturing business park located at 3801, 3809 and
3817 Ocean Ranch Blvd. This is an oversimplified comparison! La Pacifica is located in
an area with other like sized buildings, and is not adjacent to a residential community.
Nor does La Pacifica’s property sit amongst family-focused recreational activities. Benet
Road has entry/exit points onto the San Luis Rey River Trail, which poses a danger to
bicycles, etc. Alex Road has entry/exit points onto the River Trail AND traverses
immediately in front of the Prince Skate Park.

After this project is compete, Alex Road is scheduled to have a regular parade of light
truck and delivery van traffic. That is, along with the skate board, bicycle and scooter
traffic.

Other differences between La Pacifica and Eddie Jones is the soon-to-be developed
OceanKamp which will bring even more traffic complexity to Alex Road; naive tourists
will be forced to navigate through traffic with light trucks and vans. The mixture of light
trucks, delivery vans, bicycles, skate boards, and pedestrians, all intersecting in a future
traffic circle area creates unnecessary risk for tourists.

Lastly, when studying the street terrain for access to La Pacifica there are multiple North-
South and East-West approaches to these buildings. These buildings are in the middle of
a typical grid pattern of established city streets. There are multiple approaches to the La
Pacifica buildings, allowing for emergency vehicles in (ingress) and evacuations out
(egress). Additionally, Ocean Ranch sits high on a breezy hifltop in an area purposefully
selected, planned and built for this kind of development.

This is all distinctly different compared to the unique terrain and topography of 2
narrow and deep River Basin that has evolved over 80+ years in an unstructured
piecemeal fashion. Adding four (4) massive warehouse buildings to the chaotic and
inconsistent infrastructure of the San Luis Rey Valley is not the answer.

LOCAL TERRAIN AND TOPOGRAPHY:

The San Luis Rey River Valley surrounded by its cliff walls creates a dish bowl effect that
prevents typical grid pattern of established suburban streets. The Airport Community is
isolated on the North side of the River with only two (2) bridges at Benet and Foussat
Roads, both one-fane-each-direction roads. Large businesses (AIM Recycling, S&R
Towing, CalPortland), Prince of Peace Abbey and approximately 1200 homes are isolated
across these two (2) bridges North of the River.

The Eddie Jones Discretionary Project’s proposed business plan includes 1,286 Average
Datly Trips {ADT) consuming BOTH of these critical one-lane-each-direction-access
points. Eddie Jones truck traffic will change the Level of Service (LOS) traffic
measurement for the intersection of Benet Rd and Highway 76 to move from Grade D to
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F. (Grading system is A (best) to F {(worst) conditions.) The domino effect is additional
traffic and congestion on Highway 76 that serves 100,000+ citizens up the River Valiey,
East of this Discretionary Project.

Another unique characteristic of the unique topography of the San Luis Rey River Valley's
cliff-sided topography is its ability to amplify sound waves as you rise out of the Valley.
This results in significant sound impacts on the residents, visitors and worshipers at the
Prince of Peace Abbey, and residents in the homes on the escalating hillsides North of

the proposed site.

A third unique variable of the cliff lined River Valley is its ability to channel and hold air
pollutants. Use of only ‘daily threshoids of significance’ (as was done in the Final EIR)
does not fully characterize the air quality impacts to the Valley. A more accurate
measure of air quality is based on the concentration of various air pollutants.
Concentrations are affected by numerous other factors such as proximity to pollution
generating businesses, weather conditions, etc.

Given the unique terrain / topography (and NOT a simple city grid pattern of street
access) the developer’s vision for a warehouse complex of buildings is unrealistic. A
distribution warehouse complex in this location harms residents of the adjacent
community AND compounds the problem of an already strained infrastructure for those
commuting East and West along the narrow Highway 76 River Valley corridor,

LOCATION’S IMPACT ON RECREATION & TOURISM:

The proposed location for the Eddie Jones multi-building warehouse and distribution
facilities will be sandwiched between tourist and community recreation locations.
Recreational and tourist activities adversely impacted are:

a. “San Luis Rey River Trail” a 9-10 mile paved bicycle trail specifically
designed to be “tucked away from busy traffic” (per City of Oceanside
website.} *Note: This statement will no longer be true adjacent to daily
operations of a diesel heavy truck facility.

b. “Prince Memorial” aka: “Alex Road Skate Park” attracts children & teens
from all of San Diego County, and skate boarders from around the worid.
This skate park is only several hundred yards downwind of the
Discretionary Project.

¢. “Go Jump Oceanside” skydiving center on Airport Road which attracts
thrill seekers from all over Southern California.

d. “Pacific Coast Flyers Oceanside” provides rental aircraft to pilot and
students at Oceanside’s Bob Maxwell Municipal Airport.

e. “OceanKamp” future wave pool for surf enthusiasts, with retail, dining,
rock climbing, bicycle rental and proposed EVENT SPACE intended to draw
attendees from all over Southern California.

f. Mission San Luis Rey, a cornerstone of North San Diego County’s past; a
sacred place for many Californians.



Oceanside’s reputation and long-term prosperity are interconnected and dependent on
tourism. Tourism is emphasized in the City’s General Plan and economic strategies. Yet,
the proposed Eddie Jones Discretionary Project undermines these goals by creating an
area of disproportional risk from air pollutants hovering in a dish bowl area full of
recreational and tourist activities.

The Discretionary Project’s location is only two (2) miles from the ocean, an area that is
central to a rising recreational area. The San Luis Rey River bicycle and walking trail
serves to connect the City’s vibrant downtown, harbor and beach communities with
interior tourist-centric destinations and activities. OceanKamp wave park will soon draw
thousands of families with children to the surrounding area every day. OceanKamp’s
economic prospects and viability are dependent upon attracting and retaining tourists
- both important drivers in Oceanside’s strategy to expand its reputation as a ‘go to’
Southern California destination. Why would we deliberately place a Discreticnary Project
involving heavy diesel trucks right in the middle of our future gentrification plans for the
area?

UNFOUNDED ASSUMPTIONS REGARDING JOB LEVEL IMPACT:

Tenants / occupants of the Eddie Jones buildings are unknown. Therefore, it is impossible
to accurately assume that the Discretionary Project will attract “high paying biotech,
med-tech and pharmaceutical jobs.” The concept of >100 truck access points (heavy
truck terminals + grade-level doors} and the concept of “high paying biotech jobs” are
mutually exclusive. Higher paying jobs in biotechnology (biomedical engineer,
biochemist, research scientist, biostatisticians, pharmaceutical development director,
chief medical officer, chief executive officer) are roles in research laboratories and
executive offices. They do NOT work in buildings that have >100 truck access points, with
140 truck trips a day.

** Note: this equates to 11 truck trips PER HOUR during peak morning commute =
equivalent to one truck every 6 minutes waiting at the intersection of Highway 76 and
Benet Rd with its 4 minute light cycle.

Yes, the developer has built other projects that have biotech tenants, but that does not
guarantee that future tenants of this Discretionary Project will be similar businesses. In
actuality, the four (4) building complex’s design with >100 truck access points (via
combination of truck terminals and unregulated grade-level truck loaded doors), could
just as easily attract “last mile” tenants.

Last mile businesses are qualitatively distinct because of the mix of vehicles used for
deliveries and the use of casual workers. Warehouse logistics facilities are notorious for
their high turnover rate of employees. (Turnover rates in the industry as are high as
49%.) Often over time, last mile businesses are forced to attract employees from greater
and greater distances, creating additional commute traffic in a city. The average hourly



earnings of workers in this sector, according to the Bureau of Labor Statistics is $898 per
week. This amounts to less than $45,000 over a 50-week year.

\ *See EXHIBIT B — Comment Letter from Teamsters Local Union No. 542

FINANCIAL BENEFIT FOR THE CITY:

The executive summary of the Economic & Fiscal Impact Analysis for this Discretionary
Project estimates the total NET surplus to the City of Oceanside as $72,103 annually.
Additionally, it is anticipated the City will benefit from one-time Discretionary Project
development impact fees, of approximately $2.1 million (paid as one-time fees for the
initial development.) These numbers would certainly benefit the City’s coffer. However,
these revenue projections are not exclusive to warehouse distribution style building
designs. Other light industry building designs could generate similar one-time
development fee income, and ongoing annual net income streams. And, other light
industry building designs exist, that would fit better in the location’s unique topography
and impact on the health and safety of residents, tourists and local businesses.

The true financial value for the City is rooted in the {and.

No matter what future light industry building(s) are built on Eddie Jones Way, the
discretionary project will generate development fee income and annual net income for
the City. It does not even have to be a discretionary project that requires dozens of
heavy trucks and an exception to the City’s existing zoning ordinance.

It is the responsibility of all stakeholders (City Council Members, City Planners, local
businesses and residents) to consider options and remember that this is a
DISCRETIONARY PROJECT that will be in operation for multiple decades.

BUILDING DESIGN OPTIONS TO MATCH UNIQUE TOPOGRAPHY:

Modern light industrial facilities withOUT heavy truck traffic already exist in Oceanside
and can generate similar revenue, jobs and long-term prosperity for the community. One
example is “Oceanside Gateway Business Park” at Oceanside Blvd and Ord Way built on a
similarly size parcel (37 acres). Oceanside Gateway has multiple multi-use industrial
buildings with warehouse and office flex spaces. Individual units provide highly
functional warehouse clearance heights, large grade-level doors and independent unit
designs conducive to support dozens of varied small businesses (not just four (4} large
tenants with the existing discretionary project design). Additionally, this kind of building
complex better aligns with size and operations of existing businesses in the area south of
the Airport runway and south of Highway 76 — all of which are zoned light industry and
fall within existing zoning ordinance requirements.

\ *See FXHIBIT C — Relatable Example: Oceanside Gateway Business Park



NEW MULTI-BUILDING CONFIGURATION WITHOUT NOISE ANALYSIS:

The developer recently revised their Project significantly by changing to a multi-building
configuration. The EIR did not provide an analysis of the impact of this new North-
South orientation; in particularly, noise levels for the surrounding area. Noise pollution
from backup alarms of diesel heavy trucks, cargo vans, forklifts and supporting
machinery will be amplified by the cliff-sided topography of the San Luis Rey River
Valley.

We have independently performed the needed acoustic calculations. The new building
configuration has improved the noise impact for some parts of the area. However, the
critical San Luis Rey River Habitat, its associated wildlife, and the Wanis View homes will
continue to experience noise from warehouse and distribution facility operations at
times with levels exceeding 5 times the background level.

\ *See EXHIBIT D - Acoustic Calculations New Multi-Building Configuration

FUTURE BUILDING DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS:

To minimize noise in the cliff-lined dish bowl Valley, future building(s) on this property
should be constructed in an East-West orientation with all access points and activity
limited to the South side of the building. Additionally, all affiliated equipment use, traffic
and parking of employee vehicles, service trucks, forklifts, any equipment with backup
alarms, should be limited to the South side of the building. Hours of operation of future
tenant(s) and ambient light generated by the facility should align with all stakeholders in
the multi-use area.

Given the Discretionary Project’s tourist-centric location upwind of key recreational
activities, we urge the City to consider imposing a full or partial net-zero Greenhouse-
Gas (GHG) significance threshold for any development on this land. Requiring full or
partial net-zero significance aligns with the City’s own Climate Action Plan (CAP), the
City’s strategic goal of becoming a ‘go to’ Southern California tourist destination, and the
California Air Resources Board’s {CARB) Climate Change Scoping Plans. Additionally, it
would protect the City and Applicant from California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

GHG litigation.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL IN RES 2025-P04 FAILED TO INCLUDE WILDFIRE
EVACUATION STUDY (WES) RECOMMENDATIONS:

We appreciate that the developer prepared the requested Fire Evacuation Time Study,
but we disagree with the conclusion that adding 10 minutes to a worst-case scenario that
already results in a 59 minute evacuation time is a “less than significant impact.”

Furthermore, there are numerous recommendations in the Study that need to be

incorporated into Project conditions. The document states: “The Wildfire Evacuation

Study (WES) requires regular adjustment and continuous coordination by the Owner(s)

and or Property Manager and fire/law enforcement agencies during each stage of the
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construction process.” It also says that in order to evacuate more people {as will be
required with this Discretionary Project) that emergency managers must “1. Provide
more lead time to evacuate and 2. Control traffic levels during evacuations so fewer
vehicles are trying to exit at the same time.”

This and other recommendations of this Study should have been formally incorporated
into the Discretionary Project conditions of approval. Conditions of Approval in RES
2025-P04 failed to reference this report or incorporate any of its recommendations.

Additionally, in the Final EIR, the Wildfire Evacuation Study (WES) makes several
questionable assumptions as to where a wildfire could start, the fuel foading, and the
time available for residents to evacuate. More realistic assumptions of the “fire start
location” and variations in wind direction and speed will greatly reduce the time
residents will have to evacuate. With such a tight timeline, the impact of the warehouse
and associated heavy trucks will have on hindering evacuation will be very significant.

\‘*See EXHIBIT E — Wildfire Safety: Inaccurate Evacuation Assumptions

OVERSIMPLIFIED TRAFFIC MODEL:

The mathematical model used in this Discretionary Project’s traffic analysis simply
equated one (1) heavy truck to two (2) passenger cars; however, there are clearly varying
lengths of trucks, especially when comparing heavy diesels trucks versus mid-size trucks.
Additionally, the model failed to include a variable for the weight of the trucks. A heavily
laden heavy truck moves at a vastly slower pace, than empty trucks and mid-sized
trucks. This oversimplification does not accurately reflect the true impact of trucks on
overall traffic movement and light cycle disruptions at Highway 76 and Benet Road that
will be caused by 140 truck trips a day, with total of car + truck = 1,286 Average Daily

Trips (ADT).

The City’s Circulation Element includes an objective for acceptable Level of Service (LOS)
Grade D or better on an average daily basis. The Eddie Jones Discretionary Project would
contribute to traffic at a failing intersection at Highway 76 and Benet Road; under
several scenarios, LOS would be reduced to Grade F.

The Discretionary Project proposes a “fair share” payment in the amount of $50,000 to
the City’s Thoroughfare and Signal Account for the City to use at its discretion to improve
the traffic at ANY location in the City. This is a staggeringly low number compared to the
annual wear and tear City streets will incur from four (4) distribution warehouses
creating an additional 140 truck trips a day, with total of car + truck = 1,286 Average
Daily Trips (ADT).

The Final EIR responses to comments on page RTC-97 states “Consistent with the City’s
formally adopted VMT standards the Draft EIR uses SANDAG's Employee VMT by census

tract...”



This is misleading because the drivers of the heavy trucks, cargo vans, etc. accessing
this Discretionary Project are not employees, and consequently NOT included in the
analysis of VMT and the associated GHG emissions.

Additionally, the mitigation measures of incentivizing employees to commute in
carpools, vanpools, etc. will have impact on total VMT, but no impact whatsoever on
drivers of the heavy trucks, cargo vans, etc. traveling to/from the distribution
warehouse,

TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT (TDM) PLAN, NOT PROVIDED:

Other City Projects include the Draft TDM Plan that is required by City Ordinance and to
comply with the City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP). A TDM Plan is essential to determine if
there is sufficient disclosure of transportation impact, to fully disclose additional trips
that will be generated, and to provide opportunity for public comment. This
Discretionary Project did NOT include even a Draft TDM Plan. *Failure to provide this
document leaves compliance with the CAP unknown, and this potentially significant
impact, unaddressed.

\ *See EXHIBIT F — Failure to Provide TDM Plan

CITY COMPLIANT WITH NEW STATE REGULATION?

California Assembly Bill (AB) 98, signed into law on September 29,2024 regulates
warehouses and trucking activities to reduce emissions to enhance community health.
The bill mandates environmental and community health protections for warehouses
larger than 250,000 square feet, with prescriptive requirements such as landscape
buffering and truck access locations setback >500 feet from property line. AB 98 requires
Cities to update their circulation elements, including identifying and updating established
truck routes. It also prohibits local agencies from approving these type of warehouse
projects under certain criteria, such as commercial roadway logistics, sensitive
receptors, zoning and size of the facility.

SAN DIEGO MULTIPLE HABITAT CONSERVATION PROGRAM

No impartial biologist would ever recommend a project of this scale next to a critical
nesting habitat for endangered species. The biology ‘experts’ hired to produce reports
for the EIR have a conflict of interest.

The section of the San Luis Rey River along this discretionary project site provides critical
breeding habitat for the endangered bird species Least Bell’s Vireo. Figure 3 of the
Biological Technical Report {BTR) within the EIR shows a number of documented
occurrences of this species near or within the project boundary. The City should require
protocol surveys for this endangered species, as they were surprisingly not conducted.
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This was noted by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) in their public
response to the Draft EIR.

Also, this area lies within Oceanside’s Wildlife Corridor Planning Zone as designated in
Oceanside’s Subarea Plan, which is meant to protect another federally threatened bird
species, the Coastal California Gnatcatcher. United States Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) mentions this important detail in it’s public comment letter and further
explains that the federally-protected species could use this project site for dispersal.
The USFWS recommends that at jeast 50 percent of this property should be conserved as
open space to adhere to the Subarea Plan.

Across the board, ALL wildlife in the San Luis Rey River Habitat will be severely affected
by the traffic, noise, and exterior lighting of this discretionary four (4) building complex.
Headlights from trucks will inevitably extend beyond the limits of the project and will
disrupt nocturnal animals.

\ *See EXHIBIT G — Impact on Sensitive San Luis Rey River Habitat

KUMEYAAY NATION CULTURAL HABITAT

The City and developer are certainly aware, and it is worth highlighting the historical and
cultural significance of this land. The Luiseno (also known as Payomkawichum) are a
band of the Kumeyaay Nation; they are specifically associated with the San Luis Rey River
Valley and Mission San Luis Rey. Past Archaeological assessments of the river basin and
flood plain state that the area contains at least sixty-six (66) recorded archaeological
sites. The location of the Eddie Jones Discretionary Project is well within the Luiseno
cultural territory. Any new development will most likely encounter Luiseno sensitive
cultural material. {*Note: In honor of the Kumeyaay Nation street name in the adjacent
Wanis View residential community are Luiseno words. For example: “Wala” = Red-tailed
Hawk and “Tishmal” = Hummingbird.)

UC DAVIS STUDY ON THE IMPACT OF WAREHOUSES:

According to the EPA, California has the highest levels of ozone in the country; much of
which is due to the recent number of distribution warehouses built to support the surge
in e-commerce. Diesel heavy trucks associated with distribution warehouses are large
contributors to hazardous compounds that react in the presence of sunlight to create
ozone. There is new evidence that air pollution from warehouse distribution complexes
results in significant health risks for people living in the area; in particular health risks
for children, such as increased rates of asthma and cognitive disorders. This concern is
magpnified in the San Luis Rey River Valley with its high cliffs and dish bowl topography.

\*See EXHIBIT H — Health Effects of California’s Warehouse Boom
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CUMULATIVE IMPACT OF POLLUTANTS WITH NEARBY OCEANSIDE AIRPORT:

Numerous comments to the Draft EIR expressed concerns with the cumulative effects of
various emissions/pollutants in the nearby area with emissions from diesel engine trucks
(diesel particulate material). This was not adequately addressed in the EIR. For example,
the proposed location for the Discretionary Project is adjacent to the largest source of
airborne lead in Oceanside (the Airport) in the form of nanoparticles of lead dibromide.
The presence of diesel particulate material can increase the local exposure to lead by
increasing the settling velocity of the combined, agglomerated particles. Since there is
no level of lead that is considered safe (US EPA, US CDC), this increased level of exposure
should not be permitted. The question was put to the Planning Commission and
Developer at the February 10" meeting: Has a Truck Terminal ever been located so close
to an active runway of an airport using leaded fuel? — No one responded to this question.

\*See EXHIBIT | - Cumulative Lead Dibromide Analysis

UNRESOLVED AIR QUALITY ISSUES:

In response to the Draft EIR in December, 2023 air quality professionals explicitly
expressed concerns that the Eddie Jones Warehouse Project wilt create a concentration
of greenhouse gases / pollutants, thus affecting air quality in the San Luis Rey River

Valley.

Given the unique terrain and topography of a narrow and deep River Basin, this

concentrating effect will have significant impact on thousands of Oceanside residents
and businesses downwind of the Discretionary Project.

Use of only the daily thresholds of significance to determine significance does not fully
characterize the air quality impacts to the nearby homes and businesses. This is because
impacts to nearby homes and businesses are related to the concentration of various air
pollutants not their daily mass emission rates. Concentrations are related not just to the
daily emissions rates but also on numerous other factors such as proximity to homes and
businesses and weather conditions.

The EIR inaccurately concludes that since the project level impacts are less than
significant, then cumulative impacts would also be less than significant. THIS LOGIC IS
FLAWED. Cumulative impact analysis also needs to address cumulative health risks. This

was also missing in the EIR.

Cumulative impact analysis requires emissions from all current or future projects be
evaluated to determine impacts. THIS WAS NOT DONE.

To measure air quality, the Final EIR mistakenly uses an old version of CalEEMod
(2020.4.0). This misses critical details of this Discretionary Project's impact on climate.
CalEEMod (2022.1.29) covers the important topics of climate risks, environmental
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burdens, health, and equity impacts. These are salient concerns with the planned
operations. In addition, CalEEMod, even up-to-date versions do not explicitly model the
topography of a site. Instead it relies on generalized inputs and assumptions about the
site. This is extremely important for this Discretionary Project given the complex,
“bowl” shape of the topography of the nearby area and its impact on pollutant
retention.

Another mistake is the Final EIR relies on CalEEMod despite comments on the
importance of using the American Meteorological Society/EPA Regulatory Model
(AERMOD) for this area. CalEEMod focuses on emissions generation. AERMOD focuses
on pollutant dispersion— key to the complex topography of the area and provides
important information on where pollutants go after they are released.

The Final EIR fails to adequately respond to the AERMOD results showing levels of
cumulative NO, and cumulative PM 10 exceeding Air Quality Standards.

The ‘experts’ hired to produce reports for the ER clearly have a conflict of interest. No
impartial air quality expert or environmental permitting specialist would create the
misleading evidence that appears in the EIR. Here are a couple of examples:

Both the Draft and Final EIR go to great lengths to provide background information, with
discussions about ambient air quality standards, prevailing local air quality, and project
emissions (construction and operational) in Tables 4.2-1 through 4.2-3. However, at no
point do they connect the project emissions with the ambient air quality standards, or
impact of the project emissions on local air quality that was just discussed in their
documents.

Instead, the Final EIR wanders off to compare project emissions with thresholds of
significance. They never bother to translate project emissions into AQ impacts, how
those project impacts compare against the AQ Standards or prevailing air quality that
was presented just a few pages earlier in both the Draft EiR and Final EIR. So, why bother
presenting eleven (11) pages of information about AQ Standards and prevailing air
quality if you are not going to connect that information with project emissions?

\*See EXHIBIT J - Attorney Letter: Advocates for the Environment

\ *See EXHIBIT K — Attorney Letter (Mooney) & Environmental Permitting Specialist
Technical Memorandum

ENVIRONMENTAL INJUSTICE:

The proposed location of this Discretionary Project as well as areas to the east and south
are among the highest levels of Poverty in all of San Diego County. From CalEnviroscreen
4.0, this area, census block 6073018603, has a Poverty percentile of 92 (0- iow 100-
high) relative to all of California. This means that only 8 percent have a higher poverty
rate. The City of Oceanside average for comparison is 45 percentile. This area is also the
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highest level of Pollution burden (72 percentile) in Oceanside. Historically, the area has
suffered a disproportionate burden of industry and associated pollution. Adding a facility
like the Discretionary Project and the associated PC Resolution No. 2025-P04 + PC
Resolution No. 2025-P05 allowing for numerous heavy duty trucks and an expanding
building footprint will have the following iong-term impacts on this already burdened

area:

Perpetuation of Inequality: Environmental injustice exacerbates existing social and
economic inequalities. It creates a cycle where marginalized communities are further
disadvantaged.

Unjust Distribution of Harms: It's fundamentally unfair to concentrate environmental
risks in areas where residents have the least resources and political power to fight back.
Cumulative Impacts: Poor areas often face multiple sources of pollution, leading to a
higher overall burden and greater health risks.

Health disparities: These communities often experience higher rates of chronic diseases
such as asthma, cancer, heart disease, and developmental problems.

This is due to their increased exposure to pollutants in the air, water, and soil.

Missed Economic Opportunities: Businesses may be hesitant to invest in areas with high
pollution levels, hindering economic development.

LACK OF DUE PROCESS:

The original 566,905 square foot single building “Proposed Project” was described and
analyzed in the Draft EIR, along with three project alternatives: No Development
Alternative, Multi-Building Alternative, and Reduced Building Footprint Alternative. In
the Fali of 2024 (shortly after California Assembly Bill (AB) 98 was signed into law), the
Multi-Building Alternative was significantly modified by the developer with new building
sizes, a new North-South orientation, and reduced number of truck terminals.

The retease of the Final EIR on January 10, 2025 (CEQA’s website) was the public’s first
published confirmation of this new Multi-Building Truck Bay Reduction Alternative
(MBTRA). Yet, there was NO INDICATION that it was now the favored project design.

As the timeline rapidly narrowed, there was no formal opportunity for public response to
the developer regarding the new North-South orientation. (*Note: the new North-South
orientation severely impacts sound waves as they escalate up to hillside residences.)
According to the City’s Planning Department’s email on January 13, 2025 pubtic
comment would be at the actual Planning Commission Meeting on February 10, 2025.
Given there was no opportunity to comment until the date of the actual Planning
Commission Meeting, there was not true due process.

Additionally, the City Pfanning Department Staff Report’s recommendation of the MBTRA
design {fourth iteration), was only made available to the public when the Agenda was
posted on February 6, 2025; a mere 4 days before the decisive February 10, 2025
Planning Commission Meeting. This also did not provide the public adequate time to
analyze or challenge the Staff’s recommendation of this fourth iteration.
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SPECIFIC ENTITLEMENTS REGARDING THE LEGAL RIGHTS OF THE PROPERTY
(e.g. Permits, Licenses, Zoning):

Given the historical zoning designation of this land, the previous 60+ year tenant, and the
proximity to the Oceanside Municipal Airport runway, Article 13 of the City’s Zoning
Ordinance should stand as is. Additionally, the General Plan land use designation of Light
Industria! (LI} and a Zoning Designation of Limited Industrial (IL), is appropriate.

These facts are not contested.

HOWEVER, THE EDDIE JONES DISCRETIONARY PROJECT'S

PC RESOLUTION NO, 2025-P04 + PCRESOLUTION NO. 2025-P05S
SHOULD HAVE BEEN DENIED
Per Article 13 of the Zoning Ordinance an industrial facility for distribution
and storage shall NOT exceed 50,000 square feet and allows no more than
six {6) heavy trucks on the premises at one time.

a. The Planning Commission should have followed the City’s
established Zoning Regulation. The City has an obligation to balance
resources for all stakeholders in the community.

b. Limiting the number to six (6) heavy trucks at this facility at one time,
has the following advantages:

Aligns with the historical use of the property which was a
172,300 square foot industrial manufacturing facility in
operation at this location for 60+ years. (*Note: The previous
facility maintained extensive grass open space, with a grove
of mature Eucalyptus trees.)

Aligns with ALL other Light Industrial buildings south of the
Airport runway, and south of Highway 76. Constructing
more of the same kind of buildings would be most
welcomed. That is, a variety of industriat buildings with
production areas, grade level doors to accommodate light
trucks and delivery vehicies (NOT heavy trucks.)

** Article 13 Zoning Ordinance applies to all industrial south
of the Airport and south of Highway 76, why should Eddie
Jones Discretionary Project be the exception?

Aligns with the fact that California State CALTRANS has
confirmed, there are no future CALTRANS funds earmarked
for any road / traffic improvements at the intersection of
Highway 76 and Benet Rd.

Aligns with the City of Oceanside’s resources and budget to
maintain and service roads due to repetitive heavy truck
leading to / from this Project site. *Note: Since the
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Discretionary Project would contribute traffic to a failing
intersection {moves the LOS of the intersection at Benet Rd
& Highway 76 from Grade D - F), the Project would be
subject to a fair share monetary contribution in the amount
of only $50,000 — which is a paltry sum compared to the
cost the City will incur due to excess wear and tear of roads
IN PERPETUITY...

V. Aligns with the tourist-centric recreational activities
downwind, and ecologically sensitive wildlife areas
immediately adjacent to this Discretionary Project site.

CONCLUSION:

The Planning Commission’s approval of the Eddie Jones Discretionary Project’s
PC Resolution No. 2025-P04 _+ PC Resolution No. 2025-P05 should be reversed.

The City’s existing Article 13 of the Zoning Ordinance should stand, as is.

In reviewing the City Council’s Mission Statement, the Council represents the City’s
citizens, ensuring “...that Oceanside is a desirable place to live, work, do business and to
visit.” Given all the pros & cons of the Eddie Jones Discretionary Project, it is hard to
understand how this project “.. serves the best interests of all citizens.” Instead, it
benefits external private equity investors (The Carlyle Group of Washington DC} and
harms Oceanside residents and tourists.

Lastly, the Council has an established precedent, having rejecting the warehouse
distribution center proposed near Oceanside’s Saint Cloud community; a proposal only a
fraction of the size of this Eddie Jones Discretionary Project. The City Council
unanimously rejected the project out of concern that it would disrupt the quality of life
of residents in the area. That project was essentially just ONE of the four (4) buildings
being proposed as part of this Eddie Jones Discretionary Project. The Airport Community
deserves the same consideration as the Saint Cloud Community.

SIGNATURES IN SUPPORT OF THIS APPEAL:

With this Appeal Letter we submit 373 signatures obtained DURING the short eight (8)
day period: Feb 11, 2025 to Feb 18, 2025

24 volunteers asked residents of the 236 homes within the 1500 feet notification area

236 homes approached
-34 not home

202 available responses [ > 200 residents signed “NO” (99%)
2 said they liked the project (<1%)
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Signatures were also obtained from businesses in the Airport Community and residents
of the Prince of Peace Abbey

Our Appeal is based on this Appeal Letter + ALL content in accompanying Exhibits
{whether cited specifically or not}, all written communications to the Planning
Department, all audio/video recordings of proceedings before the City Council &
Planning Commission, and all other records regarding this Discretionary Project
maintained by the City of Oceanside and the City of Oceanside Planning Department, 300
North Coast Highway, Oceanside, California 92054.

Any portion of this Appeal Letter found to be unintentionally inaccurate does not
invalidate any other section of this document or its Exhibits.

Thank you for your consideration,

é// 2//6{/20 15

Gretchen Gary, 471 Tishmal Court, Oceanside, CA
Resident, representing the 236 residents within 1500 feet of the Project site’s

notification area.

(*On a personal note: | am the Appellant of this letter and my master bedroom has
unobstructed panoramic views of the property from all windows and balcony. Allowing a
project like this to be built, invites full scale disruption to everyone’s quality of life - both
my family, as well as that of all my neighbors, included those beyond 1500 feet of the

project site.)
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EXHIBIT I:
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TEAMSTERS, CHAUFFEURS,
WAREHOUSEMEN AND HELPERS
LOCAL UNION No. 542

San Dlego and Imperial Countles, Callfornla

mm and the City of Yuma, Arlzona

Sume P0F Affiliated with
INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF TEAMSTERS

Jaime Vasquez Rob Dmohowski
D‘f:" ‘:"é’i::;‘”“m Principal Planner
Prﬂdem City of Oceanside’s Planning Division
Mike West 300 North Coast Highway
Vice-President Oceanside, California 92054
Lynda Linville
Recording Secretary
Robert Moreno 11 ) .
Trustee RE: Eddie Jones Warehouse Project, SCH# 2022070365
Ed Swank
Trustee I.  Introduction
Jennie Vasquez T —
Trustee

This comment letter is submitted to the City of Oceanside in reference to
the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) prepared for the “Eddie Jones
Warehouse Project,” and the associated entitlements. We reserve the right to
clarify and supplement these comments as permitted by law and do not waive
any issue or matter omitted herein as a result of error or omission by the City of
Oceanside or the Applicant.

We are submitting this letter on behalf of Teamsters Local 542. We
represent over 6,000 warehouse, logistics, delivery and related workers in San
Diego County, including in Oceanside. As both residents of the community and
workers in the industry, Teamsters have consistently organized to make sure that
their industry is both a good employer and a good neighbor. We are committed
to making this industry safe for its workers and its neighbors. We urge the City
to refrain from adopting the DEIR and approving any related entitlements until
further study is conducted and adequate mitigation measures are proposed and
adopted. Our reasons are set forth below. Thank you for your consideration.
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II.  Project Setting and Background
A. The Project

The proposed project would be located on an approximately 31.79-acre site at 250 Eddy
Jones Way in the City of Oceanside. The project site is located within the “Airport Neighborhood
Planning Area” and is bound by the Oceanside Municipal Airport to the south, Benet Road to the
west, the San Luis Rey River and recreational trail to the north, and vacant light industrial land to
the east. The terminus of Alex Road also connects to the site at its northeast comer. The project
site is approximately 900 feet north of the State Route 76 corridor. A vacant 172,300-square-foot
industrial manufacturing facility was previously located on site prior to demolition in 2022; this
would be replaced by over half a million square feet of industrial usage. The General Plan
designation for the property is Light Industrial (LI), with the associated zoning category of Limited
Industrial (IL).

Based on public reporting and statements by the developer, the proposed project consists
of redevelopment of the project site with a new 566,905-square-foot “warehouse and distribution
facility.” The proposed warchouse and distribution facility would consist of 369,415 square feet
of warchouse area; 158,320 square feet of manufacturing space; and 39,170 square feet of office
area, designed as a single building that could support multitenant occupancies.

Development of the proposed project would include 590 parking spaces for
employee/visitor parking, 60 truck trailer parking stalls, and a vehicle circulation area. Loading
.bays are proposed on the north and south sides of the building, with a total of 114 truck terminais.
The north side truck terminals would be facing the abutting San Luis Rey River. Access to the
project site would be maintained and improved as necessary, with existing access points from Alex

Road at the northeast comer and Benet Road at the southwest corner.
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B. The Surrounding Area
The DEIR describes the area surrounding the site as follows:
The proposed project site is bound by the Oceanside Municipal Airport to the south, Benet
Road to the west, the San Luis Ray River and recreational trail to the north and vacant light
industrial land to the east. The terminus of Alex Road also connects to the site at its
northeast corner. The project site is approximately 900 feet north of the Highway 76

corridor. The property was previously occupied by an approximate 172,300 square foot
industrial manufacturing facility which was vacated in the summer of 2021 and demolished

in 2022.

There is no mention, throughout the DEIR, of the Wanis View nature preserve area, north
of the site, which has an ecological connection to the Mauro Preserve area. These two preserve
areas, which also connect to the San Luis Rey River which directly abuts the site, are part of years-
long efforts to reclaim land and return them to their natural, pre-settlement condition. Both the
Wanis View and Andy Mauro preserves have received hundreds of thousands, up to millions, of
dollars of investment in returning them to their pre-settlement condition and, importantly, have
served as bird-sanctuaries, helping to return threatened species to the area. See e.g., Nelson,
Samantha, “Returning nature to its native roots,” The Coast News, September 13, 2019 (retrieved
November 20, 2023).

In fact, with minor exceptions, the DEIR throughout its length focuses entirely too
narrowly on the Site itself, despite the fact that it is situated so closely to at least one existing
residential area, a developing residential area (i.e., the Ocean Kamp development), a river, and
several wildlife and nature preserves, specifically, the Wanis View and Andy Mauro preserves and
bird sanctuaries. This failure to adequately describe with sufficient specificity the surrounding

area’s sensitivities, amounts to a legal inadequacy.
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III.  The Draft EIR is Inadequate as a Matter of Law and Policy

A. Standard of Review

The EIR is the “heart” of CEQA. Cleveland National Forest Foundation v. San Diego
Assn. of Governments (2017) 3 Cal.5th 497, 511. This concept is repeated often because the
purpose of CEQA is not to act as a comprehensive regulatory scheme for every possible area of
environmental impact, but instead to provide the public and decision makers with adequate
information to make reasoned and informed decisions on projects and their potential impacts on
the environment. /4. This statutory purpose means that where there is conflicting evidence between
which a local agency (such as the City of Oceanside) must choose, there is significant deference
afforded to the local agency. However, when it comes to the adequacy of an EIR, less deference
is required. Sierra Watch v. Cty. of Placer, 69 Cal. App. 5th 86, 95 (2021).

Therefore, a local agency should carefully consider whether an EIR has been adequately
prepared; while deference by local decision-makers to the technical expertise of the preparers of
an EIR is natural, the regulatory and legal adequacy in terms of what has been studied and the

range of potential impacts should be carefully considered.

B. Project Setting - Inadequacy
An EIR’s nature as an information document means that properly situating a project in its
environmental context is critical. Sierra Watch v. Cty. of Placer, 69 Cal. App. 5th 86, 95-96 (2021).
An agency must, in its EIR, “include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the
vicinity of the project,” which is referred to as the project's “environmental setting.” (CEQA

Guidelines, § 15125, subd. (a).) This description of the environmental setting often focuses on the
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existing environmental conditions in the immediate vicinity of the project. But because
“[k]nowledge of the regional setting is critical to the assessment of environmental impacts,” this
description should also place “[s]pecial emphasis ... on environmental resources that are rare or
unique to that region and would be affected by the project.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15125, subd.
(c) (emphasis added). The agency must normally then use this description of the existing
environmental setting as the “baseline against which predicted effects [of the project] can be
described and quantified.” Sierra Watch, supra, citing Neighbors for Smart Rail v. Exposition
Metro Line Construction Authority (2013) 57 Cal.4th 439, 447 (plur. opn.); see CEQA Guidelines,
§ 15125, subd. (a) (“This environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline physical
conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an impact is significant.”).

Courts have repeatedly held that where an EIR contains an "inadequate description of the
environmental setting for the project, a proper analysis of project impacts [i]s impossible.” Galante
Vineyards v. Monterey Peninsula Water Management Dist. (1997) 60 Cal.App.4th 1109, 1122
(invalidating EJR with only passing references to surrounding viticulture); Friends of the Eel River
v. Sonoma County Water Agency (2003) 108 Cal.App.4th 859, 873-75 (EIR's description of
environmental setting failed to describe regional setting for water diversions). Thus, if an EIR fails
to include adequate information on the environmental setting that allows readers to understand the
sensitivity of resources at stake, “prejudice is presumed.” Sierra Club v. State Bd. of Forestry
(1994) 7 Cal.4th 1215, 1236-37 (" Board of Forestry").

For the present case, the court's decision in San Joaquin Rapror;/Wildlife Rescue Center v.
County of Stanislaus (1994) 27 Cal.App.4th 713, 729 (“Raptor”) is particularly apt. The project at
issue there included 633 homes, a commercial area, and a park. /d. at 718. The project site lay near

a wetland wildlife preserve, and a project park was situated adjacent to the San Joaquin River. /d.
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at 724. The EIR purported to evaluate the development's impacts on waterfowl and other resources
in the project area. Id. at 729. However, the court found that the EIR's information on the
environmental setting was “incomplete and misleading” because it included little reference to the
sensitive riparian resources in the region. Id. at 723-29. This omission violated CEQA as it
“precludes this court from concluding that all the environmental impacts of the development
project were identified and analyzed in the FEIR.” /d. at 729; see also Cadiz Land Co., Inc. v. Rail
Cycle (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 74, 92-95 (invalidating EIR for failing to provide contextual
information regarding underlying aquifer and thereby precluding evaluation of “how soon
depletion will occur” of this “valuable and relatively scarce resource in the region”).

The project setting description, or descriptions, throughout the DEIR are inadequate
because they do not sufficiently incorporate any description of sensitive and protected nature
reserves near the Site—and, importantly, along the identified trucking routes for the Project.

The DEIR’s failure to adequately describe—or, indeed, even allude to—these nearby nature
preserves raises serious questions about the adequacy of the entire document. The Wanis View
and Mauro preserve have, as just one example, seemingly been effective in beginning to bring
back populations of the coastal gnatcatcher, a federally threatened species that is also listed as a
California Department of Wildlife species of special concemn (SSC), thanks to the reintroduction
of plant species on which they rely. Details of this restoration plan are public, and importantly, not
speculative.! The Buena Vista Audubon Society (BVAS) has received cooperation and resources
from the federal government, throhgh the United States Marine Corps, to preserve and restore this

Jand.

' See e.g., htips:/bvaudubon.org/wp-content/uploads/202 1/01/Julies-restoration-details-for-website FINAL.pdf
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These nature reserves sit within two miles just north of the site, and share two roads that
will service the Project, Benet Road and Alex Road. Importantly, these protected areas have been
in development over the last handful of years, and therefore were not necessarily studied when the
previous tenant of the project site was built.

As one example of the deficiency of the environmental setting description, the DEIR
alludes to the gnatcatcher, acknowledging it is federally threatened and a CDW SSC. The
gnatcatcher is a regionally native species. However, because no gnatcatchers, or the brush on
which they rely, were observed “on the site,” no further analysis was conducted as to the possible
impact of the Project. (DEIR at 4.3-5) (the gnatcatcher “was not observed on site during the
reconnaissance survey, and there is no suitable habitat for this species on the project site.”)
(emphasis added).

Another example of this failure to adequately set the baseline environmental setting is
absence of adequate discussion of the San Luis Rey River, and in particular its fluctuating water
levels. There does not seem to be any differential analysis that acknowledges the significant change
in water levels of the San Luis Rey River at different times of the year.

The below images show the differing potential water levels at dry versus rainy times of

year.
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Runoff from urban impervious surfaces into the river and emptying into the Pacific Ocean
have recently been blamed for dangerously high bacterial counts at Oceanside beaches.? As

identified in the DEIR, the site directly abuts the San Luis Rey River, however analysis seems to

have been limited to the dry season.

C. Traffic Analysis - Inadequacy - Classification

The assumptions incorporated into the DEIR’s traffic analysis does not adequately capture
the type of facilities actually permitted for the Project. (DEIR Appx. J at 30). The EIR’s traffic
study is based on the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual’s
classification of uses. Specifically, the “High Cube Warehouse” (HCW) use. The traffic defines a
HCW as follows:

A high-cube warehouse (HCW) is a building that typically has at least 200,000 gross square

feet of floor area, has a ceiling height of 24 feet or more, and is used primarily for the

storage and or consolidation of manufactured goods (and to a lesser extent, raw materials)

prior to their distribution to retail locations or other warehouses. (emphasis added)

This definition is taken directly from a 2016 ITE analysis.’ Given the potential uses for the
. site—and the fact that there is defined tenant for the site yet—this presumption underlying the traffic
analysis is inadequate. This leaves the entire VMT/transportation inadequate.

The. underlying inadequacy comes from the fact that “distribution facility” high cube

warehouses are interstitial nodes in a logistical system—i.e., they sort and prepare packages for

delivery to “retail locations” and “other warchouses,” from where they will be purchased by

2 See e.g., hups://www. i iontribune.com/communities/north-county/oceanside/stor 23-07-06/urban-
runoff-likely-culprit-that-prompted-oceanside-beach-advisory
3 See e.g., hitps://www.ite.org/pub/Tid=a3e6679a%2 De3a8%2Db38%2D 71292620296 | becdd498
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consumers or re-sorted for delivery to consumers. But the site will be outfitted for and could
potentially be used as a distribution facility for direct-to-consumer deliveries, which entails a
different VMT profile. There are no restrictions currently in the EIR preventing the use of the site
for this type of use.

The difference between a warehouse-to-warehouse facility and a warehouse-to-consumer
(or “last mile”) facility is that the type, frequency, and routes of vehicles miles generated by the
latter are inherently different. Commercial vans and passenger vehicles are used for direct-to-
consumer deliveries. Because the deliveries are going to residential areas, the vehicle miles
traveled are not as predictable or fixed because they will fluctuate with the season, the total level
of retail demand in the economy, and routes will be determined by residential purchasing patterns.
New residential developments nearby a “last-mile” type facility will naturally increase demand
and therefore VMT.

The use of this underlying assumption would not necessarily cause a problem for the
CEQA analysis, except that there is nothing in the entitlements to be issued to the project, or in the
EIR itself, that limits the use of the site to the land use studied in the traffic analysis. While an EIR
does not need to study every possibility, reasonably foreseeable uses must be studied. This 1s a
well-tested and long-established principle of CEQA: that development that can “foreseeably”
result from the entitlements associated with an EIR must be considered and studied. See Laurel
Heights Improvement Ass'n v. Regents of Univ. of Cal., 47 Cal. 3d 376, 396 (1988). Typically an
EIR preparer handles this requirement by consideriﬁg the most-intense use or mix of uses being
entitled. However in this instance, the preparer studied an intense use, but by failing to consider a

different character of use, did not study foreseeable impacts.
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“Last-mile” type facilities are qualitatively distinct because of the mix of vehicles used for
deliveries, which include passenger vehicles-i.e., vehicles owned by employees (or “gig” workers
who complete deliveries on a frictional or occasional basis). The existence of a “last-mile” type
facility has been known to cause unique impacts. A recent study completed for the journal
Research in Transportation Economics, demonstrated quantitatively and qualitatively that home
delivery of packages has unique impacts on residential areas.* A proposed use that will specifically
send vehicles, including passenger vehicles and commercial vans, into residential areas where
there are “sensitive receptors” such as homes for the elderly, schools, children, hospitals, etc.,
naturally will have a different impact particularly over the long term, from a facility that sends
freight over essentially settled routes to fixed facilities in industrial/warehousing and densely
commercial zones.

It may well be that that such a use does not have a different aggregate impact on vehicle
miles traveled, air quality, use of public resources (such as emergency response and public safety
response), etc., but that is a distinct question. When considering the adequacy of an EIR, as
opposed to the substantiveness of the evidence within it, the local agency should err on the side of

requiring more completeness.

D. Traffic Analysis - Inadequacy - Mitigation Measure

The inadequacy of the proposed mitigation measure for the tfansportation impact is directly

related to the foregoing issue of classification and study of the proposed use.

4 Travis Fried, Rishi Verma, Anne Goodchild, “Ecommerce and environmental justice in metro
Seattle,” Research in Transportation Economics, Volume 103, 2024, 101382, ISSN 0739-8859,

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.retrec.2023.101382
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The traffic analysis found that the VMT that would result from the project would exceed
thresholds of significance by just under 3%. (DEIR Appx. J at 5). In order to bring this impact
under thresholds of significance, the DEIR proposed a mitigation measure based on the San Diego
Area Governments (SANDAG) “Mobility Management VMT Reduction Calculator,” specifically
a “Voluntary Employer Commute Program.” (DEIR Appx. J at 7).

This mitigation measure fails in two respects: first, because it does not consider the
potential that the facility could be used for “last-mile” delivery, i.e., delivery to home consumers;
and second, because its voluntary nature is overly speculative.

First, the proposed mitigation does not adequately address how “employee”-focused
mitigations (e.g., carpools etc.) can operate if the employment model requires a significant
amount—or indeed, any substantial amount—of passenger vehicles be used for the operation of the
facility’s purpose (e.g., home delivery of packages). The use of passenger vehicles, or leased
commercial vans, for home delivery of packages is standard industry practice. As of 2021, for
example, Amazon used as many as 140,000 “flex” drivers (e.g., part-time drivers completing
deliveries in their personal vehicles) in a two year period according to court filings.> The use of
commercial vans is plainly necessary since semi-trailer trucks cannot make deliveries on
residential roads. Therefore, “carpooling” and shared rides to and from a facility are not adequate
to reduce vehicle miles traveled; a certain subset of employees will arrive at a facility, then leave

‘again to make deliveries, either in their car or a commercial van.

The proposed mitigatidn measure is based on redticing the number of vehicle miles traveled
by employees of the project to and from the site, by encouraging use of carpools, bicycles, and

transit. (DEIR Appx. J at 7):

S hitps.//www.cnet.com/tech/services-and-software/amazon-flex-drivers-to-receive-pay ments-in-61-
million-tip-settlement/
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Future employers will be given an outline of employee commute trip reductions to include

disseminating information about SANDAG’s iCommute program, carpools, vanpools,

subsidized or discounted transit passes, bike amenities, trip reduction marketing, and
preferential parking permit program.

This is plainly inadequate in a scenario where some significant portion of those employees
arrive at the facility not to stay and work for a full shift, but to pick up packages and leave again
(and, potentially, to do so more than once per shift). Again, while a “last-mile” facility has not
been confirmed for the site, no tenant has been confirmed for the site; and a “last-mile” type facility
would be legally entitled to operate without further environmental review. Therefore it must be
considered a reasonably foreseeable use of the site, and one that this mitigation measure does not
account for. As it is inadequate, it does not bring the VMT impact below the threshold of
significance, and therefore is a significant impact that has not been mitigated and must be
addressed with statement of overriding consideration or otherwise acknowledged as such for the
public and decision-makers.

Secondly, this mitigation measure is overly speculative. Even if the measure was adequate
despite the potential use of the site for home deliveries, this mitigation measure is completely
voluntary; there are not even specific incentives spelled out in the EIR which would encourage the
use of these VMT-mitigating practices, such as carpools, vanpools, etc. The SANDAG-provided
mitigation tools does, presumably, include more specificity about available inducements, such as
subsidies for transit, but these are not spelled out in the DEIR; and in any case, would remain
voluntary on fwo levels; first, the employer would need to agree, and then the employees
themselves would have to avail themselves of these alternatives. There is nothing in the DEIR
which adequately addresses how or why such volunteering would occur.

This mitigation measure requires extensively more discussion to be adequate. While the

SANDAG tool relies on census data, there is nothing in the DEIR which accounts for whether a
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distribution facility of this type will be able to hire sufficiently from the surrounding such that, for
example, any significant or substantial number of employees could commute to work via bicycle
(especially given that access to the site is substantially via freeway). Warehouse logistics facilities
are notorious for their high “churn” and turnover rate, which suggests that employees will, over
the lifetime of the project, have to come from further and further away-or at least that the
immediate vicinity of the site cannot be relied upon for the labor pool. Turnover rates in the
industry are as high as 49%.% The median home price in Oceanside as of November 2023 is
$899,000, up almost 13% year on year.” The average hourly earnings of workers in this sector,
according to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, is $23.04 over 39 hours per week, or $898 per week.
That amounts to less than $45,000 over a 50-week year, just over half of the median household
income of Oceanside.? These relatively low wages strongly suggest that workers for the facility
are unlikely to come from Oceanside itself-or that even if they do in the first year or so, the high
rates of turnover will require any employer to look further and further out for employees.

There is no discussion of these factors in the mitigation measure, which simply assumes a
static workforce concentrated enough that bicycling and carpooling (voluntarily, to boot) will have

a meaningful impact on VMT. The mitigation measure is therefore inadequate.

IV. Conclusion

5 See e.g., Miller, Jen A., Supply Chain Drive “Pay is only one piece of the warehouse worker retention

puzzle”!mm:ﬂwww.ﬂmlﬁhaindive.-:pu_ﬂlnews/naﬂﬂyﬂpicmf—th&wmhggwworker—mlm
puzzle/625646/

7 https://www.realtor.com/realestateandhomes-search/ ceanside CA/loverview
8 hutps://www.census, gov/quickfacts/oceansidecitycalifornia
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For all the foregoing reasons, the proposed DEIR is inadequate and the project requires
further study. We strongly urge the City not to adopt the DEIR in its current state, and instead to

require further, more specific study and mitigation measures adequate to the potential impacts.

Respectfully,

Salwador Abrica
Political Coordinator
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Response to the recently released Environmental Impact Report
(RAF PACIFICA GROUP)
Noise Issues with the Fourth Iteration of the Project
Prepared by Michael Tenhover (January 24, 2025)

The following memo describes concerns with the Fourth Iteration of the “eddie jones
warehouse project” (the “Project”). The new building configuration has improved the
noise impact for some parts of the area. However, the critical Wildlife region in the
adjacent San Luis Rey River and the Wanis View homes continue to have unacceptably
high levels of noise from warehouse operations.
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I. Major Issue with the EIR- Fourth Iteration- related to noise

a. Unacceptable levels of noise from warehouse operations are still
present in the River and Wanis View Homes areas.

11. Noise levels for Fourth Iteration and other building layouts.

The Noise levels for the Fourth Iteration have been calculated (see Appendix 1). This
includes the locations; River, Wanis View Homes, Wanis View Preserve, and Prince
of Peace Abbey (see photo/diagram below)
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Figure 1. Photo of Project Site taken from the Wanis View Wildlife Preserve
(.33.225231155953736, -117.3580229412305) The Fourth Iteration buildings (in brown) are
shown with the proposed North-South Orientation.

Noise Concerns with Fourth Iteration— the Project Jan 2025

Figure 2 shows the results of the calculations of noise levels for the original Project
design [1], the Fourth Iteration (with 4 buildings going North to South) and a



modified Fourth Iteration (with the 4 buildings going from East to West). In general,
the transition from the Original Design to the Fourth Iteration has improved the Noise

situation.

1250 -

Red- Original Design
Blue Fourth Iteration North-South
Gray Fourth Iteration East-West

1000 -

Percentage
increase
in 750 1
Noise Level
aver
Ambient
levels

S00 -

250 4

0 -

Wanis View Wanis View Prince of

Homes Preserve Peace Abbe\
Figure 2. Noise Levels due to warehouse operations at the locations noted for various

building layouts. Red is the original Project design. Blue is the Fourth Iteration design
with the 4 buildings having a North-South orientation, and

River

In the case of River, the red and blue bars represent the area to the North of the
Project, while the bar represents the area to the West of the Project.

Comments:

1. The Fourth Iteration continues to have unacceptable noise levels in the River
area. (blue bar) This area is a critical component of the local wildlife
biodiversity and wildlife corridor (see previous memo Dec 4, 2023 [1]). These
noise levels exceed Caltrans guidelines for wildlife areas.



2. The noise levels for the River can be improved by adopting a modified Fourth
Iteration with buildings going East to West. (gray bar) With this modification,
the relevant section of the River is now West of the site. The distance is
slightly larger in this case (from warehouse operations to River) and because
of the road there, the ambient noise level is higher. Levels are still high but
within Caltrans guidance.

3. The proposed Fourth Iteration has a high level of noise for the Wanis View
Homes (blue bar).

4. The noise level for the Wanis View homes can be improved by changing the
building layout to an East-West orientation (gray bar) when combined with
other features (see section III. Recommendations, item 2 below)

5. Other layouts are possible for the Project that will have improved- lower
noise levels than the North-South Fourth Iteration and the original design.
(see section IV.)

6. The Fourth Iteration with either a North-South or East-West orientation has
reduced the noise level for the Wanis View Preserve.

7. The noise levels for the Prince of Peace Abbey have not improved with the
Fourth Iteration introduction.

I1I. Recommendations— Issues to be resolved.

1. To resolve the Noise issue in the River area a number of changes will be
required. Changing the building layout to an East-West orientation improves
the situation. In addition to this, other desirable measures to further lower the
noise levels should be considered: These would include: 1) Strict restrictions on
the number of trucks on-site at any specific time- a number

determined by Noise level calculations. 2) No truck travel along the North
section of the Project- i.e. parallel to the River. 3) Restrictions on truck idling
and forklift operations near the West ends of the channels . 4) No truck bays
on the West section.

2. To resolve the noise issue for the Wanis View homes. The predicted, “worse
case” noise values for the Fourth Iteration are not high enough to constitute a
human health hazard. However they are high enough to impact the quality of
life for the residents there. The Project should consider a design in which the
buildings have an East-West orientation as long as no trucks move parallel to
the River area in the extreme North section of the property. Truck movement



should be restricted to the areas between the buildings and the areas adjacent
to the airport.

IV. Alternate Layouts for Fourth Iteration to address Noise Concerns: East West
Layout

Good:
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Appendix 1. Modification of Noise Calculations for "Fourth Iteration” Parallel
buildings with trucks, forklifts, etc. moving between them.

The Fourth Iteration introduces trucks, forklifts, etc. stationed and moving between
four buildings (channels), three channels in total. This is substantially different from
the original Project design and thus warrants a new look at expected noise levels. In
this exercise, it is also assumed that fewer trucks will be moving, idling or other
substantial noise generating activities along the North section of the Project than was
in the Original design. If this is not the case, the calculations will need to be redone as



this will lead to a considerable increase in Noise for both the River and the Wanis
View homes. Basic information used in the present memo is from reference 1.

The new problem with the Fourth Iteration to be addressed considers acoustic sources
between buildings, which is approximated as a channel with vertical sides of finite
height, parallel non-absorbing walls ((<<1) and a once reflecting ground surface.
This is similar to the problem of sound propagation in a tunnel or waveguide, in
which reflections from the surrounding surfaces play an important role. [2-9] The
effect of multiple reflections is modeled by the insertion of an infinite series of image
sources for the acoustic source (rays). Each of the three channels of the Project
(between the four separate buildings) are treated separately and added together with
the usual methods.

According to the ray model, the acoustic power flow (P) across a channel cross-
section at distance x from the source is obtained by the incoherent sum of the free
space power flows from each of the image sources.

When x is much greater than h (building height) and with absorption at the walls ( O
> Q) this can be approximated by:

1_ ztan @
P~—/ ) - df.

\/1 + hcosﬂ

The power flow (for constant building height-h, O <<1 and small values of zg)
which can be approximated as:

K
P:§/2 ! _ df
0 Jl + (hcisﬂ)

The various




quantities are defined
in the adjacent
diagram

X = cos ¢ cos 6,
Y — Yo=cos @ sin 6,
Z =sin @,

A=

Outside of the channels, the
standard wave equation is used.
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In which p is the acoustic pressure, c is the propagation speed , t is time,

The future owners/operators of the warehouse are unknown (at least not disclosed at
the time of this note). The expected and future level of activity is also unknown. Still,
a worst case for noise can be described.

Three figures of merit are relevant:

1. Number of active truck bays
2. The location of the bays in the Project
3. Time to unload/load the trucks.

With advances in automation, innovations in processing, the unload/load times are
expected to drop over time and the level of activity of the warehouse could increase.
The worst case would therefore be a quasi-continuous movement of
trucks/forklifts/backup alerts accelerating, moving, idling, loading/unloading and
moving between the four buildings of the Fourth Iteration. The results of this analysis



is shown in Figure 2 above.

Appendix II. Noise level calculations for original Project design memo:

Response to the recently released Draft Environmental Impact Report (RAF
PACIFICA GRoUP) Devastating Impact of a Proposed Warehouse Project

on Essential Wildlife Corridors Prepared by Wanis View Wildlife Preserve
Volunteers (submitted Dec 4, 2023) [1]

10

Relevant Section on Noise Calculations:

Inputs: Literature data, discussions with an industry expert, visits to nearby
warehouse operations. Background sound levels were measured at the various
locations, both at daytime and nighttime.

Truck Warehouses are very noisy places, some of the noise levels (at 50 feet) are:

Source Sounds Level (dBa) at 50 feet
Truck Idle 80-96
Truck accelerating 90
Engine Noise 78
Exhaust Noise 88




Low speed truck movement 88
Compressors/exhaust 95
fans/HVAC
Trailer Refrigeration Units 96-104
Back-up alarms 80
11
Fuss Acceleutbing Frequency Spectrum of sounds

produced in a diesel truck warehouse

The White bars show the part of the
Spectrum that is most important for Binds and
ather witdiife

dBa values are related maore 1o human
heanrg (frequancy 2000 fo 6000 Hz)

These three dominant sounds at a warehouse all produce considerable energy in the
frequency range of importance for wildlife (1000-4000 Hz, the region inside the white
vertical bars in the above figure). The back-up alarms are actually designed to produce
sound at 1200 Hz making them highly problematic for wildlife. Note the low
frequency contributions in the truck idling and truck accelerating charts.

A noise signal component can be characterized with four quantities: amplitude,
frequency content, time, and phase. It can be mathematically described as



where a; and bj;(t) denote
the amplitude of a signal

component, € €iand
x(r)—z a,cos{w;:+af]+2 2 bi(Nu(1=1;) €O
represent the frequency,
u(t) is the step function,

tjis the instant at which
an event occurs, and a;

Xcos{w, i+ a;))

and a;; are phases of signal components.

The subject calculations are three dimensional in nature, but ignore some acoustic
effects related to the terrain and topography of the nearby hills and canyons. The

12

nature of the ground in nearby areas would tend to reflect and perhaps focus some of
the acoustic energy. The current calculations consider only noise from these sources:
trucks accelerating, trucks idling, HVAC, back-up alarms. Other noise sources will
depend on the specifics of the warehouse operations. For example, significant
additional noise will be present if refrigerated operations are in place.

The usual correction factor for vegetation is applied to the final results. This does not
completely exist now, but it is assumed the warehouse developer could add this to help
reduce noise levels. The existing vegetation along the Wanis Nature trail is included.
The ground-level (road surface) of the warehouse would be some 8-10
meters above sea level. The San Luis Rey river in that region is 4-5 meters above sea
level. The Wanis nature trail is 14 meters above sea level. The Wanis View Preserve
ranges from 8 to 60 meters above sea level.

Two Cases Considered:
1. Worst Case— assumptions and rationale.

The wildlife preserves and corridors are meant to function forever. The Wanis View
Preserve agreement terms are “in perpetuity”. We cannot predict the future
owners/operators of the warehouse and thus the level of activity. Still, a worst case
for noise can be described. Two figures of merit are relevant. One is the possible
numbers of truck bays and the other is the time to unload/load the trucks. With
advances in automation, innovations in processing, the unload/load times are
expected to drop over time and the level of activity of the warehouse could increase.
The worst case would therefore be a quasi-continuous movement of trucks
accelerating, moving, idling, loading/unloading, pausing as they move to enter/exit



the warehouse.
2, Typical Case— assumptions and rationale.

A typical case is considered in which there are on average 2 trucks pulling in/out of
the facility, 4 trucks idling, HVAC, and 4 back-up alarms in use.
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Calculation Details: The starting point for the
V2 1 82 P 0 calculations is solving the standard wave equation:
2 B2
In which p is the acoustic pressure, c is the
propagation speed , t is time.

In evaluating the Worst Case, the continuous movement of trucks gives a
cylindrical symmetry to the acoustic source (line sources parallel to the river basin).
The form of p (r,t) in this case is best expressed by the Ho and Hi Hankel functions.

Location Distance Calculated
(feet) Noise Level Increase
River 340 1025%
Wanis Nature Trail 1179 944%
" Wanis View Preserve 1790 954%

Typical Case. This is a case in which a number of effectively point sound sources are
distributed in space. These sources will be uncorrelated. Each of these point sources
emit spherically symmetric acoustic waves with a boundary condition (reflection) on
the hard ground surface as well as the building itself.

Location Distance Calculated
(feet) Noise Level Increase




River 340 1012%
Wanis Nature Trail 1179 398%
Wanis View Preserve 1790 0%

Confirmation of Methodology used in this analysis.

14

The reliability of the current calculation methods was checked by comparing them to

measurements over the area in question. Hwy 76 was used as a noise source
(cylindrically symmetric source) located south of the warehouse. The measurements
were conducted north of the warehouse site, so this includes all the terrain in

question. The sound intensity was measured at various distances from Hwy 76 during

early morning rush hour. (This corresponds to 76 dBa at 50 feet). Measurements at
various locations were done in the absence of aircraft, wind and bird noise).
Background noise levels were measured at early morning hours with minimal traffic

on Hwy 76. At Rush Hour:

2400 feet from Hwy 76 Increase in Noise Level
Measurement 288%
Calculation 264%

Measurement-Calculated values are within 8%.
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Response to the recently released Final Environmental Impact Report

(RAF PACIFICA GROUP)

WildFire Issues with the Fourth Iteration of the Project
Prepared by Michael Tenhover (February 7, 2025)

The following memo describes concerns with the Fourth Iteration of the “eddie jones
warehouse project” (the “Project”). The Wildfire Evacuation Study (WES) section
is seriously flawed with its identification of where a wildfire will start, what areas
should be of concern, available evacuation times for the community, and the amount
of time it will take for a Wildlife to threaten the nearby community

Table of Contents

I. Major Issue with the FEIR Fourth Iteration - related to Wildfire
II. FireWise/Cal Fire identification of Areas of Concern- Fire Safety
III. Recommendations- Studies that must be completed before the
Project can be considered for approval

Appendix I- Fire Safety Issues- Planning Commission August 2023

I. Major Issue with the FEIR- Fourth Iteration- related to Wildfire

In the FEIR, the Wildfire Evacuation Plan has used a number of questionable and
unreasonable assumptions. Based on these, the plan states that in the event of a
Wildfire, the Wanis View community will have 2 hours before they are threatened
by the fire. They also state that with the Project and the issues with evacuation
routes, a worse case for the time to evacuate is 1 hour and 32 minutes. None of
these assumptions/results seemed to be accurate.



Specific Problems:

1. The Study has assumed a start location for the Fire, shown
below:

33.229624878185206,
i -117.34023710372678

Figure 1.

The fire is assumed to start at the RED symbol on the Right/Middle of the figure
above (GPS coordinates shown). This is in an area with low levels of fuel as well
as low levels of fuel to the East and South and as far away from the area as
possible. This seems to be a “best case” for both slow fire propagation as well as
distance from the Wanis View Homes and the Project.

It is not surprising that the study found this fire to move slowly and provide time
for evacuation, but it is not at all realistic.

2. Studies need to include both other start points and variations
in wind direction.

Noise Concerns with Fourth lteration— the Project Jan 2025



Also shown in the above figure are Yellow symbols that are equally (if not even
more likely for a wildfire to start). The WES needs to use the same methodology
to evaluate the fire behavior for these locations. They also need to include
variations in wind direction— not just East, but NorthEast, and even NorthWest.

Wildfires can start from natural sources but also can be the result of open fires
(homeless camps cooking, heating), off-road vehicles, and arsonists.

3. Fuel Loads in the area are highly variable

The area in question can have huge variations in the fuel loading depending
on the amount of seasonal rain, brush abatement measures, and summer
heat. This input also needs to be included in the fire models.

4. The appropriate goal of a WES.

The goal of this exercise should be to find the minimum time for a fire to reach the
homes, not the maximum time a fire can burn in the area before being a threat.

It is easy to see that a Wildfire starting on any of the Yellow symbols will be an
almost immediate threat to the community.

5. Evacuation Times for the Community.

We are lucky in Oceanside to have excellent leaders in both our Fire and Police
Departments. However, even these capable groups will find it difficult to evacuate
this complex neighborhood in the time that will be available. Rather than the two
hours claimed in the WES, there may be as little as 30 minutes to perform this
essential task, depending on where the wildfire will start and wind direction. The
added difficulty might be the day of the week as well as time of day for the
evacuation. With such a tight timeline, the impact of the Project and

associated heavy trucks will have on hindering evacuation will be
very significant.




II. FireWise/CAl Fire identification of areas of concern.

Volunteers in the Wanis View area formed a Firewise program in 2023. In part of
the certification process they worked with Cal Fire to identify areas of concern for
Fire Safety. This exercise and results were presented to the Oceanside City
Council in August 2023 (Appendix I). Shown below is the result of this

evaluation:

Nearby Areas of
Wildfire Concern

Figue 2

The Orange areas are places based on fuel, terrain, and wind direction that were
designated “Areas of Concern”. This information is not considered in the WES



and paints a very different picture of where wildfire could start, where abundant
fuel is sometimes present, and the proximity to the residents.

IT1I. Recommendations- Studies that must be completed before the
Project can be considered for approval.

They must include:

1. As described above we need studies that provide information
on the “most dangerous” scenarios, not just one favorable for

the Project.
2. These should include at a minimum, the locations shown in

Figure 1 - Yellow symbols.
3. The studies must also look at variations in wind direction and

fuel loads

Appendix I. Presentation on Fire Safety Issues Oceanside City
Council (August 2023)
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Both Roads leading into Neighborhood
go through Very High Fire Hazard Zone

Evacuation and
Emergency Vehicle
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Preserve Calavera

Coastal North San Drego County

February 7, 2025

City of Oceanside Planning Commission
Sent via Email
Subject: Comments on Eddy Jones Warehouse Final EIR and Project

Honorable Chair and Commissioners

The Eddy Jones Warehouse Project is one you might be inclined to approve. It is an industrial
use on industrial zoned land. It sat vacant for several years—providing no jobs. According to
the analysis done for the Economic Development Element of our General Plan, our greatest job
producing need is for even more land to be zoned industrial.

But this project has failed to address critical impacts it will have on our community. Thisisa
project that requires a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) because it exceeds the limits of 50,000
square feet and no more than 6 heavy duty trucks at one time. This requirement for a CUP
gives you broad discretion to add Conditions of Approval and ensure that the remaining
concerns with this project are fully addressed.

The following are the key issues we ask you to address in the CUP:

- Edge effects of this development on the adjacent sensitive habitat along the San Luis Rey
River

Attached are standard conditions of approval used by Oceanside for many years after the
MHCP was adopted ibn 2003 and then got buried. Not 100% of them apply to every project.
But they were all considered and incorporated as appropriate for development next to sensitive
habitat. The responses to comments verify that many of these have been ignored. Feral cats
are estimated to kill over 2 billion birds a year in this country. The sensitive river habitat
supports endangered Least Bell’s Vireo and California Coastal Gnatcatcher, among others. We
submit that throughout this region one can walk behind industrial or commercial buildings and
find that someone is leaving out food and water for feral cats. It is not sufficient to just say the
project won’t do that-it needs to be conditioned to do so. Also, the concern about lighting is
not just building lighting that is required to be low sodium and directed to not spillover to
sensitive habitat. The headlights from these trucks extend beyond the limits of the project and
can disrupt many nocturnal animals. There is a reason for every one of these conditions-—and
all need to be considered.

- GHG and Air Quality impacts from all of this truck traffic has not been adequately
addressed

5020 Nighthawk Way — Oceanside, CA 92056
www.preservecalavera.org
Nonprofit 501(c)3 ID#33-0955504




The FEIR responses to comments on page RTC-97 states “Consistent with the City’s formally
adopted VMT standards the DEIR uses SANDAG's Employee VMT by census tract..” The drivers
of the trucks accessing this facility are not employees, and consequently they are not included
in the analysis of VMT and the associated GHG emissions. it is a step in the right direction that
the project added the recommended environmental justice mitigation measures. The Inland
Empire has had extensive experience with large warehouses like this. Included are attachments
that discuss some of the litigation, settlement, analysis and recommended mitigation measures
that have affected that area. Qur local Air Pollution Control District has a study underway to
develop local standards for these large warehouses. But the requirement for a CUP allows you
to incorporate the recommendations from others who have studied this issue.

- Impact on safe emergency evacuation

We appreciate that the developer of this project prepared the requested Fire Evacuation Time
Study. But we disagree with the conclusion that adding 10 minutes to a worst-case scenario
that already results in a 59 minute evacuation time is a “less than significant impact.”
Furthermore, there are numerous recommendations in the study that need to be incorporated
into project conditions. These include “The Wildfire Evacuation Study will require regular
adjustment and continuous coordination by the Owner(s) and or Property Manager and
fire/law enforcement agencies during each stage of the construction process.” It also says that
in order to evacuate more people(as will be required with this project) that emergency
managers must “ 1. Provide more lead time to evacuate and 2. Control traffic levels during
evacuations so fewer vehicles are trying to exit at the same time.” It further notes the need for
“diligent public education and emergency personnel training and familiarity,” and the need to
require notification of the presence of special needs populations to the Fire Safety Coordinator.
All of the recommendations of this study need to be formally incorporated into the project
conditions of approval. Please note that the project Conditions of Approval in Res 2025-PO4
do not reference this report or incorporate any of its recommendations.

- Limit of “56 trucks” is not sufficient, or accurate

The project description for this new alternative specifically says it will include bays for “56
heavy trucks plus 45 grade level loading docks for small trucks.” All trucks will contribute to the
traffic, GHG and air quality impacts. But of course heavy duty trucks will have the greatest

. impact. This needs to correctly limit the project to “ 56 heavy trucks and no more than a total
of101 truck loading docks”.

- TDM Plan has not been provided

Other city projects include the draft TDM Plan that is required by City Ordinance and to comply
with the CAP. That makes it possible to determine if it appears to be sufficient to address the
additional trips that will be generated, and to provide an opportunity for public comment. This
project has not included even the draft TDM plan. Failure to provide this document leaves

{Type here]



compliance with the CAP unknown and leaves this a this a potentially significant impact that has
not been addressed.

Thank you for considering our comments.

Sincerely,
Diane Nygaard
On behalf of Preserve Calavera

Attachments:
A. MHCP/C SAP Edge Effect Conditions

B. Warehouse Mitigation Measures

Link Attachments:
C. Warehouse Litigation 7-21-2021 v2
D. State of Emergency Public Health Request
E. Industrial Warehousing Report - Revised 2018

fType here]



Attachment A: MHCP/C SAP Edge Effect Conditions

G.C[} of Oonsidy - Dprdsed W(

SELECT AS APPROPRIATE - FOR PROJECTS LOCATED ADJACENT TO RESERVE
AREAS OR WITH OTHERWISE SENSITIVE HABITAT ISSUES

I. A qualified biologist shall be retained by the epplicant to réview the final grading pians,
acoess routes and steging areas, monitor all aspects of construction, educate contractors
about the biological sensitivities associated with the area and cnsure compliance with
mitigation measures. )

2.  The qualified biclogist shall conduct a training session for all project personnel priot to
any grading/construction activities. At & minimum the tmining shall include a
description of the target species of concern, its habitats, the general provisions of the
Endangered Species Act (Act) and the MHCP, the need to adhere to the provision of the
Act and the MHCP, the penalties associated with violating the provisions of the Act, the
general measures that are being implemented to conserve the target species of concern
as they relate to the project, any provisions for wildlife movement, and the access routes
to and project site boundavies within which the project activities must be accomplished.

3. A waier pollution and erosion control plan shall be developed that describes sediment
and bazardous materials control, dewatering or diversion structures, fieling amd
oquipment management peactices and other factors as doemed necessary. Erosion
control measures shall be monitored on a regularly scheduled basis, particularly during
time or rainfal), Comective meanres shall be implemented in the event erosion control
strategies are inadequate. Sediment/erosion control measures shall be continued at the
project site until such time as the revegotation cfforts are successful ot soil stabilization.

4.  The footprint of habitat disturbance shall be minimized to the maximum extent feasible.
Accoss to sites shall be via pre-oxisting access routes to the greatest extent possible.

5. The upstream and downstream limits of project disturbance plus lateral limits of
disturbance on either side of the stream shall be clearly defined and marked in the field
and reviewed by the biologist prior to initiation of work.

6.  Placement of equipment and personnel within environmentally secsitive habitat areas
stream channels or on sand and gravel bars, benks and adjacent upland habitats wed by
target species of concern shall be avoided. Activities that can not be conducted without

[Type here]



10.

115

12.

placing equipment or personnel in sensitive habitats shall bo timed to avoid the breeding
scascn of the target species of conoem.

When stream flow must be divested, the diversions sball bc conducted using sandbags
or other methods requiring minimal instream impacts. Silt fencing or other sediment
trapping materials shall be installed at the downstream end of the construction activity
to minimize the transport of sediments off-site. Settling ponds where sediment is
collected shall be cleaned out in a manner that prevents the sediment from re-entering
the stream. Care shall be exercised when removing silt fences, as feasible, to prevent
debris or sediment from returning to the stream.

Equipment storage, fucling and staging areas shall be located %o minimize risks of direct
drainage into riparian areas or other cavirommentally sensitive habitats. Thess
designated areas shall be located in such a manner as to provent runoff from entering
sensitive habitats. All necessary precautions shall be taken to prevent the release of
cement or other toxic substances into surface waters. All project related spills of
hezardous materials shall be reported to appropriate entities including but not Hmited to
the City of Oceanside, FWS, and CDFG, SWQCB and shall be cleaned up immodiately
and contaminated sails removed to approved dispesal areas,

Erodible fill material shall not be deposited into water courses. Brush, loose soils, or
other similar debris material shafl not be stockpiled within the stream channel or on its
banks.

Stockpiling of materials and other aspects of construction staging shall be limited to
disturbed areas without native vegetation, areas to be impacted by project development
or in non sensitive habitats.

“No-fusling zones" shall be established within a minimum of 10 meters (33 feet) from
all drainages and fire sensitive areas.

Schoduling of construction activities shall minimize potential impacts to biological
resources. Construction adjacent to drainages shall occur during pertods of mininmmn
flow (i.e. mmmmer through first rain of fall) to avoid excessive sedimentation and
erosion and to avoid impacts to drainage dependent species. Construction near riparian

[Type here]




13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

18.
19.

areas or other sensitive habitats shall be scheduled to avoid the breeding scason (March
WW)NMWWMWJM

Construction activities during the breeding seasoa (dates tbd depeading upon species of
conoem- som¢ start in Feb March through September) shall be Limited to those that will
not produce significant noise impacts (1.c. noise levels greater than 60 dBLeq —~decibels
equivalent sound level) at the edge of the kabitat of concern.

Conduct preconstruction surveys at poteatial impact arcas between mid-May and mid-
June,

Human and pet acoess to preserve ereas shall be limited to designated trails by nse of
natural vegetation, topography, signs and limited fencing.

Artificial lighting adjacent to the preserve area shall bo ecliminated except wheve
essential for roadway, facility use and safety and security purposes. Where use of
artificial lighting is necessary it shall be limited to low-pressure sodium sources. Use of
low voltage outdoor or trail lighting, spotlights or bug lights is prohibited. All light
sources shall be shielded so that lighting is focused downward to restrict any fight
spiltover onto sensitive habitat,

The HOA shall establish an education program for homeowners reganding responsible
pet ownership. The program shall encourage 8) koeping pets indoors, especially at night;
bhaving pets neutered or spayed to reduce unwanted reproduction and long-range
wandering; c)belling of cats to reduce their effectiveness as predators; d) probibiting
release of unwanted pets iato the wild; ¢) keeping dogs on leashes when walking them
on treils in preserve areas.

The HOA shall establish a fesal animal removal program.

The qualified biologist shall monitor construction activities throughout the duration of
the project o ensure that all practicable measures are being employed to avoid
incidentsl distorbance of habitat and eny target species of concem outside the project
footprint. Construction monitoring reports shall be completed and provided to the City
of Oceanside, FWS and CDFG summarizing how the project is in compliance with
applicable conditions. The project biologist shall be empowered to halt work activity if
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21.

necessary and to confer with staff from the City of Oceanside, FWS and CDFQ to
ensure the proper implementation of species and habitet protection measures.

The removal of native vegetation shall 'be avoided and ‘miinimized to the maximum
extent practicable. Temporary impacts shall be retumed to pre-existing contours and
fevegetated with sppropriate native species. Al revegetation plans shall be prepared and
implemented consistent with Appendix C (Revegetation Guidelines of the Final MHCP
Plan — Volume IT) and shall require written concurrence of the FWS and CDFG.

To avoid sitracting predators of the target species of concern, the project site shall be
kept clean of debris as possible. All food related trash items shall be enclosed in scaled
containers and regularly removed from the site. Pets of project personnel shall not be
allowed on site where they may coms in contact with any listed species.

Construction employees shall strictly limit their sctivities, vehicles, equipment, and
constroction materials to the proposed footprint and designated staging areas and routes
of travel. The construction area(s) shall be the minimal area necessary to complete the
project and shall be specified in the construction plans. Construction limits shall be
fenced with orange snow screen. Exclusion fencing shall be maintained until the
completion the completion of all construction activities. All employees shall be
instructed that their activities are restricted to the construction areas.

Any habitst destroyed that is not in the identified project footprint shall be disclosed
immediately to the City of Oceanside, FWS and CDFG and shall be compensated at a
minttnum ratio of 5:1.

If dead or injured listed species are located, initial potification must be made within
three working days, in writing to the Service’s Division of Law Enforcement in
Tosrance California and by telephone and in writing to the applicable jurisdiction,
Carisbad Field Office of the FWS, and CDFG.

The City of Oceanside shall have the right to access and inspect any sites of approved
projects including any restoration/enhancement area for compliance with project
conditions and BMPs. The FWS and CDFG may sccompany the City representatives on
this inspection.
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26.  Any planting stock to be brought onto the site for landsoaping or ecological restoration
shall be first inspectad by a qualified pest inspector to ensure it is free of pest specics
that could invade natural areas, including but not limited t Argentine ants, fire ants,
and other insect pests. Any planting sock found o be infisted with such pests shall not
be allowed on the project site or within 300 & of natural habitats. The stock shall be
quarantined, treated or disposed of according to best management principles by
qualified cxperts in a marmer that preciudes invasions into natural habitats.

27.  New utility lines or towers or modification of existing utility lines or towers shall
implement designs that preclude or minimizz bharm to wildlife duc to collisicns or
clectrocution.  Information  on  such  designs  is  availsble mt

28.  Use bridges, instead of culverts for all major riparian crossings and regional wildlife
movement corridors. The site of the riparian crossing and its importance as a wildlife
corridor should dictate the design. (Where appropriate based on site specific survey
results) Wildlife undercrossings shall be designed and implemented (for new roads or
road improvement projects that could disrupt wildlife movements or result in increased
road kill). Such undercrossings, along with any necessary wildlife fencing or other
facilities, shall be designed based on best available information to maximize use of the
undercrossing by species of concem. Undercrossing design shall strive to maximize the
openness index (widthXheight/length), minimize traffic noise within the crossing, use
skylight openings within the underpass to allow for vegetstive cover within the
underpass, use sppropriate fencing to funne! wildlife into the crossing rather than across
the road surface, and screen the undercrossing opening and access path with aatural
vegotation. Undercrossing design shall be subject to review and approval by the City of
Oceanside, FWS and CDFQ prior to issuance of grading permits.

29.  All mitigation sites shall be conserved through fee title acquisition or conservation
easement, and proof of recordation shall be provided to the City of Oceanside prior to
land disturbance.

30.  Use of retaining walls shall be minimized. Development on the site shall be configared
to existing topography to minimize grading and landform alterstion.
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n.

32,

Note :

Existing natural drainages and watersheds shall b maintained. The project shai restore 1
or minimize changes to natural hydrological processes.

Detention besin shall incorporate earthen berms to silow growth of natural vegetation.
There are additional specific conditions in areas of equestrian use

CONDITIONS SPECIFIC TO BUENA VISTA LAGOON

33.

35.

37,

39,

The Buena Vista Lagoon boundary (and/or  wetland area) shail be delincated and
criteria used to identify any wetlands existing on site shall be those of Section 30121 of
the Coastal Act. Mapping of wetlands, conditions to protect sensitive resources and
siting of development shatl be done in consultation and subject to approval of DFG.
Landscaping on the site shall be utilized as a visual buffer and shall be compatible with
the sumounding native vegetation and preserved open space through installation of
native, non-invasive, drought tolerant plant species.

Approved landscaping shall be installed immediately upon completion of construction
and maintained by the property owner in good growing condition for the life of the
development.

Landscaping screening of structures with specimen trees and fire-retardant vegetation of
substantial height, shall be required to screen and soften the view of structures from
(Interstate 5/ Buena Vista Lagoon etc.) and public vista points.

A HOA shall implement a landscape management plan that includes herbicide/pesticide

management and removal of invasive species..

On-site sensitive biological resources arcas inclusive of the 100-8 buffer arca shall be
Ieft in their natural state (or restored with native drought tolerant vegetation) and used
only for those passive activities allowed as a condition of permit approval. The
permissible passive activities and any other conditions of the peymit shall be
incorporsted into a covenant of easement that shall be recorded against title to the
propesty. The USFWS and DFQG shall be named beneficiaries to any covenant of
casement rocorded pursuant to this condition.

The use of chemical pesticides for mosquito control is prohibited (rely on biological
agents).
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40.  Access to buffer and sensitive hahitat sreas is prohibited during the breeding season ( see
q:eniu:pedﬁcgﬂddhuﬁrhﬂuw;nmduu)mfa MEIPENCy A00ESS.
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Attachment B: Warehouse Mitigation Measures

Warehouse Mitigation Measures®

1) Trucks certified to meet or exceed ARB's 0.02 g/bhp-h optional low-NOx emissions
standard {i.e., near-zera or zero emission).

2} Tier 4 or cleaner construction equipment.

3) Sofar photovoltaic panels on site sufficient to supply all electric energy demands for the
office space, air conditioning and dark shell lighting of the project.

4) Solar ready roofs.

5) Three minute limit on all diese! idling.

6) Roundabouts at major intersections.

7) Air Quality Complaints. Prior to the start of grading, developer must post legible,
durable, weather-proof signs, of a size to be easily readable from the street, at all
construction entrances, which state in English and Spanish (i) that diesel trucks
servicing the Project site shall not idle for more than 3 minutes; and (ii) the name and
telephone numbers of an authorized individual such as the Project Superintendent to
be contacted to resolve dust and air quality complaints, and a phone number to the
local air district to report violations. The signs must remain posted on the property until
construction is complete. All legitimate dust complaints must be resolved within 24
hours of receipt.

8) A minimum of 250-foot building setbacks from adjacent properties, and a larger buffer
from residential and other sensitive receptor facilities based upon site-specific
analyses.

9) Maximize use of native plants in landscaped areas.

10) Maximize use of drought-tolerant landscape materials.

11) Maximize harvesting of rainwater and project drainage.

12) Design streets to capture runoff to irrigate medians and parkways (zero curb design).

13) Provide on-street truck parking turnouts.

14) Exceed Title 24 by at least 15%.

15) Accommodate alternate forms of transportation including, public transportation {bus),
charging stations for electric cars, carpooling, and bicycles.

16) Install a sufficient number of electric vehicle charging stations to accommodate 30% of
the projected number of employee vehicles. Electric charging units shall meet or
exceed Level 2 Electric Vehicle Service Equipment standards.

17) Provide preferential parking locations for ZEVs and carpool/vanpool vehicles.

18) Zero-emission fork lifts and yard goats, or near-zero emission CNG using RNG if electric
powered equipment is not readily available.

19) Electric plug-in capacity for all trucks equipped with transpartation refrigeration units
(TRUs), and TRUs shall be limited to diesel run-time of 15 minutes.

20) Promote the riding of bicycles, through the provision of bike racks / storage, showers
and changing rooms.

21} Reduce ‘heat-island’ effect by incorporating lighter paving materials where possible
and light roofing materials on all structures.

1 Based on document prepared by Richard Drury of Lozeau Drury, LLP. Edited and revised by Joe Lyou, Coalition for
Clean Air.
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22)
23)

24)
25)
26)
27)
28)
29)

30)
31)
32)
33)

34)
35)
36)
37)

38)
39)

40}

41)

[Type here]

Employ adequate shielding features to ensure zero light spill off-site,

Minimize water use in restrooms. Use zero or ultra-low flow urinals, dual flush toilets,
and EPA certified WaterSense high efficiency fixtures.

Employ a recycling program.

Divert construction waste from landfills.

Incorporate recycled materials where feasible.

Incorporate low-emitting adhesives, paints, coatings, and flooring systems.

Make the best use of day-light into the interior spaces.

If project changes use of agricultural land, create an agricultural easement for
comparable agricultural land {production) in California.

All LEED-certified buildings.

Use non-reflective solar panels.

All sites to be gated and manned 24/7 to monitor/regulate truck access.

Build or arrange for a renewable LNG/CNG fueling station(s} as appropriate to support
low-NOx trucks.

Construct sound walls and utilize rubberized asphalt.

Use non-diesel emergency backup generators.

Provide funding for work force development & education.

Create a first source hiring program that encourages and assists local residents in
securing facility-related jobs.

Provide funding to local air districts for air quality improvement projects.

Construct active transportation paths and nature trails to the benefit of the
community.

Locate truck check-in points sufficiently interior to the project to preclude queuing of
trucks onto public streets.

Provide rest areas with free Wi-Fi and restrooms for truck drivers.






Dear City of Oceanside Planning Commission:

| am writing to express my oppaosition to the Eddies Jones warehouse
project. | do not live close by but am deeply concerned by the potential
impacts to Oceanside residents as well as sensitive wildlife. There must be
more suitable locations for distribution centers with over 600 parking
spaces and 57 truck bays than right next to our largest and most important
wildlife corridor. It's truly baffling to see a project of this scale in this
location with a parking lot right next to the San Luis Rey River trail.

As a wildlife biologist, | cannot emphasize enough how important the San
Luis Rey River is to our local wildlife, as it serves as the largest continuous
wildlife corridor in the area. Its importance was acknowledged in
Oceanside’s Subarea Plan, the City's commitment to the San Diego
Multiple Habitat Conservation Program. The section of the San Luis Rey
River near the project site provides critical breeding habitat for the
endangered bird species Least Bell's Vireo. Figure 3 of the Biological
Technical Report (BTR) within the EIR shows a number of documented
occurrences of this species near or within the project boundary. However,
the report contradicts this information by stating that 1) “Least Bell's Vireo
is known to occur approximately 1.4 miles east of the project site,” which is
false and 2) “there is no suitable habitat to support this species within the
project site,” which we know is also false from the documented
observations.

| urge the City to require protocol surveys for this endangered species, as
they were surprisingly not conducted. This was also noted by the California
Department of Fish and Wildiife (CDFW) in their public response to the
draft EIR. | have worked with this species along the San Luis Rey River
and know they often nest at the southern edge of the river's riparian
habitat. Therefore, it is very likely that they use the northern edge of the
project boundary, which is less than 100 feet away from the riparian



habitat. | strongly encourage that a larger buffer zone be implemented to
protect this sensitive species.

Also this area lies within Oceanside’s Wildlife Corridor Planning Zone as
designated in Oceanside's Subarea Plan, which is meant to protect another
federally threatened bird species, the Coastal California Gnatcatcher.
United States Fish and Wildiife Service (USFWS) mentions this important
detail in its public comment letter and further explains that this federally-
protected species could utilize the project site for dispersal.

USFWS specifically mentions the following from Section 5.3.1.1 of the
Subarea Plan (General Development Standards for the Wildlife Corridor
Planning Zone), and recommends adherence to this policy:

“removal of native habitats shall be avoided to the maximum extent
feasible, without precluding reasonable use of the property. New
development on existing properties larger than 2 acres within this zone
shall conserve at least 50 percent of the parcel as open space and may
remove no more than 25 percent of the coastal sage scrub habitat.”
The Final EIR responded to this comment by stating that “This entire
property was previously developed and therefore not subject to the General
Development Standard.” The previous operation at this site ceased about
five years ago, thereby allowing the land to revert to a more natural state
with minimal disturbance, which increased its biological value. We should
not consider every parcel as developed simply because it was developed
once in the past because the habitat could now support our local sensitive
species for foraging, nesting or dispersal.

| therefore concur with USFWS that at least 50 percent of the parcel
should be conserved as open space to adhere to the Subarea Plan.

| urge the City to please stick to its commitments to protect our sensitive wildlife per the
Subarea Plan. Thank you for considering my recommendations.

Sincerely,
Jennifer Jacobs
Feb 10, 2025
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Health Effects of California’s
Warehouse Boom Raise
Concerns Among Residents

and Policy Makers

by Angelina Angelo with Julianne Ng | October 02, 2023
Quick Summary

California's warehouse boom has raised significant concerns over iong-term

htips:ffenvironmentalhealth.ucdavis.edufair-pollution/californias-warehouse-boom-raises-health-concerns 211325, 4:36PM
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environmental justice and health equity repercussions.

Children & underrepresented communities are especially vulnerable to the
impacts of the warehouse boom.

Lawmakers are actively pushing for the implementation of a buffer zone between
warehouses and "sensitive receptors.”

As the long-term health effects of the warehouse boom continue to be unknown, it
becomes increasingly crucial to increase efforts in bridging the gaps between
science and policy to protect overburdened California communities.

California has experienced an unprecedented surge in the expansion of e-commerce

and, subsequently, a dramatic boom in warehouse construction, The warehouse boom,

while contributing to economic growth, has also raised significant concerns over the
long-term environmentat justice and health equity repercussions.

Environmental Concerns

The boom in warehouses has raised
significant health concerns, especially in
already overburdened communities. The
exponential growth of warehouses in the
Inland Empire is intrinsically tied to its
critical location in the nation’s goods
movement system. In 1980, the Inland
Empire hosted 234 large warehouses
(over 10,000 sq ft), by January 2023, this
had skyrocketed to over 4,000. This growth will have massive impacts on air quality here
with similar impacts elsewhere in the state, including the Central Valley.

California’s dependence on diesel-powered vehicles has produced large increases in
nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions, creating ozone, a significant health concern. Qzone is a
hazardous compound that forms in the atmosphere when nitrogen oxide (NOx) and
volatile organic compounds (VOCs) react in the presence of sunlight. According to the
EPA, in 2009, California had the highest levels of o0zone concentration in the country;
since then, this has only increased. In June of 2023, six California counties, San
Bernardino, Riverside, Los Angeles, Tulare, Kern, and Fresno, ranked the highest for



most polluted due to ozone and particle poliution, according to the American Lung
Association and CalEnviroScreen 4.0.

Riesel engines emit a mixture of harmful air pollutants, including NOx. In addition to
ozone, Diesel Particulate matter (DPM) is responsible for a staggering 70% of the total
cancer risk attributable to air pollution. According to the EPA, prolonged exposure to
high levels of DPM poses dangerous health risks, such as exacerbating respiratory
conditions like asthma, and can worsen pre-existing conditions like [ung or heart disease.
However, it's the long-term health effects that are of increasing concern for scientists,
heaith practitioners, and communities.

Populations of Concern

Children are especially vulnerable to the health impacts of the warehouse boom. In
California, over 300 warehouses are 1000 feet or less from 139 schools, and an
additional 600 warehouses are {ocated within 1500 feet, according to a recent report.
This toxic geography places thousands of children in the crosshairs. Children, with their
still-developing respiratory systems and outdoor play, are at heightened risk for long-

lasting health issues resulting from exposure to air pollution. Read more about concerns

Underrepresented communities are also of concern. According to CalMatters, the
adverse effects of warehouse pollution and related traffic congestion are
overwhelmingly concentrated in neighborhoods inhabited primarily by Latino
communities and low-income communities. Other new research shows the population
living within half a mile of a warehouse is 64% peopie of color in California.

What Next?

The emergence of air pollution and its associated health risks, particularly for children
and the region's residents, demands immediate attention and proactive measures. The
warehouse expansion plans in California show no signs of slowing; the Inland Empire
alone currently has one billion sq feet of warehouse space operating, with 170 million sq
ft of warehouse space currently approved or pending, according to a CalMatters State of

Emergency Public Heglth Request.

In response to these health concerns, lawmakers are actively pushing for the



implementation of a buffer zone between
warehouses and “sensitive receptors”
such as daycare centers, schools, and
hospitals to reduce exposure to air
pollution. Assembly Bill 2840, which
would provide a buffer zone of 1,000 feet
between diesel truck traffic emissions
generated by any new warehouse
facilities and defined these sensitive
receptors, has passed the Assembly and
is currently in the Senate. Assembly Bill 1000, a similar policy that bans land permits
within 1,000 feet of sensitive receptors, did not pass earlier this year. Many California
residents, educators, and local officials are beginning to protest new warehouse builds,

according to CalMatters.

As the long-term effects of the warehouse boom on both environmental and health
effects continue to be unknown, it becomes increasingly crucial to put more effort into
bridging the gaps between science and policy to protect overburdened California

communities.

If you found this blog interesting, register for our annual retreat on November 8th to

keep this vital conversation going.

The author would like to acknowledge and thank Dr. Jonathan London for his
contribution of expertise and editing of this blog post.

Angelina Angelo produced this article with support from Julianne
Ng, EHSC student assistant in communications & media.

Angelina is an EHSC editorial assistant & undergraduate writer for
the communications department and an undergraduate student at
UC Davis studying Human Development. She is an aspiring writer
with a focus on science communication.
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Response to the recently released Environmental Impact Report

(RAF PACIFICA GROUP)

Health Issues with the Fourth Iteration of the Project:
Synergetic Hazardous Particulate Material

Prepared by Michael Tenhover (February 8, 2025)

The following memo describes concerns with the Fourth Iteration of the “eddie jones
warehouse project” (the “Project”) related to the Health of near-by residents and
the large number of people who use the skate park, bicycle river trail, GoJump, the
future OceanKamp and other nearby areas for recreation. The concern centers
around placing a warehouse producing copious amounts of Diesel Particulate
Material near the Bob Maxwell Memorial Field (Oceanside Airport), a facility that
uses leaded fuel for aviation.
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I. Major Issue with the EIR- Fourth Iteration

Synergistic Combination of Lead dibromide and diesel exhaust particles:

While the EIR describes the concentration and impact of DPM on the
nearby areas, it fails to consider the fact that there are other health risks

at the site.

d.

The proposed location of the Project is in the highest Lead exposure
zone in Oceanside. One source of this lead is the lead dibromide
particles (LDB) from piston engine aircraft at the Oceanside Airport.
The project, with the diesel engine trucks will be a source of PM10
and PM2.5— partially combusted hydrocarbon particles (DPM)

The possibility of agglomeration of LDB/DPM is a concern that can
lead to a synergistic effect resulting in particles that are more toxic,
have reduced settling time, have higher exposure to nearby people and
are more easily retained in human lungs. The physics and chemistry
of the situation point towards this being a real concern, but without
data taken on-site with DPM production near the Oceanside Airport it
is speculative.

In contrast to most hazardous materials, there is no safe level for lead
exposure. Any action to reduce the lead concentration and exposure
time is a benefit to life and livelihoods. The maximum contaminant
level goal for lead is zero. (as set by the US EPA). In addition, lead is
a cumulative poison and once absorbed, it is difficult for the body to
excrete- so the level will build up in the body over time.

The optics of this situation should be a concern for the City— locating
this Project in proximity to the Airport runway

I1. Recommendations

1.

Caution is warranted in locating a DPM producing facility like the
proposed Project near a local airport runway. The low annual
rainfall, coastal-exposure environment of the Project seems to be the
perfect conditions for LDB/DPM agglomeration.

Comment EIR Project Synergetic Particulate Material



2. Limiting the number of trucks on-site would be a useful measure to
minimize the possible health risks for the nearby community and
recreation areas.

3. Exclusive use of biofuels for all diesel vehicles

4. Low emission trucks (EV and hybrid) would also help minimize the
health risks.

III. Current Pollution in the area near the proposed Project:

Figure 1 below shows the relative lead levels in a wide section of the City of
Oceanside [1]. The location of the Project is at the Lead=69 marker. That is, the
highest lead level in the City. Since the phase-out of leaded gasoline in
automobiles, the largest source of atmospheric lead is aircraft aviation fuel
containing tetraethyl lead. The proposed location of the Project is adjacent to the
Oceanside Airport. As described in Appendix I. the lead containing particles are
lead dibromide with a nanometer particle size. There is an associated partially
combusted hydrocarbon/oxide layer on these particles.

Comment EIR Project Synergetic Particulate Material



Diesel Emissions: The exhaust from a modern diesel engine contains a wide
variety of particle sizes. These are very large compared to the LDB particles
described above. (see Appendix 2)

As described in Appendix 3, the concern here is the possible agglomeration of
the ultrafine LDB and coarse DPM particles. The EIR discloses information on
both Lead and DPM, but does not consider the effects of a combination of them.

These combined/agglomerate particles will have:

1. Reduced settling times compared to LDB
2. Increased human lung retention
3. Enhanced toxicity.

1. Setting times. The settling time is the time for particles to deposit from a
fluid (in this case air) to a surface. For a first order approximation, Stokes
Law is used to calculate the settling velocities. Larger particles will settle
much faster than small particles. Under moderate conditions, the settling
time for these agglomerates could be hours/minutes compared to days/weeks
for the LDB (Appendix 3). This reduction in settling time has the effect of
localizing the LDB containing agglomerates near the sources of DPM (the
Project) instead of having it disperse and dissipate.

2. Increase lung retention. Related to settling time, the localization of the
agglomerates to areas near the Project increases the exposure for people
compared to the normally widely dispersed nanosize LDB particles.
Nanoparticle inhalation is not well understood in terms of retention in
human lungs (very fine particles are sometimes expelled by respiration for
example). But, larger agglomerates such as being mentioned here (micron-
size), are retained at high probabilities []

3. Enhanced toxicity. The presence of the LDB on the DPM greatly
increases the toxicity of the agglomerate. The LDB particles, bound by van
der Waals, capillary, electrostatic forces to the DPM can be mechanically
removed from the DPM in the lung (they are not chemically bound), thus
delivering nanosize lead particles deep in the lungs with a 100% chance of
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being absorbed. The DPM particle will also be a source of irritation and
partially combusted hydrocarbons (carcinogenic).

Figure 2. shows the areas that will be most affected by issues mentioned in this
memo. (circled in yellow). This region contains some of Oceanside’s most
valuable current and future recreation opportunities as well as numerous
homes/residents. DPM Source is the proposed Project which includes the
warehouse, parking lots, entrances, and transits to and from Hwy 76.

Figure 2. Map of local region.

Appendix 1: Lead dibromide nanoparticles- size and morphology

Lead Pollution from Aircraft Engines. The fuel used is leaded Avgas with
tetracthyl lead and a halogen scavenger such as 1,2-Dibromoethane. The lead
particles produced from Aviation fuel are very different from those found in lead-
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fueled automobile exhaust. (much smaller particle size) In the aviation case the
lead phase mostly occurs as 4 nanometer (0.00000015 inches in diameter) beads
of lead dibromide nanocrystals. [3] Lead dibromide (LDB) is an ionic compound
with a formula PbBr; which has a very low solubility in water. These LDB
nanocrystals are aggregated in a matrix of partially combusted hydrocarbons. The
resultant aggregates range from 6 to 16 nanometers. These ultrafine particles are
subject to Brownian Motion and can have settling times ranging from days to
weeks (depending on ambient conditions- ozone, hydroxyl concentrations) They
are readily dispersed by wind and can travel great distances, reducing their impact
on the local environment. High humidity and rain can clear the air of LDB by
forming water/LDB agglomerates and thus decreasing the settling time.

Overall the particle size of emissions from gasoline piston-engine, aircraft and
automobiles is much smaller than that found in diesel-fuel trucks. The diesel fuel
is intrinsically much higher in aromatics and high molecular weight hydrocarbons.
Diesel (16- 18 carbon atoms) versus gasoline ( 4-12 carbon atoms).

Example Santa Monica Airport:

LDB Particle emissions from aircraft: The table below shows the measured LDB
emissions (percent of total emission) for the Santa Monica Airport [4]. The four
major emission events are listed. With the exception of Approach, all of these
emission events would be close to the Project location in the case of the Oceanside
Airport.

Location Percent LDB emission | Location relative to
| Project
Climb-out 29% 300-1300 feet
Approach 27% > 3000 feet
Taxi 15% 400 feet
Run-up 13% 120 feet
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Appendix: 2 DPM and Lead- From the Project EIR

Diesel Particulate Matter (DPM). DPM is part of a complex mixture that makes
up diesel exhaust. Diesel exhaust is composed of two phases, gas and particle, both
of which contribute to health risks. More than 90% of DPM is less than 1
micrometer in diameter (about 1/70th the diameter of a human hair), and thus is a
subset of PM2.5, DPM is typically composed of carbon particles (“soot,” also
called black carbon) and numerous organic compounds, including over 40 known
cancer-causing organic substances. Examples of these chemicals include
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, benzene, formaldehyde, acetaldehyde, acrolein,
and 1,3-butadiene.

Note added: the PM2.5 DPM particles typically have a carbon core with
aggregated carbon nanoparticles, metal oxides, sulfates and silicates.

Lead. Lead is a potent neurotoxin that accumulates in soft tissues and bone over
time. The major sources of lead emissions have historically been motor vehicles
(such as cars and trucks) and industrial sources. Because lead is only slowly
excreted, exposures to small amounts of lead from a variety of sources can
accumulate to harmful levels. Effects from inhalation of lead near the level of the
ambient air quality standard include impaired blood formation and nerve
conduction. Lead can adversely affect the nervous, reproductive, digestive,
immune, and blood-forming systems. Symptoms can include fatigue, anxiety,
short-term memory loss, depression, weakness in the extremities, and learning
disabilities in children.

Appendix 3:Possible mechanisms of particle agglomeration

Agglomeration is the process of loosely gathering particles into a cluster. In the
present case, the agglomeration mechanism analysis starts with the DPM. The
DPM has a complex surface chemistry [] and a number of agglomeration
mechanisms are possible for the LDB particles to attach to them including van der
Waals, electrostatics, and capillary effects. This is the classic case of very fine
particles, propelled by Brownian motion moving about larger stable particles. This
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process is enhanced by the nanoparticle’s high surface to volume ratio. The
presence of oxygen-containing functional groups on the DPM surface, which can
be formed during combustion and also through atmospheric aging processes,
significantly influences the amount of chemisorbed water. Chemisorbed water
can significantly affect the behavior of DPM particles, including their ability to act
as condensation nuclei.

The agglomeration will also depend on humidity, the time particles are in
proximity, and temperature.

Figure 2 above shows the before and after states of the agglomeration process. The
large particle shown is a DPM and the small red particles are meant to represent
LDB nanoparticles. The LDB particles are not to scale and would be much smaller
than shown in the figure. The product particles (LDB + DPM) have reduced
settling times than the starting LDB due to the large size of the agglomerate.

Developing predictions for the agglomeration process is a difficult problem when
the particles are in the nanoscale range (520 nm) due to the physics of the system
being at the intersections between quantum mechanics and discrete particle
mechanics. The chemisorbed water layer present on particles is known to have a
very low surface energy and can dominate the agglomeration process.

Comment EIR Project Synergetic Particulate Material



Ref [6] describes this type of process for DPM/soot particles and various other
environmental species. The figure below is from this reference showing a particle
with PM2.5 and the various types of agglomerated organic and inorganic species.
The present concern is for the case of DPM from the Warehouse and nearby LDB
for the Airport as the inorganic component. The results of the calculator using
Stokes law on Settling velocity is also shown.

Biological

Chemosphere

Inorganic
wolume 325, Moy 2023, 138181

components

Organic T
T comporients Panicle | Settling Velocny

/ | s
// PM10 Dlesel 61 feetlhour
) ’ ' PM2.5 - Diesel f 4feetlh0ur

| -

) Lead dlbromide- Alrcraft 0 0004 feetlhour

[ __l

1 ead dibromide/PM2.5 4 feeUhour
agglomerate

Natwral sources

Note: No level of Lead exposure is considered safe. (US EPA)
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January 10, 2024 Advocates for the Environment

A non-profit public-interest law firm

and environmental advocacy organization
Robert Dmohowski
Principal Planner
City of Oceanside
300 North Coast Highway
QOceanside, CA 92054

Via U.S. Mail and email to rdmohowski@oceansideca.org

re: Comments on the Environmental Impact Report for the Eddie Jones Warehouse
Manufacturing and Distribution Facility Project, SCH No. 2022070365

Dear Mr. Dmohowski:

Advocates for the Environment submits the comments in this letter regarding the
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Eddie Jones Warehouse Manufacturing and Distribution
Facility Project (Project). The Project Site is located at the intersection of Alex Road and Benet Road
in the City of Oceanside (City), San Diego County. The Project proposes to construct a 566,905
square-foot warehouse facility on the 31.79-acre site. The warehouse would include 114 truck

terminals.

Advocates for the Environment is a public interest law firm and advocacy organization with the
mission to educate the public about the law as it pertains to the environment and provide legal services
in support of environmental causes. We have reviewed the EIR and submit comments regarding the
sufficiency of the EIR's Greenhouse-Gas (GHG) analysis under the California Environmental Quality

Act (CEQA).

The City Should Require the Project to be Net-Zero

Given the current regulatory context and technological advancements, a net-zero significance
threshold is feasible and extensively supportable. GHG emissions from buildings, including indirect
emissions from offsite generation of electricity, direct emissions produced onsite, and from
construction with cement and steel, amounted to 21% of global GHG emissions in 2019. (IPCC Sixth
Assessment Report, Climate Change 2022, WGIII, Mitigation of Climate Change, p. 9-4.) This is a
considerable portion of global GHG emissions. It is much more affordable to construct new building
projects to be net-zero than to obtain the same level of GHG reductions by expensively retrofitting
older buildings to comply with climate change regulations. Climate damages will keep increasing unail
we reach net zero GHG emissions, and there is a California state policy requiring the state to be net-

zero by 2045. It therefore is economically unsound to construct new buildings that are not net-zero.
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Environmental groups have achieved tremendous outcomes by litigation under CEQA. Two of
the largest mixed-use development projects in the history of California, Newhall Ranch (now
FivePoint Valencia), and Centennial (part of Tejon Ranch) decided to move forward as net-zero
communities after losing CEQA lawsuits to environmental groups. The ability for these large projects
to become net-zero indicates that it is achievable, even for large-scale developments. The Applicant for

this Project should do the same.

We urge the City to adopt net-zero as the GHG significance threshold for this project. This
threshold is well-supported by plans for the reduction of GHG emissions in California, and
patticularly the CARB Climate Change Scoping Plans. The CARB 2017 Scoping Plan states that
“achieving no net additional increase in GHG emissions, resulting in no contribution to GHG
impacts, is an appropriate overall objective for new development.” (CARB 2017 Scoping Plan, p. 101.)
Additionally, the CARB 2022 Scoping Plan reaffirms the necessity of a net zero target by expressing:
“it is clear that California must transition away from fossil fuels to zero-emission technologies with all
possible speed ... in order to meet our GHG and air quality targets.” (CARB 2022 Scoping Plan, p.
184.) CARB further encourages 2 net-zero threshold in its strategies for local actions in Appendix D
to the 2022 Scoping Plan. (CARB 2022 Scoping Plan, Appendix D p. 24-26.)

Moving this Project forward as a net-zero project would not only be the right thing for the City
to do, but also would also help protect the City and the Applicant from CEQA GHG litigation.

GHG Significance Analysis

The City estimated the Project’s emissions at approximately 7,172.55 metric tons carbon
dioxide equivalent (MTCO?2e) per year. The City used the City of Oceanside’s Climate Action Plan
(CAP) to streamline the CEQA analysis under CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5. (EIR, p. 4.7-23.)
Even though the Project exceeded the CAP bright-line threshold of 900 MTCO2e, the City claimed
that the Project would have a less-than-significant impact because it asserts that it was consistent with
the CAP Consistency Checklist (CAP Checklist) (EIR, p. 4.7-24.) Yet, the City failed to account for
several of the CAP Checklist items. Accordingly, the Project would not be consistent with the CAP
Checklist and therefore is unable to rely upon the City of Oceanside CAP as a streamlining document

to demonstrate a less-than-significant impact.

The EIR adopts the two CEQA Guidelines Appendix G significance criteria, “Would the
project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment?” (EIR, p. 45.7-23) and “Would the project generate conflict with an
applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse
gases?” (EIR p. 4.7-27.) The EIR's analysis of the Project’s consistency with both of these thresholds is
deeply flawed.”
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Consistency with the CAP Checklist

The City bases its evaluation under the first threshold on consistency with the City of
Oceanside’s Climate Action Plan (the CAP). The Project is inconsistent with the CAP. First, there is
a “brightline CAP threshold” of 900 MTCO2e/year , and the Project’s estimated emissions of 7,173
MTCOQ2e greatly exceeds this threshold. Second, the CAP’s goal is to reduce emissions to 4
MTCO2e/capita by 2030 and 2 MTCO2e/capita by 2050. Given that the “project is expected to
employ 590 workers,” (EIR, p. 5.13-6), its annual GHG emissions will be 7,173 / 590 = 12.2
MTCOQO2e/capita. This greatly exceeds both CAP goals.

The City claimed that “the proposed project is consistent with the CAP Consistency Checklist
adopted by the City to ensure that the GHG emission targets identified in the CAP are achieved.”
(EIR, p. 4.7-27.} However, in its incomplete list of checklist items in Table 4.7-7 of the EIR, the City
ignored several relevant project-level items. Chapter 5 of the current City of Oceanside CAP outlines
the “Project Review Checklist,” which includes specific CAP measures in Table 11. The EIR did not
demonstrate consistency with three out of seven CAP measures that are identified as Checklist items

on Table 11.

First, the Checklist requires Smart Growth Policies which require project-level implementation
including promoting new employment-generating land uses within Smart Growth Opportunity Areas
(SGOAs). (CAP, p. 5-2). The checklist items listed in Table 4.7-7 of the EIR did not include this
aspect, even though this Project would involve non-negligible vehicle trip generation.

Second, Table 11 includes a measure for Expanded Electric Vehicle Charging Infrastructure, in
which any project with parking spaces must allow for installation of electric vehicle charging stations
on a portion of its parking spaces. (CAP, p. 5-2). Here, the Project would include 590 parking spots
(EIR, p. ES-2), so it would be required to adhere to this measure by prewiring a portion of those
parking spots to be ready for electric vehicle charging stations in order to be consistent with this
measure of the CAP Checklist. However, the Project specifications do not include any such prewiring
and this CAP measure was not mentioned anywhere in the GHG analysis.

Third, to be consistent with the CAP Checklist as the City claims that the Project would be, the
Project must assign preferential parking spaces to zero emission vehicles to 12% of its parking spaces
through the adoption of a Clean Air Vehicle Parking Ordinance; and all industrial uses with parking
spaces must adhere to this measure to be consistent with the CAP. (CAP, p. 5-2.} This measure is
applicable here because the Project is anticipated to be industrial and involve parking (EIR, p. ES-2.)

Overall, the failure to include, analyze, or account for these three required CAP Checklist
measures invalidates the City’s claim that the Project would be consistent with the CAP Checklist.
The checklist items listed in Table 4.7-7 are an incomplete account of the requirements under the
Oceanside CAP to be consistent with the Checklist in its entirety (i.e., including relevant checklist
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items listed in Table 11). Therefore, the City cannot rely on the CAP Checklist to demonstrate that
the Project would have a less-than-significant impact on GHGs.

Inconsistency with Applicable Plans

The City did not appropriately apply the second of the two thresholds: whether the Project
would “[c]onflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases.” (EIR, p. 4.7-22.) This language requires that the EIR analyze the
Project’s consistency with all other applicable plans, not just the plans that the City prefers to analyze.
However, the City solely analyzed consistency with the CAP, ignoring all other applicable plans,
policies, and regulations for the reduction of GHGs, including, but not limited to, the 2022 Scoping
Plan for Achieving Carbon Neutrality from the California Air Resources Board (2022 Scoping Plan),
Senate Bill 32, which requires statewide GHG emissions to be reduced to 40% below 1990 levels by
2030, and Executive Order B-55-18 to achieve carbon neutrality by 2045—within the Project’s
projected lifespan. The Project is also inconsistent with CARB 2017 Scoping Plan, which sets as a
goal the reduction of GHG emissions to 6 MTCQ2e/capita by 2030 and 2 MTCO2e by 2050.

Not only did the EIR not include any analysis for how the Project would be consistent with
these measures, but the use of diesel and other GHG-emitting fossil fuels would prevent the
achievement of at least some of these applicable plans and policies. Therefore, the Project would not
only have a significant impact under the CAP, but also the framework that the City adopted when it
specified a review focused on conflicts with applicable plans, policies, and regulations.

The EIR’s Reported Overall Emissions Differs from the CalEEMod Overall
Outputs

CalEEMod was used as a model to estimate anticipated Project emissions. The CalEEMod
analysis was included Appendix B to the EIR and was inconsistent with the EIR itself, resulting in
inaccurate and misleading information for the public and decision-makers. These inconsistencies
could have resulted in erroneous or underreported GHG emissions quantifications which undermine

the EIR’s usefulness as an informational document.

When a lead agency makes an estimate for project emissions, it should carefully and completely
demonstrate the that the emissions outputs from the model are consistent with the analysis in the
EIR, to be accurate and not misleading about the GHG impact of the Project. Here, however, the
CalEEMod overall outputs do not fully align with the information in the EIR. CalEEMod was run in
three different runs: (1) Annual, (Operational emissions of approximately 8,142); (2) Summer
(Operational emissions of approximately 31,178 MTCO2e); and (3) Winter (Operational emissions
of approximately 30,442 MTCO2e). (Appendix B.)
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Notably, the operational emissions estimate included in the EIR is a much lower number of
7141.86 (subtracting amortized construction emissions), which the City claimed was from CalEEMod
calculations, but does not align with the CalEEMod outputs included in Appendix B. It is not clear
how this quantification was reached. The “Winter” and “Summer” CalEEMod runs were not included
in the totals or mentioned in the EIR at all. There is also no indication of why the CalEEMod outputs
for Winter and Summer are each more than four times the amount of the estimate reported in the
EIR. Nor did the City discuss why it omitted these outputs from the EIR, which are much higher
than the estimate that the City used for its significance analysis. This is confusing, misleading, and not

supported by substantial evidence.

Conclusion

For the reasons given in this letter, the EIR is not in conformance with CEQA requirements.
Notably, the significance analysis was incorrect, and the City should have concluded that the Project
would contribute to a significant GHG impact because it is over the CAP screening threshold and
inconsistent with the CAP. Besides the emissions quantification and streamlined checklist review,
which was insufficient to demonstrate a consistency with the CAP, the City did not provide any
evidence to support a finding of less-than-significant impact, and therefore the determinations in the

EIR are not supported by substantial evidence.

Please put Advocates for the Environment on the interest list to receive updates about the

progress of this Project.

Sincerely,

W

Dean Walleaff, Attorney at L
Executive Director, Advocates for the Environment
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LAW OFFICE OF DONALD B. MOONEY
417 Mace Boulevard, Suite J-334
Davis. CA 95618
530-304-2424
dbmooney@dcn.org

December 29, 2023

Vid EMAIL
rdmohowski{@oceansideca.org

Rob Dmohowski

Principal Planner

City of Oceanside’s Planning Division
300 North Coast Highway

QOceanside, CA 92054

Re:  Draft Environmental Impact Report for Eddie Jones Warehouse,
Manufacturing and Distribution Facility Project (SCH No. 20220703635)

Dear Mr. Dmhowski:

The following comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) for the
Eddie Jones Warehouse, Manufacturing and Distribution Facility Project (SCH No. 2022070365)
are submitted on behalf of the Eddie Jones Go Fund Me Trust. As an initial matter, the Eddi
Jones Go Fund Me Trust objects to the DEIR and the Project as the DEIR fails to meet the
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA™) Public Resources Code,
section 21000 ef seq. Thus, the FEIR is legally inadequate.

A, THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

“CEQA is a comprehensive scheme designed to provide long-term protection to the
environment. [Pub. Resources Code, §21001.} In enacting CEQA, the Legislature declared its
intention that all public agencies responsible for regulating activities affecting the environment
give prime consideration to preventing environmental damage when carrying out their duties.
[Pub. Resources Code, § 21000(g).] CEQA is to be interpreted 'to afford the fullest possible
protection to the environment within the reasonable scope of the statutory language.” [Friends of
Mammoth v. Board of Supervisors (1972) 8 Cal.3d 247, 259]". (Mountain Lion Foundation v.
Fish & Game Commission (1997) 16 Cal.4th 105, 112; see also Sierra Club v. County of Fresno
(2018) 6 Cal.5th 502, 511.) The EIR, “with all its specificity and complexity, is the mechanism
prescribed by CEQA to force informed decision making and to expose the decision-making
process to public scrutiny. (Planning and Conservation League v. Department of Water
Resources (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 892, 910; citing No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974) 13
Cal.3d 68, 86.) This interpretation remains the benchmark for judicial interpretation of CEQA.
(Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of California (“Laurel
Heights ') (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 390, quoting Bozung v. Local Agency Formation Commission
(1975) 13 Cal.3d 263, 274.) As the Laurel Heights I court noted, “[i]t is, of course, too late to
argue for a grudging, miserly reading of CEQA.” (Laurel Heights I, supra, 47 Cal.3d at 390.)
The “foremost principle under CEQA is that the Legislature intended the act ‘to be interpreted in
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such manner as to afford the fullest possible protection to the environment within the reasonable
scope of the statutory language.’ (Sierra Club, supra, 6 Cal.5th at 511, quoting Friends of
Mammoth, supra, 8 Cal.3d at 259.)

The EIR is “the heart of CEQA” and “an environmental alarm bell whose purpose is to
alert the public and its responsible officials to environmental changes before they have reached
the ecological point of no return.” (Id. at 392.) The EIR is the “primary means” of ensuring that
public agencies “take all action necessary to protect, rehabilitate, and enhance the environmental
quality of the state.” (/d., quoting Pub. Resources Code, § 21001(a).) The EIR is also a
“document of accountability,” intended “to demonstrate to an apprehensive citizenry that the
agency has, in fact, analyzed and considered the ecological implications of its actions.” (Laurel
Heights 1, supra, 47 Cal.3d at 392 (quoting No Oil, Inc., supra, 13 Cal.3d at 86.) Thus, “[t]he
EIR process protects not only the environment but also informed self-government.” (/bid.)

The central purpose of an EIR is to identify the significant environmental effects of the
proposed project, and to identify ways of avoiding or minimizing those effects through the
imposition of feasible mitigation measures or the selection of feasible alternatives. (Pub.
Resources Code, §§ 21002, 21002.1(a), 21061.) “The basic purpose of an EIR is to provide
public agencies and the public in general with detailed information about the effect [that] a
proposed project is likely to have on the environment; to list ways in which the significant effects
of such a project might be minimized; and to indicate alternatives to such a project.” (Pub.
Resources Code, § 21061; see Title 14 Cal. Code Regulations (“CEQA Guidelines”) § 15003(b)-
(€); Sierra Club v. County of Fresno, supra, 6 Cal.5th at 511, Mountain Lion Foundation v. Fish
& Game Commission, supra, 16 Cal.4th at 113.) Thus, an EIR must provide information to
government decision-makers and the public about the potential significant environmental effects
of proposed projects (CEQA Guidelines, § 15002(a)(1);) and disclose to the public the reasons
for approval of a project that may have significant environmental effects. (Id., § 15002(a)(4).)
This informed decision making and public participation constitutes the fundamental cornerstones
of the CEQA process. (See Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d
553, 564; Laurel Heights I, supra, 47 Cal.3d 376.)

A legally adequate EIR must “facilitatfe] ‘informed decision making and informed public
participation.’” (Sierra Club, supra, 6 Cal.5th at 513, quoting California Native Plant Society v,
City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 957, 988.) “To facilitate CEQA’s informational role,
the EIR must contain facts and analysis, not just the agency’s bare conclusions or opinions.”
(Laurel Heights I, supra, 47 Cal.3d at 404-405, quotation omitted.) “And . .. a sufficient
discussion of significant impacts requires not merely a determination of whether an impact is
significant, but some effort to explain the nature and magnitude of the impact.” (Sierra Club,
supra, 6 Cal.5th at 519, citing Cleveland Nat’l Forest Found. v. San Diego Assn. of Govis.
(2017) 3 Cal.5th 497, 514-515.) AnEIR lacking such information does not “includ[e] enough
detail ‘to enable those who did not participate in its preparation to understand and to consider
meaningfully the issues raised by the proposed project.”” (Sierra Club, supra, 6 Cal.5th at 516,
quoting Laurel Heights I, supra, 47 Cal.3d at 405.)
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An EIR also “must” include “a disclosure of the ‘analytic route the agency traveled from
evidence to action.”” (Laurel Heights I, supra, 47 Cal.3d at 404, quoting Topanga Assn. for a
Scenic Community v. County of Los Angeles (1974) 11 Cal.3d 506, 515.) If this “‘analytic route’
has not been revealed,” it is impossible for “others, be they courts or constituents, [to]
intelligently analyze the logic of the [agency’s] decision.” (Citizens for Quality Growth v. City
of Mt. Shasta (1988) 198 Cal.App.3d 433, 441.) “The data in an EIR must not only be sufficient
in quantity, it must be presented in a manner calculated to adequately inform the public and
decision makers, who may not be previously familiar with the details of the project.

‘Information “scattered here and there in EIR appendices” or a report “buried in an appendix,” is
not a substitute for ‘a good faith reasoned analysis.”” (Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible
Growth v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal.4th 412, 442 (“Vineyard"), quoting California
Oak Foundation v. City of Santa Clarita (2005) 133 Cal.App.4th 1219, 1239.) Finally, the
“audience to whom an EIR must communicate is not the reviewing court but the public and the
government officials deciding on the project. That a party’s briefs to the court may explain or
supplement matters that are obscure or incomplete in the EIR, for example, is irrelevant, because
the public and decision makers did not have the briefs available at the time the project was
reviewed and approved. The question is therefore not whether the project’s significant
environmental effects can be clearly explained, but whether they were.” (Vineyard, supra, 40
Cal.4th at 443.) “*Whatever is required to be considered in an EIR must be in that formal report;
what any official might have known from other writings or oral presentations cannot supply what
is lacking in that report.”” (Laurel Heights I, supra, 47 Cal.3d at 405.) Thus, the “preparation
and circulation of an EIR is more than a set of technical hurdles for agencies and developers to
overcome. The EIR’s function is to ensure that government officials who decide to build or
approve a project do so with a full understanding of the environmental consequences and,
equally important, that the public is assured those consequences have been taken into account.
[Citation.] For the EIR to serve these goals it must present information in such a manner that the
foreseeable impacts of pursuing the project can actually be understood and weighed, and the
public must be given an adequate opportunity to comment on that presentation before the
decision to go forward is made.” (Vineyard, supra, 40 Cal.4th at 449-450, citing Laurel Heights,
supra, 47 Cal.3d at 391-392.)

CEQA requires a lead agency to adopt feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures
that can substantially lessen a project’s significant environmental impacts. (Pub. Resources
Code, § 21002; CEQA Guidelines, § 15002(a)(3); Sierra Club v. Gilroy City Council (1990) 222
Cal.App.3d 30, 41.) For that reason, “[t]he core of an EIR is the mitigation and alternatives
sections.” (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors, supra, 52 Cal.3d at 564.) CEQA
requires the preparation of an EIR in order to identify the significant effects on the environment
of a project, so that measures to mitigate or avoid those effects, or alternatives that avoid those
effects, can be devised. (Pub. Resources Code, §§ 21002.1(a), 21060.) CEQA Guidelines
section 15126.4 requires that the Final EIR describe all feasible measures that can minimize
significant adverse impacts of the project. CEQA does not allow an agency to defer analysis of
impacts and mitigation measures. (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(I)(B).)

Compliance with the procedural requirements of CEQA sets the stage for development of
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mitigation measures and alternatives. Without a proper procedural foundation, a local agency
cannot comply with CEQA’s mandate that public agencies should not approve projects as
proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would
substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects. (Pub. Resources Code
§ 21002.)

B. THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FAILS TO COMPLY WITH CEQA
1. Section 2: Environmental Setting

CEQA requires that “an EIR must include a description of the physical environmental
conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is
published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis is
commenced, from both a local and regional perspective. This environmental setting will
normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency determines whether
an impact is significant. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15125, subd. (a).)” (Neighbors for Smart Rail v.
Exposition Metro Line Construction Authority (2013) 57 Cal.4th 439, 469.) “The selected
baseline must result in a reliable evaluation of a project’s impacts.” (/d. at 470.)

In the present matter, the DEIR failed to include the nearby wildlife preserves such as
Wanis View Wildlife Preserve and the wildlife corridors in the environmental setting. Having
failed to disclose or discuss the wildlife preserves and/or wildlife corridor the DEIR fails to
inform the decisionmakers and the public whether the Project may have potentially significant
impacts to biological resources. (See discussion below, Section 4.3 Biological Resources.).

2. Section 4.2: Air Quality

An EIR is legally when adequate when it fails to include a discussion of project related
air pollution impacts and fails to describe the nature and magnitude of the significant impacts on
public health that would result from the project. (Sierra Club v. County of Fresno, supra, 6
Cal.5th at 520.) An EIR must provide information sufficient to allow interested parties “to
understand and to consider meaningfully the issues the proposed project raises.” (/d. at 510.)

In the present matter, the DEIR failed to adequately analyze and disclose discussion and
analysis of the Project’s impacts on air quality. As set forth in the Technical Memorandum from
Ray Kapahi, Environmental Permitting Specialists (“EPS”) the DEIR relies upon an old version
of the CalEEMod Emissions model.! As set forth in the in the EPS Technical Memorandum, the
current version of CalEEMod addresses the Project’s risk to the climate. Additionally, the EPS
Technical Memorandum points out that the DEIR’s use of only the daily thresholds of
significance to determine significance does not fully characterize the air quality impacts to the
nearby homes. Moreover, as discussed in the EPS Technical Memorandum, the DEIR fails to
provide the required analysis to regarding air quality impacts to nearby sensitive receptors.

" A copy of the EPS Technical Memorandum is attached to these comments as Exhibit A.
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Instead, the DEIR simply concludes that the impacts would be less than significant. Whena
DEIR’s conclusion lacks analysis or omits the magnitude of the impacts it violates CEQA’s
informational requirements. (/d. at 514.).

The DEIR’s also fails to provide an analysis of cumulative impacts associated with air
quality. As indicated in the EPS Technical Memorandum, the DEIR concludes that since project
level impacts are less than significant, then cumulative impacts would be less than significant.
This is not the analysis that CEQA requires. Cumulative impacts are “two or more individual
effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which, when considered together,
are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15355.) A cumulative impact is an impact created by the combination of the
project reviewed in the EIR together with other projects causing related impacts. (CEQA
Guidelines, 15130(a)(1).) In determining whether the DEIR must analyze a cumulative impact,
the agency must make two determinations: 1) is the combined impact of the project and other
projects significant? And, is the project’s incremental effect cumulatively considerable? (See
CEQA Guidelines, § 15130(a).) Thus, when a project-specific impact may be insignificant, there
can still be a related cumulative impact that is significant. (/d ; see also Environmental
Protection Information Center v. Development of Forestry & Fire Protection (2008) 44 Cal.4th
459, 524.)

As discussed by EPS, the cumulative impact analysis fails to address the proposed Ocean
Kamp Project as well as the cumulative health risks. Despite the DEIR’s failure to address the
cumulative impacts associated with Ocean Kamp, there are significant cumulative air quality
impacts for multiple air pollutants. (See EPS Technical Memorandum at 3-4.) This failure to
address the Project’s cumulative air quality impacts violates CEQA’s requirements. (See CEQA
Guidelines, § 15130(a).)

The DEIR’s approach also contradicts the California Attorney General’s guidance for
evaluating warehouse projects. (See Warehouse Projecis: Best Practices and Mitigation
Measures to Comply with the California Environmental Quality Act, State of California
Department of Justice, (“Warehouse Projects”) at 7.)> With respect to evaluating air quality and
greenhouse gas emissions, the Attorney General states:

When analyzing cumulative impacts, thoroughly considering the project’s
incremental impact in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future projects, even if the project’s individual impacts alone do not exceed the
applicable significance thresholds.

Thus, the DEIR clearly fails to provide an adequate cumulative impacts analysis
with respect to air quality.

2 A copy of the Warehouse Projects: Best Practices and Mitigation Measures to Comply
with the California Environmental Quality Act, State of California Department of Justice, is
attached as Exhibit B.
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The EPS Technical Report found that emissions of NOx, PM10 and PM2.5 would violate
the ambient air quality standards by a substantial margin. (EPS Technical Report at 4.) As
demonstrated in report, the spatial distribution of pollutant concentration demonstrates that the
project exceeds the applicable air quality standards. (/d) This also results in higher cumulative
impacts as the DEIR fails to include emissions from the Oceanside Municipal Airport.

The EPS Technical Report also points out that the DEIR’s conclusion that air quality
impacts are less than significant are misleading lack substantial evidence, as future emissions
from manufacturing and truck emissions are largely unknown. Thus, the conclusion is
speculative and not supported by substantial evidence. (See King v. Gardiner Farms v. County
of Kern (2020) 45 Cal.App.5th 814, 666.)

The DEIR also fails to adequately address the air pollution based upon the entire
expected length of truck trips truck trips. The DEIR states the “[T]he light-duty, medium-heavy-
duty and heavy-duty truck trip lengths were based upon the 40 miles and assumed to be 100% of
primary trips. (DEIR at 4.2-21.) The DEIR references assumptions made by the San Diego
County Air Quality Management Districts’ 2016 AQMP. (/d.) Nothing in the record, however,
indicates that these assumptions are consistent with the operations of this warehouse project. As
discussed by the Attorney General:

Disclosing air pollution from the entire expected length of truck trips. CEQA
requires full public disclosure of a project’s anticipated truck trips, which entails
calculating truck trip length based on likely truck trip destinations, rather than the
distance from the facility to the edge of the air basin, local jurisdiction, or other
truncated endpoint. All air pollution associated with the project must be
considered, regardless of where those impacts occur. (Warehouse Projects at 7.)

Thus, the DEIR needs to evaluate this warehouse project and calculate the expected
length of truck trips in to adequately disclose and analyze the Project’s air quality impacts.

3 Section 4.3: Biological Resources

“A prejudicial abuse of discretion occurs if the failure to include relevant information
precludes informed decisionmaking and informed public participation, thereby thwarting the
statutory goals of the EIR process." [Citations.]” (Banning Ranch Conservancy v. City of
Newport Beach (2017) 2 Cal.5th 918, 942.) In this matter, the DEIR precludes informed
decisionmaking and informed public participation by failing to include relevant information
regarding biological resources. More specifically the nearby wildlife preserves and wildlife
corridors.

The comments submitted by the Wanis View Wildlife Preserve demonstrate that the
DEIR’s failure to address the Project’s potentially significant impact to wildlife, including
protected bird nesting, wildlife communication, and wildlife movement. (See Comments
prepared the Wanis View Wildlife Preserve Volunteers (“Wanis View”.) As demonstrated in the
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comment letter, the Project has the potential for significantly impacting a wildlife corridor that
includes the Wanis View Wildlife Preserve, San Luis Rey River and SeaCliff Preserve. Also, as
discussed in the Wanis View comments there are a number of special interest species within the
Wanis View Preserve that were never mentioned in the DEIR. The DEIR’s failure to disclose
the required information is prejudicial regardless of whether a different outcome would have
resulted if the public agency had complied’ with the law. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21005(a);
Neighbors for Smart Rail, supra, 57 Cal.4th at 463; Banning Ranch Conservancy, supra, 2
Cal.5th at 942.)

4, Section 4.5: Energy

The DEIR fails to comply with CEQA’s requirement for analysis and disclosure
regarding the Project’s energy consumption. The DEIR concludes that “[t]he project would not
result in a potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy resources during project construction; impacts related to
temporary energy consumption during construction of the project would be less than significant.
(DEIR, 4.5-15.). The DEIR further concludes that “energy consumption associated with the
operation of the project would not result in a potentially significant environmental impact due to
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources; impacts would be less
than significant.” (DEIR, 4.5-17.) Both of these conclusions are not supported by substantial
evidence and the DEIR fails to contain a discussion on whether the Project could increase its
reliance on renewable energy sources. (See California Clean Energy Committee v. City of
Woodland (2014) 225 Cal.App.4th 173, 213; see also League to Save Lake Tahoe et al. v.
County of Placer (2022) 75 Cal.App.5th 63, 164-168.)

”

CEQA requires an EIR to evaluate whether the project would result in wasteful,
inefficient or unnecessary consumption of energy resources. An agency’s failure to undertake
“an investigation into renewable energy options that might be available or appropriate for a
project” violates CEQA. (California Clean Energy Committee v. City of Woodland, supra, 225
Cal.App.4th at 213.) CEQA defines “energy conservation” as the “wise and efficient use of
energy. (CEQA Guidelines, App. F, § I.) The “wise and efficient use of energy” is achieved by
“(1) decreasing overall per capita energy consumption, (2) decreasing reliance on fossil fuels
such as coal, natural gas and oil, and (3) increasing reliance on renewable energy resources.”

(Id)

“CEQA requires an EIR to analyze a project's energy consumption. (§ 21100, subd.
(b)(3); Guidelines, § 15126.4, subd. (a)(1), Appendix F.) If analysis of the project's energy use
reveals that the project may result in significant environmental effects due to wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary use of energy, or wasteful use of energy resources, the EIR shall
mitigate that energy use. (Guidelines, § 15126.2, subd. (b).Y” (League to Save Lake Tahoe,
supra, 75 Cal.App.5th at 166.).

Noting that compliance with the California Building Energy Efficiency Standards
(Cal.Code Regs., tit. 24, part 6 (Title 24) does not constitute an adequate analysis of energy.
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(Ukiah Citizens for Safety First v. City of Ukiah (2016) 248 Cal.App.4th 256, 264-65 (Ukiah
Citizens).) Similarly, the court in California Clean Energy Committee held unlawful an energy
analysis that relied on compliance with Title 24, that failed to assess transportation energy
impacts, and that failed to address renewable energy impacts. (California Clean Energy
Committee v. City of Woodland, supra, 225 Cal.App.4th at 209-13.) As such, the EIR’s reliance
on Title 24 compliance does not satisfy the requirements for an adequate discussion of the
Project’s energy impacts.

“Guidelines section 15126.2, subdivision (b), and Appendix F to the Guidelines thus
indicate an EIR should address the project's potential to increase its use of renewable energy
sources for at least two purposes. First, when the EIR analyzes the project's energy use to
determine if it creates significant effects, it should discuss whether any renewable energy
features could be incorporated into the project. {(Guidelines, § 15126.2, subdivision (b).) The
EIR's determination of whether the potential impact is significant is to be based on this
discussion. Second, if the EIR concludes the project's impact on energy resources is significant,
it should consider mitigating the impact by requiring uses of alternate fuels, particularly
renewable ones, if applicable. (Guidelines, Appendix F., II. D. 4.)" (League to Save Lake Tahoe
et al. v. County of Placer, supra, 75 Cal. App.5th at 167.)

With respect to construction, the DEIR discusses the fuel consumption from construction
equipment. (DEIR 4.5-13 to 4.5-15.) The DEIR concludes that the project would not
significantly affect the overall demand for petroleum considering the project’s minimal
contribution towards demand. (DEIR 4.5-15.) The DEIR further concludes that the energy
demands of diesel and gasoline would be small relative to statewide and local demands for fuel.
(Id) The DEIR further states that the Project would be commensurate with typical construction
projects. (/d.) Thus, business as usual. This is not what CEQA or CEQA requires. The EIR
omits any discussion or analysis with respect to construction of whether the project could
increase its reliance on renewable energy sources to meet its energy demand. (See California
Clean Energy Committee v. City of Woodland, supra, 225 Cal.App.4th at 213; see also League to
Save Lake Tahoe et al. v. County of Placer, supra, 75 Cal.App.5th at 164-168.)

As for energy consumption regarding operation of the Project, the DEIR provides a
summary of the Project’s energy requirements and that the Project would meet the Title 24
requirements/standards. (DEIR, 4.5-17-4.5-17.) The DEIOR also concludes that although the
Project would result in an increase in natural gas and electricity over the City’s typical annual
natural gas and electricity consumption, the result would be a nominal increase. (/d, 4.5-19.)
The then determines that the Project’s “resultant increase in energy demand would not exceed
the available capacity of SDG&E [San Diego Gas & Electric] servicing infrastructure to the site
or beyond and would be consistent with local and regional plans for usage of the project site the
energy consumption with that usage.” (/d)

Again, this is not what CEQA requires. Simply stating that the Project will comply with
Title 224 does not constitute an adequate analysis of energy. (Ukiah Citizens for Safety First v.
City of Ukiah (2016) 248 Cal.App.4th 256, 264-65; California Clean Energy Committee, supra,
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225 Cal.App.4th at. 209-213 (inadequate energy analysis that relied on compliance with Title 24,
but failed to assess transportation energy impacts, and that failed to address renewable energy
impacts).) The DEIR contains no discussion or analysis of any renewable energy features that
could be incorporated into the project. This failure violates CEQA.

Also, it should be noted that a significant portion of the Project is to serve as a
distribution facility which includes significant a significant amount semi-trucks coming and
going to the Project. The Project includes 60 tractor/truck/trailer parking stalls and sixty-seven
(67) loading bays for tractor/trailers. Despite the fact that the Project operation will include a
constant flow of semi-trucks coming and going on a daily basis consuming significant amounts
of energy, nothing in the DEIR’s section regarding energy consumption provides any discussion
whether renewable energy features could be incorporated into the project to reduce energy
consumption regarding the energy consumed by the semi-trucks. The failure to include
renewable energy options that might be available or appropriate for the project violates CEQA.
(California Clean Energy Committee, supra, 225 Cal.App.4th at 209.)

5. Section 4.14: Traffic & Circulation

The DEIR fails to adequately address the Project’s potentially significant impacts to
traffic safety. As discussed in the report prepared by Greenlight Traffic Engineering the DEIR
fails to address the increased safety risk of mixing greater percentages of heavy truck traffic with
passenger car traffic. (Greenlight Report at 3.)> The Greenlight report concludes that although
the growth in truck traffic resulting from the Project raises serious concern regarding road safety,
the DEIR fails disclose and/or analyze this heightened safety risk resulting from the Project.

This potential impacts associated with truck traffic and warehouse projects is further
illustrated by the Attorney General:

Warehouse facilities inevitably bring truck and passenger car traffic. Truck traffic can
present substantial safety issues. Collisions with heavy-duty trucks are especially
dangerous for passenger cars, motorcycles, bicycles, and pedestrians. These concerns can
be even greater if truck traffic passes through residential areas, school zones, or other
places where pedestrians are common and extra caution is warranted. (Warehouse
Projects at 11.)

The DEIR simply omits any discussion regarding the increased risk to traffic safety with
the large influx of large trucks and trailers to the area.

With respect to vehicle miles travelled (“VMT?), the DEIR determined that the Project
would have a significant impact on VMT as it would result in 87.9 of the national average which
exceeds the VMT threshold by 2.9. (DEIR 4.14-8.) The DEIR then relies upon MM-TRA-1

3 A copy of the Greenlight Traffic Engineering’s Peer Review Report is attached as
Exhibit C.
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required to implement a Voluntary Employer Commuter Program. The EIR then concludes that
the Voluntary Employer Commuter Program Commuter Program would result ina VMT
reduction of 6.2%. (DEIR at 4.14-8.) That brings the VMT to below 85% - the VMT threshold

and a determination that after the Mitigation Measure-TRA-1, the impact to VMT would be
less than significant. (DEIR at 4.14-10.) It is unclear from the DEIR how the City determined
that the implementation of MM-TRA-1 would result in a VMT reduction of 6.2%. The
determination that MM-TRA-1 would result in a VMT reduction of 6.2% must supported by
substantial evidence.* (See King v. Gardiner Farms v. County of Kern, supra, 45 Cal.App.5th at
666; Sierra Club v. County of San Diego (2014) 231 Cal.App.4th 1152, 1168; Communities for a
Better Environment v. City of Richmond (2010) 184 Cal.App.4th 70, 95.) Nothing in DEIR
explains how the 6.2% was derived or determined.

Moreover, mitigation measure is for a voluntary program. A voluntary mitigation
measure does not constitute an enforceable mitigation measure as required by CEQA. (Pub.
Resources Code, § 21081.6(b); CEQA Guidelines, 15126.4(a)(2); Gray v. County of Madera
(2008) 167 Cal.App.4th 1099, 1116.) Mitigation measures must be enforceable so that they will
actually be implemented, not adopted and ignored. (Federation of Hillside & Canyon
Associations v. City of Los Angeles (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 1252, 1261.) The DEIR fails to
explain how a voluntary program is enforceable to insure that there are sufficient reductions in

VMT to support the conclusion that the potentially significant impact would be less than
significant.

6. Section 4.17: Wildfire

The DEIR recognizes that the project site is within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity
Zone (VHFHSZ). The DEIR also recognizes that the vegetation in the San Luis Rey River
corridor to the north could present a wildfire risk, but then is somewhat dismissive asserting that
land uses to the south and east are largely urban and do not present a wildfire risk. (DEIR at
4.17-2.) VHFHSZ is Cal-Fire’s highest level of fire hazard. (Gov’t Code, § 51178.)

Based upon comments received it is clear that the DEIR failed to adequately address the
Project’s impact on evacuation of the area in the event of a wildfire. The comments from
residents of the area with personal knowledge of traffic flow and the street system have clearly
demonstrated that the numerous trucks entering and exiting Benet Road and Highway 76 will
impact evacuation and emergency vehicle movement in case of wildfire.

* CEQA defines “substantial evidence” as “enough relevant information and reasonable
inferences from this information that a fair argument can be made to support a conclusion, even
though other conclusions might also be reached. Whether a fair argument can be made ... is to be
determined by examining the whole record before the lead agency. Argument, speculation,
unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly erroneous or inaccurate ... does
not constitute substantial evidence.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15384(a).)
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These personal observations of the neighbors and residents to the Project constitutes
substantial evidence. (Pocket Protectors v. City of Sacramento (2005) 124 Cal.App.4th 903,
937.) Relevant personal observations of area residents on nontechnical subjects, such as
aesthetics and traffic qualify as substantial evidence for a fair argument. (/d, Ocean View
Estates Homeowner's Assn., Inc. v. Montecito Water District {2004) 116 Cal.App.4th 396, 402;
Citizens Ass’n for Sensible Development v. County of Inyo (1985) 172 Cal.App.3d 151, 173
(owner of adjacent property may, based upon personal observations, testify to existing traffic
conditions). Thus, while an individual may not be an expert, their firsthand observations should
not casually be dismissed as immaterial because “relevant personal observations are evidence.”
(Ocean View Estates Homeowners Assn., Inc. v. Montecito Water Dist., supra, 116 Cal. App.4th
at 402.)

Additionally, Greenlight’s peer review came to a similar conclusion regarding wildfire
and evacuation. After reviewing the DEIR, Greenlight concluded that “the City has not
adequately planned for emergency evacuation in the event of wildfire, nor has the developer
identified how this risk will be mitigated with the increase in traffic congestion.” (Greenlight at
3)

The lack of discussion and analysis regarding wildfire risk, and in particular impacts to
evacuation means the DEIR fails as an informational document. This violates the most basic
purpose of an EIR to provide public agencies and the public in general with detailed information
about the effect [that] a proposed project is likely to have on the environment; to list ways in
which the significant effects of such a project might be minimized; and to indicate alternatives to
such a project.” (Pub. Resources Code, § 21061; see CEQA Guidelines § 15003(b)-(e); Sierra
Club v. County of Fresno, supra, 6 Cal.5th at 511; Mountain Lion Foundation v. Fish & Game
Commission, supra, 16 Cal.4that 113.)

C. Conclusion

The DEIR fails to meet CEQA’s most basic requirements of informed decision making
and informed public participation. (See Sierra Club v. County of Fresno, supra, 6 Cal.5th at
513.) Thus, the DEIR is legally inadequate.

Sincerely,

e

Donald B. Mooney
Attorney for Eddie Jones
Go Fund Me Trust

Attachments

cc: Client
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ENVIRONMENTAL PERMITTING SPECIALISTS
Air Quality * Permitting * OHSA * RMP/PSM

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

To: Justin Floyd Date: December 20, 2023
Eddie Jones GoFundMe Trust
Oceanside, California
From: Ray Kapahi RK
Tel: 916-687-8352
E-Mail: ray.kapahi@gmail.com

Subject: Review and Analysis of Project Level and Cumulative Impacts to Air Quality Related to
the Proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse, Oceanside, California

INTRODUCTION

| have reviewed the air quality impacts presented in the October 2023 Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) for the Eddie Jones Warehouse and Distribution Facility in Oceanside, CA. The proposed project is
to be located on a 31.79-acre site at 250 Eddy jones Way in Oceanside. The project site is adjacent to the
Oceanside Municipal Airport and is approximately 1,000 feet South of a residential area {Figure 1).

There were two main objectives in preparing this analysis:
1. Review the DEIR for accuracy and completeness
2. Evaluate project level and cumulative impacts to air quality

The overall goal is to determine if the proposed project would cause significant air guality impacts to
homes and businesses near the project site. A project is considered to have a significant air quality impact
if one or more ambient {outside) air quality standards are violated. Similarly, cumulative impacts are
considered significant if impacts from the proposed project plus impacts from other nearby projects
(either existing or proposed) would violate the ambient air quality standards. These standards cover the
so called “Criteria Air Pollutants” that include:

7068 Riverside Bivd. + Sacramenlo, California 95831+ O: 916.687.8352 + M. 916.806.8333
epsconsulting.org



Carbon Monoxide (CO)
e Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx)
e Particulate Matter (PM10 or PM2.5)

A copy of these standards is attached. An air quality standard consists of an averaging time and a
numerical concentration. For example, the federal 1-hour NOx standard is 100 pars per billion or 188
micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m3).

In addition to the Criteria Air Pollutants, a project is considered to have significant air quality impact if it
releases toxic air contaminants {TACs). Unlike for criteria air pollutants that have air quality standards in
terms of concentration, TACs are regulated in terms of health risks. For example, a cancer risk of 1 in a
million from exposure to a TAC. Emissions of TACs are considered significant if cancer risk exceed 10 in a
million or if non-cancer risk exceeds a hazard index of 1. TACs include pollutants such as benzene from
car exhaust and diesel particulate from construction equipment and trucks.

REVIEW OF DEIR

The air analysis appears in Section 6.4.2 of the DEIR and in a separate document “Air Quality and
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Technical Report” September 2023. The DEIR and the Technical Report
conclude that the project would not cause any significant air quality impact nor would contribute to any
new violations of the air quality standards. The Technical Report further asserts that since project level
impacts are insignificant, then cumulative impacts would also be insignificant. The report cites the San
Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) significance thresholds as the basis for determining the
significance of impacts.

As shown in the next section of this memorandum, the construction phase of the project would violate
multiple air quality standards at a project level. These violations are exacerbated when the project is
viewed with other existing or planned project. The impacts from the operational (occupancy) phase
cannot be fully determined as there is substantial uncertainty as to future tenants and what activities may
occur at the site. Therefore, future impacts from for the cperational phase remain fargely unknown.

My specific findings are as follows:

0ld Version of the Emissions Model Used

The DEIR used an old version of the CalEEMod Emissions model to calculate daily and annual emissions
and then compared these emissions against the thresholds of significance. Version 2020.4.0 was used
instead of the current version 2022.1.

The current version of CalEEMod provides, among other things, details of the project’s risk to the climate
which is a key issue for this project. Since pollutant emission rates are at the core of the impact analysis
and conclusions presented in the DEIR, this is a critical oversight.

Air Quality Impacts are Significant

Use of only the daily thresholds of significance to determine significance does not fully characterize the
air quality impacts to the nearby homes and businesses. This is because impacts to nearby homes are
related to the concentration of various air pollutants not their daily mass emission rates. Concentrations



are related not just to the daily emission rates but also on numerous other factors such as proximity to
homes and businesses and local weather conditions.

The CEQA Guidelines Appendix G! specifically requires the evaluation of pollutant concentration to
sensitive receptors. The DEIR however, provides no analysis that addresses this issue but merely concludes
that impacts would be less than significant.

Cumulative Impact Analysis is Incomplete
The DEIR concludes that since project level impacts are less than significant, then cumulative impacts

would also be less than significant?. This logic is flawed. Under this interpretation, the only project would
significant cumulative impacts would be those that have project level significant impacts. Under this
reasoning for example, 10 projects each with project level impact less than significant would insignificant
cumulative impact. This is clearly false.

Cumulative impact analysis requires that emissions from all current or future project be evaluated to
determine impacts. This was not done. As discussed later in this memorandum, | evaluated the emissions
from the proposed Ocean Kamp project and found significant cumulative air quality impacts for multiple
air pollutants. Cumulative impact analysis also needs to address cumulative health risks. This was also
missing in the DEIR.

Impacts from Emissions of Toxic Air Contaminants May be Significant

The DEIR analyzed public health risks (presented in Table 4.2-1). These risks do not take into account the
fact that future truck/manufacturing emissions are mostly unknown. For example, trucks equipped with
transport refrigeration units (TRUs) had small and highly polluting diesel engines that release DPM.
Emissions from such engines were not quantified nor included in the risk analysis.

IMPACTS TO AIR QUALITY

As noted previously, air quality impacts depend on the exposure concentration of various air pollutants. |
used an air dispersion model to calculate the poliutant concentration based on the daily project and
cumulative emission rates of several air pollutants.

METHODOLOGY
My analysis focused on the following air pollutants.

Maximum Mitigated Emission Rate Applicable Air

Air Pollutant Construction Phase -
Source: DEIR Table 8 2 Qualitysncate
Pounds/Day |  Pounds/Hour

Oxides of Nitrogen {NOx) 42.29 5.29 188 ug/m3 over
1 hour {Federal)

Respirable Particulate 50 ug/m3 over
Matter {PM10) U 1.28 24 hours (State)

Fine Particulate Matter 35 ug/m3 over
(PM2.5) 576 0.72 24 hours (State)

Note: Hourly emissions during the construction phase equa! lbs/day divided by 8 hrs/day

! This is acknowledged in Section 4.2.3 of the DEIR.
! See discussion in the Executive Summary under “Cumulative Impacts”. Page VIII.



Fur cumulative impacts, | used the emission rates provide in Table 5.1-2 of the Ocean Kamps SEIR®.The air
dispersion model (AERMOD) used in the analysis has been designated as ‘Preferred Model” by the
Environmental protection Agency (EPA) and by the SDAPCD. A description of this model is attached. In
addition to project emission rates, application of this model requires the use of hourly weather data {wind
speed, wind direction, temperature, etc.). | used 3 years of hourly weather data from Camp Pendelton for
the period 2019 to 2021. A total of 26,280 hours of weather data were utilized. These data were
processed by SDAPCD and made available to us. The modeling area used in the analysis is shown in Figure
2.

The results are displayed in terms of numerical concentration in ug/m3 as well as contour plots showing
the spatial distribution of pollutant concentration in the vicinity of the project site.

FINDINGS
My analysis found that emissions of NOx, PM10 and PM2.5 would violate the ambient air quality

standards by a substantial margin as summarized below.

Maximum Off-Site Pollutant - :
4 ” ; Applicable Air
Air Pollutant Concentrations Construction Phase
Quality Standard
{ug/m3}
Project Level Cumulative ug/m3
Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx) 300 3,267 188
1-hour
Respirable Particulate
Matter {PM10}) 219 260.1 50
24-hour
Fine Particulate Matter
{PM2.5) 12.3 51.1 35
24-hour

The spatial distribution of pollutant concentration is shown in Figures 3 to 6. In these figures, areas in
red exceed the applicable air quality standard.

Actual cumulative impacts are expected to be higher since they do not include emissions from the
Oceanside Municipal Airport.

For the operational phase, the DEIR concludes that air quality impacts are less than significant and that
cancer risk is 1.33 in a million®. However, these conclusions are misleading as future emissions from
manufacturing and truck emissions are largely unknown.

? Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report. July 2022.
4 Table 4.2-13 Eddie Jones Warehouse DEIR October 2023.



CONCLUSIONS

On the basis on my review of the DEIR and on the modeling analysis presented in this Memorandum, my
conclusions are as follows.

1. The emissions estimates and conclusions presented in the DEIR are questionable as they are
based on an outdated emissions model.

2. Air quality impacts are significant both at a project level and cumulatively. This is based on
calculated pollutant concentration in the vicinity of the project

3. The analysis of cumulative impact was incomplete. Emissions from existing and future sources
and projects were completely ignored.

4. Future emissions and health risks to the public remain largely unknown and therefore difficult to
reliably quantify future impacts



ATTACHMENTS
Figures
Air Quality Standards
Description of AERMOD Dispersion Model

Qualifications
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Figures



Figure 1
Project Location




Figure 2

Layout of Modeling Domain
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Figure 3

Spatial Distribution of Project Level 1 Hour NOx in ug/m3
Areas Inside the Contour Labelled 188 exceeds the Air Quality Standard




Figure 4

Spatial Distribution of Cumulative 1 Hour NOx
Areas Inside the Contour Labelled 188 exceeds the Air Quality Standard
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Figure 5

Spatial Distribution of Cumulative 24 Hour PM10 Concentration in ug/m3
Areas Inside the Contour Labelled 50 exceeds the Air Quality Standard
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Figure 6

Spatial Distribution of Cumulative PM2.5 Concentration in ug/m3
Areas Inside the Contour Labelled 35 exceeds the Air Quality Standard

7

Ed

1

i
i (|
1
=1 3
st
|
iy
T
P st

I

W] A):

1 +

ax,

i

f":i_*‘i_.

-J[vlr
RIEVALGS
vl

UTM East {m)
486200 468400 456600 4BE300 457000 467400 4878500 487600 458000 458200 458400 488500 483800 489000 *
F i i i B T ._
: i - | TS
| g . _ ._—GM 3 ?" & g o[ r 'lu--lh-'h-_x-l‘ "
R i B 2 o 8 0 P W
I PR ERE .-r w1 i a1 e .
i 3 e G 2L P o 10 201 (0 L b i
g [ b 121 N § . Fs Nrw) 1 L e
)& i L AL % A vl | 2 L o |
AT BEEEE ; almt U LR (2 MEAEY o
¥ = mly i o EEED o i 1. i _f.-'
E F = ) A . ¥ NP )5 - I & I
- Fl- - B %l £ e i
i r | | B " A0 5 2
. B ¥ g hl""‘, i i e AT 3
7 i LY LE i - Ff o
B RN s G
i ] o] - N
3 TR = I EEE
g AR NS TR B
: H f” L VR s B A E] LA 4
= 1 ] E B R E ] B R At T T
E i T S b LT 2 "'l_qZ y
€§ Ehal R 300 e g s EfIE 0 & SR T ]
£ AT B S 5 < -_‘!i Y. i B
| = & SAETER B S ‘L‘E:F I"-'-' L I Y ) NI Y P
'Sg [ AR Al ; T 1 Al k% e
5- EHEEE [ AR TR B AR ERNDED NS
] T 1 i vl ] c DETEAMEOE)
I ] H 3 1 !ﬁ"‘ [ =0 J_-L. I [ = El L E 1« -:-""H
3 ] L B SO 3 R I 5 = 0 F A
= = B e 3 r ] el ot i
3 p B M EEE D EDE ZEE Rl | ]
E [F ] ENEREEN RO il T}l# SRR =I=15J IEF ] 1 !
] 4 4 ¥ - 3 i
k[ ~. _._i .- b Lt - j . 1 A et -I'II::
I T | . A [l B 'l B T . : i
E: P + Eib -I—'t-lv- T 4% . SRR 1 ) g “.
3 W ] At R % Al Ll
CERR
¥

| E T | e LA
— N B
- ! -
i = 2 .%'-'4" A o

] ; fn - ,." ‘! N

% S SR i N

€
Modet AERUOD Verwan 22112 LN ; _




Air Quality Standards



Ambient Air Quality Standards

. o 1 . 2
Pollutant Av-tle_!'agmg California Standards : _ National Standa:c:s
ime Concentration ° Method Primary Secondary Method ’
1 Hour —
o 0.)° 0.09 pprn (180 pg/m’) Ultraviolet Same as Ultraviolet
zone (O,) Photometry Primary Standard Photometry
8 Hour 0.070 ppm (137 pg/m?) 0.070 ppm (137 pa/m®)
Respirable 24 Hour 50 pg/m® 150 pgim® i ;
Pa rt'i)culate e Gravimetric or ’ S "::ctilgii?;zlrlizn
o Annual . Beta Attenuation Primary Standard Analysis
Matter (PM10)"| Aithmetic Mean 20 ug/m -
Fine 3 Same as
Particulate il [ i 25 ha/m Primary Standard | Inertial Separatian
Matter i I et and Gravimetric
nnua a ravimetric or 3 3 Analysis
(PM2.5)° | Arithmetic Mean L2ban Beta Attenuation 12.0pg/m Lo uain 4
1 Hour 20 ppm (23 mg/m®) 35 ppm (40 mg/m?) —
Carbon Non-Dispersive Non-Dispersive
Monoxide 8 Hour 9.0 ppm (10 mg/m?) | Infrared Photometry | 9 ppm (10 mg/m?) — Infrared Photometry
(CO) (NDIR) (NDIR)
8 Hour 7 majm® _ _
{Lake Tahoe) 6 ppm (7 mg/m’)
Nitrogen 1 Hour 0.18 ppm (339 pg/m® 100 ppb (188 pg/m® ==
Dioxigde P { Hg/m’) Gas Phase ppb (188 pg/m’) Gas Phase
10 Annual s | Chemiluminescence . Same as Chemiluminescence
(NO,) Arithmetic Mean | 0-030 Ppm (57 pgim®) 0.053 ppm (100 pg/m’) | pyinary Standard
1 Hour 0.25 ppm (655 pg/im®) 75 ppb (196 pg/im®) —
3H 05 ppm Ultraviolet
Sulfur Dioxide o B Ultraviolet ~ (1300 pg/m’) Flourescence;
(50,)" R Fluorescence 0.14 ppm s?ﬁf{:ﬁ,’;‘:ﬁ{.}’,ﬂ”
Ll 0.04 ppm (105 pg/m) (for certain areas)'* - Method)
Annual _ 0.030 ppm _
Arithmetic Mean {for certain areas)"’
30 Day Average 1.5 pgim® = oy
S 1.5 pg/m® High Volume
12,13 alendar Quarter — f i : i
Lead Atomic Absorption (for certain areas)'? ST SampAIle:; :rr::i::omlc
- Primary Standard
Rolling 3-Month 1 0.15 ua/m®
Average AR
Visibility Beta Attenuation and
Reducing 8 Hour See footnote 14 Transmittance No
Particles'® through Filter Tape
. National
Sulfates 24 Hour 25 pgim lon Chromatography
Hydrogen Ulraviolet
1 Hour I B
Sulfide 0.03 ppm (42 pg/m’) Fluorescence Standards
Vinyl 3 Gas
Chloride'? i ioue L.QNPA RS Y Chromatography

See footnotes on next page ...

For more information please call ARB-PIO at (916) 322-2990

California Air Resources Board (5/4/16)




10.

1.

12.

California standards for ozone, carbon monoxide (except 8-hour Lake Tahoe), sulfur dioxide (1 and 24 hour), nitrogen dioxide, and
particulate matter (PM 10, PM2.5, and visibility reducing particles), are values that are not to be exceeded. All others are not to be
equaled or exceeded. California ambient air quality standards are listed in the Table of Standards in Section 70200 of Title 17 of the

California Code of Regulations.

National standards (other than ozone, particulate matter, and those based on annual arithmetic mean) are not to be exceeded more than
once a year. The ozone standard is attained when the fourth highest 8-hour concentration measured at each site in a year, averaged over
three years, is equal to or less than the standard. For PM 10, the 24 hour standard is attained when the expected number of days per
calendar year with a 24-hour average concentration above 150 pg/m’ is equal to or less than one. For PM2.5, the 24 hour standard is
attained when 98 percent of the daily concentrations, averaged over three years, are equal to or less than the standard. Contact the U.S.
EPA for further clarification and current national policies.

Concentration expressed first in units in which it was promulgated. Equivalent units given in parentheses are based upen a reference
temperature of 25°C and a reference pressure of 760 torr. Most measurements of air quality are to be corrected to a reference
temperature of 25°C and a reference pressure of 760 torr; ppm in this table refers to ppm by volume, or micromoles of pollutant per mole
of gas.

Any equivalent measurement method which can be shown to the satisfaction of the ARB to give equivalent results at or near the level of
the air quality standard may be used.

National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety to protect the public health.

National Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or anticipated adverse
effects of a pollutant.

Reference method as described by the U.S. EPA. An “equivalent method” of measurement may be used but must have a “consistent
relationship to the reference method” and must be approved by the U.S. EPA,

On October 1, 20135, the national 8-hour ozone primary and secondary standards were lowered from 0.075 to 0.070 ppm.

On December 14, 2012, the national annual PM2.5 primary standard was lowered from 15 pg/m’ to 12,0 pg/m’. The existing national 24-
hour PM2.5 standards (primary and secondary) were retained at 35 pg/m’, as was the annual secondary standard of 15 ug!ma. The

existing 24-hour PM10 standards (primary and secondary) of 150 |,tg/m3 also were retained. The form of the annual primary and
secondary standards is the annual mean, averaged over 3 years.

To attain the 1-hour national standard, the 3-year average of the annual 98th percentile of the 1-hour daily maximum concentrations at
each site must not exceed 100 ppb. Note that the national 1-hour standard is in units of parts per billion (ppb). Califomnia standards are in
units of parts per million (ppm). To directly compare the national 1-hour standard to the California standards the units can be converted
from ppb to ppm. In this case, the national standard of 100 ppb is identical to 0.100 ppm.

On June 2, 2010, a new 1-hour SO, standard was established and the existing 24-hour and annual primary standards were revoked. To
attain the 1-hour national standard, the 3-year average of the annual 99th percentile of the 1-hour daily maximum concentrations at each
site must not exceed 75 ppb. The 1971 SO, national standards (24-hour and annual) remain in effect until one year after an area is
designated for the 2010 standard, except that in areas designated nonattainment for the 1971 standards, the 1971 standards remain in
effect until implementation plans to attain or maintain the 2010 standards are approved.

Note that the 1-hour national standard is in units of parts per billion (ppb). California standards are in units of parts per million (ppm). To

directly compare the 1-hour national standard to the California standard the units can be converted to ppm. In this case, the national
standard of 75 ppb is identical to 0.075 ppm.

The ARB has identified lead and vinyl chloride as "toxic air contaminants' with no threshold level of exposure for adverse health effects
determined. These actions allow for the implementation of control measures at levels below the ambient concentrations specified for

these pollutants.

The national standard for lead was revised on October 15, 2008 to a rolling 3-month average. The 1978 lead standard (1.5 pg/m’ as a
quarterly average) remains in effect until one year after an area is designated for the 2008 standard, except that in areas designated
nonattainment for the 1978 standard, the 1978 standard remains in effect until implementation plans to attain or maintain the 2008
standard are approved.

In 1989, the ARB converted both the general statewide 10-mile visibility standard and the Lake Tahoe 30-mile visibility standard to
instrumental equivalents, which are "extinction of 0.23 per kilometer" and "extinction of 0.07 per kilometer" for the statewide and Lake

Tahoe Air Basin standards, respectively.

For more information please call ARB-PIO at (916) 322-299) California Air Resources Board (5/4/16)



Description of AERMOD
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AERMOD VIEW

GAUSSIAN PLUME AIRE DISPENSION MODELS

Model Descriptions

AERMOD

The AMS/EPA Regulatory Model
(AERMOD) is the next generation air
dispersion model based on
planetary boundary layer theory.
AERMOD contains essentially the
same options as ST3 with few
exceptions.

AERMOCD fully incorporates the
PRIME building downwash
algorithms, advanced depositional
parameters, local terrain effects,
and advanced meteorological
turbulence calculotions.

AERMOD View Tools Iimpressive Report-Ready
S Ovutput
: AERMOD View provides all the P
ST3 (Industrial Source Complex tool dt i )
Model) is a steady-state Gaussian 00Is you need 10 get your air AERMOD View lets you impress
quality analysis dene on time, with infegrated report generation.

plume model used to assess

pollutant concentrations from o ncluding:- Easy and intuitive

wide variety of sources associated graphical interface - Summarize your modeling
with an industrial compiex. - Data entry in Melric and input in professionally
English unils designed reports
The ST3 model accounts for: - Imports a variety of base map - Custom 3D views of your
_ formats project site and/or modeling
. Sztr't';zﬁe:’”d dry deposition of - Supporls the major digital results can also be generated
Euild:ng et ) iperrcninf fo;r[?ots e in profe_ssio.nal report format
I e [ R{ [T e oweriu visualization - Customize information to be
oni ol GRS Building downwash analysis included
- Flat and complex terrain - Meteorological pre-processing - Print from AERMOD View or
- Automatic contouring of save your report to file
PRIME results
573 with the Plume Rise - Rapld model comparisons
Enhancements (PRIME) model - Report-ready output
incorporates two important
features:

- Enhanced plume dispersion
coefficients due to the building
turbulent wake. L L
Reduced plume rise caused by a =
combination of descending =
streamlines in the lee of the
building and the increased
entrainment in its wake.

(RERERER

E: info@weblakes.com | T:+1.519.746.5995 | F:+1.519.746.0793



Digital Terrain Data

AERMOD View supports a wide
variety of digital elevation terrain
data formats. Quick import of
terrain elevations will save you
time and avoid costly hand-made
errors.

- USGS DEM

- GTOPO30 DEM
-UK.DTM

- UK. NTF

- XYZ Files

- CDED 1-degree
- AutoCAD DXF

Import multiple DEMs and
AERMOD View will automaticaliy
combine each area

and zone for your project.

Complete support for AERMAP is
alse included, making terrain
processing for your AERMCD
project a snap

Terrain grid files for deposition
analysis can be automatically
created from digital terrain files.

Building Downwash

Buildings can radically influence
the dispersion of pollutants.
AERMOD View provides all the
necessary tools to effectively and
quickly complete your building
downwash analysis.

with easy import of building
coordinates from AutoCAD base
maps and oplions to digitize
buildings, your downwash analysis
can be performed quickly.

/Extensive Map Support

Import base maps to enhance
your modeling project and aid in
model results interpretation.
Integrated GIS technology gives
you complete control over your
modeling site.

-Bitmap
USGS DLG

- USGS LULC

- AutoCAD DXF

- ESRI Shapefile
JPEG
TIFF/GeoTIFF

- MrSID

Graphical Input

Avoid the hassle and errors of enter
ing locations by hand from paper
maps. Specify sources and receplors
graphically, After defining an object
graphically you avtomatically have
access to the related text mode
window in which you can further
modify parameters.

';'- Automatically eliminate receplors
._._._.... .I @3 SRS . inside the facility property line.
et | i} || Receptors (unlimited)
s ol = :
: = | A== - Cartesian Grids
T B . - Polar Grids

- Drete Cartesian Receptors
- Drete Peolar Receptors

- Cartesian Plant Boundary

- Polar Plant Boundary

- Fenceline Grid

- Multi-Tier Grid (Risk Grid)
- Flagpele Receptors

Sources (unlimited)

- Point

- Area (square, rectangular, circu-
lar, polygon)

- Volume

- Open Pit

- Flore

- Line

.
+
.
+
.
+

E: info@weblakes.com | T:+1.519.746.5995 | F:+1.519.746.0793




AERMOD VIEW

PROFESSIONAL VISUALIZATION & ADVANCED TOOLS TO BCOST YOUR PRODUCTIVITY

High-Impact 3D Visuvalization

AERMOD view features powerful 3D visualization tools unlike cther
soflware that requires you to purchase yet another software package
just to view plain, static 3D plots. Nothing communicales your modeling
better than images, and AERMOD View provides powerful, dynamic 3D
tools built right into its interface.

Understand the effects of topography by displaying your model results
with 3D terrain. Make your final report clear and concise by visualizing ol
your data.

Complete visualization of your imported terrain is just a click away! Click F'
the 3D Terrain icon and your project is iransfermed into a fully '
customizabie 3D view using your terrain elevation data. Zoom, rotate,
and save views in true 3D.

Apply terrain contours to your 20 site view for professional maps, or
change to 3D views with a single click. View your site and surrounding

lerrain in true 3D. Sources and buildings appear in context with your site
terrain. P

e e e B s W
L] m-.t;_'.'-: 5 El L
x+s0dtboudory _I

Custom Textures integrated Contouring

Apply custom textures to buildings to AERMOD View features inlegrated

further increase building realism - say  post-processing with automatic

goodbye to bland polygons! gridding, blanking, shaded contour
plotting. and posting of your resulls.

Clear and realistic communication is

essential and your model should make - Customize contour levels, color
an impression. shading, transparency, contour Export Options
labeis, fonts, and more.
Real-time lighting effects, true-color - Multiple levels of transparency - ESRI Shapetiles
shading and textures bring your site - True color paletie - Bitmaps
to life like no other package can! - Save and edit any palette Enhanced Metafiles
- Extensive terrain contouring

options
- Color ramp customization

Fa——t

)
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o

t
[
I
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o
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|
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Multiple Chemicals

The Mutti Chemical Run utility will boost Meteorological Tools

your productivity drastically when
analyzing the contributions of each
pollutant from sources emitting muttiple
chemicals.

Aermet View

Aermet View is the
meteorclogical preprocessor that
guides you through easy steps io
prepare your on-site and off-sile
meteorological data for use with
AERMOD.

Simply specify the poliutants emitted by
each source, define emission rates, and
click Run. The Multi-Chermical Run utility
lakes care of the rest, reducing your
model run time to a fraction of the time
it would take traditionally.

e

Unlimited sources

Unlimited receplors
Unlimited pollutants (>1000) 3L C L G |
I
Block averages he AERMOD Batcher is
Rolling averages designed lo let you easily B o T

Chemical-specific plotfiles perform multiple modeling Rammet View

runs. Simply specify the input
files for the projects you wish
Percenl View takes the hassle out of to run, click Run and AERMOD
performing modeling runs that require Batcher will run ali your

percentiles or rolling averages. Run the . . | f
model and have these calculations DRI (et VIS (el LRI e]

Percent View Rammet View is the meteorological

preprocessor thal prepares data for
use with the ST3 and PRIME models.
Rammet View includes a sel of tools

Wthh O”OW AT TSRy ——T

automatically computed. fedelinguonsihiclisiolcr conversion of  FEEES :
required for risk assessment your own met !
projects. data into the
PER AT r——r required
08— )| format.
| =
! 1 WRPLOT
z View
e _

.........

wind rose plots, frequency lables,

=0 . B ] ' and graphs can be generated
Y . T}, [Ty aouvtomatically from surface dala files
Risk Assessment Projects ' “qu\:='I S in SCRAM, CD144, HUSWO, TD-3505,
e y CARB, and SAMSON formats or from

Customized air modeling support  /}f3 ]-*_ e | and AERMET preprocessed
for leading risk assessment met dato files. Import from Excel is

protocols, the U.S. EPA - OSW ‘ | @ also supported

Human Health Risk Assessment
Protocol, and the U.S. EPA - OSW
Screening Level Ecological Risk
Assessment Protocol. Simply select
"Risk Mode" o model in accordance
with these guidelines.

Quickly generate the fites required
for ACE2588 risk assessment model.

T: +1.519.746.5995 '

F: +1.519.746.0793
info@weblakes.com La eS

Environmental
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ENVIRONMENTAL PERMITTING SPECIALISTS
Air Quality * Permitting * OHSA « RMP/PSM

Statement of Qualifications
Environmental Permitting Specialists (EPS)

EPS is a specialized consulting firm focusing on air quality impact analysis, permitting,
health risk assessments and odor control and analysis. The firm is headquartered in
Sacramento, California and has been providing these services since 1995. Firms such as
Sunsweet Growers, Amazon, El Dorado County Cannabis Growers Alliance, Teichert
Construction, Sacramento City Unified School District, Blue Diamond Growers and many
others have used our services. These firms they recognize the complexity related to
controlling odors and of everchanging environmental regulations and prefer to have a
specialized firm handle these issues on their behalf.

Practice Areas

o Construction Industries
e Solid Waste

e Cannabis Cultivation

e Energy Production

e Food Industries

In addition to providing services to private sector, EPS routinely provides technical
support services to various County Planning Departments and air pollution control
districts. These include:

Amador Air District and Planning Department

e Calaveras Air Pollution Control District and Planning Department
e Mariposa County Departments of Planning and Environmental Health
¢ Placer County Air Pollution Control District
¢ Great Basic Air Quality Management District
Contact:

Ray Kapahi

E-Mail: ray.kapahi@gmail.com

Phone: 916-806-8333

Web-Site: https://www.epsconsulting.org/

7068 Riverside Blvd.,, Sacramento, CA 95831 « Office: 916-687-8352+ Mobile: 916-806-8333



Ray Kapahi
Senior Air Quality
Consulting Engineer

Ray.Kapahi@gmail.com

Office: 916.687.8352
Mobile: 916.806.8333

Practice Areas

Air Quality Permitting

Qdor Modeling and Control
Health Risk Assessment
Computational Fluid Dynamics
Greenhouse Gas Analysis
Atmospheric Dispersion Modeling

Industries

Solid Waste

Energy Production
Construction and Mining
Cannabis Cultivation

Oil and Gas Production
Food Industries

Education and Training

e  BSc. Physics {1972)

e MEng. Chemical Engineering {1975)

e CARB Accredited Green House Gas
{GHG) Lead Verifier with Specialization
in Process Emissions and Electricity

Transactions {2009)

News

e Presentation “Numerical Modeling of
Landfill Gas and Odors” 33" International
Conference on Solid Waste Technology and

Management. March 11 to 14, 2018, Annapolis,

MD.

s Presentation “Integrated Approach to
Effective Odor Control at Landfills and
Composting Facilities” Wastecon 2016,
Indianapolis, IN.

EXPERIENCE

Over 30 years of experience in analyzing air quality and odor
impacts, permitting of stationary sources, and preparation of
environmental impact documents. Mr. Kapahi assists a broad range
of clients and assists them to identify and meet their regulatory
obligations.

The scope of his experience includes siting of new landfills, waste to
energy plants, obtaining conditional use permits from City and
County Governments for new projects or expansion of existing
projects. Specific experience and skills include preparation of
emission inventories, analysis and measurements of odors,
dispersion modeling, oversight of air quality monitoring, analysis of
impacts to public health, responding to public comments, and
appearing before City and County Planning Boards and Commissions
as an expert witness on behalf of clients.

Following approvals for new facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, Mr. Kapahi continues to work with clients to ensure on-
going compliance.

REPRESENTATIVE PROJECTS
Air Quality Modeling and Permitting

* Permitting of a Powdered Milk Plant (Turlock, CA)
Evaluate emissions of various air pollutants from the proposed 30

million galions per year mild processing/drying facility. Demonstrate
compliance with local and state air quality regulations, including
regulation of toxic air pollutants.

+ Permit Revisions for an Existing Fruit Dehydration
Facility (Yuba City, CA)
Assisted a major food processor in revising their operating permits to

allow for additional steam production. Worked cooperatively with the
local air district to ensure timely issuance of the revised permits.

+ Permitting of a Waste to Energy Plant (Fort Irwin, CA)
Quantify emissions from a proposed 34 tons per day solid waste to
energy project. Analyze emissions associated with pyrolysis and
subsequent utilization of synthetic gas to generate 1.5 MW of
electric power. Prepare the necessary permit applications and
supporting documentation.

« Permitting of a CBD Oil Extraction Facility (Mendota, CA)
Quantify emissions from a proposed solvent extraction process.

Assist in design of an RTO VOC control system. The facility was
permitting in 2019 and is currently operating.



Publications and Presentaticns

Presentation “Use of Advanced Models to
Control Fugitive Odors from Composting Sites”.
US Compost Council Annual Meeting, January
2015, Austin, TX.

“Air Emissions from Landfills and Transfer Stations
— Do they Increase Public Health Risks?”
Presented at Quad State Environmental
Conference, Pigeon Forge TN, Sept 2015.

“Risks of Carbon Credit Invalidation Under
California’s Cap-and-Trade Program”, Presented
at the 2014 Air and Waste Management
Association Annual Conference. June 24-27,
2014. Long Beach, CA

“Estimate of VOC Emissions from Sludge Drying”,
Presented at the 1995 SWANA Conference.
November 1995, Baltimore, MD.

“Use of Biofilters to Control VOCs”, Biocycle,
February 1995.

“Impacts of the 1990 Clean Air Act
Amendments”, San Jose Business Journal, March
24, 1994,

“Modeling Fine Particulates” in Municipal Waste

Incineration Risk Assessment, Edited by Curtis
Travis, Plenum Press, 1990.

Specialized Training

Calculating Tank Emissions. Trinity Consultants.
Los Angeles, CA February 1-2,2020.

Accidental Release Modeling Workshop. Trinity
Consultants. Dallas, TX November 1-2, 2018.

HARP2 {Risk Assessment Model) Training at
California Air Resources Board. Redding, CA

Hearing Board Variance Training — California Air
Resources Board (1995)

Air Emissions and Odors from Wastewater ~
University of Texas, Austin (1994}

Professional Affiliations

Air and Waste Management Association
{Board Member)

American Institute of Chemical Engineers
{Member)

Member Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) for
the California Energy Commission

Odor Analysis and Mitigation

+ Ventilation System for Odor Control (Anaheim, CA)
Advanced computational fluid mechanics (CFD) models were used to
predict the air flow and building pressure to identify the location, size and
number of exhaust fans required to remove odors from the transfer
station building.

» Analysis of Potential Odors from Outdoor and Indoor
Cannabis Cultivation {(Georgetown and Somerset,

Eldorado County, CA)
EPS is working cooperatively with growers and El Dorado County Planning

Department to evaluate odors associated with indoor and outdoor
cannabis cultivation. Through use of on-site odor measurements and
dispersion models, EPS has been able to project intensity of future odors
from new cannabis operations and demonstrate compliance with the
County’s Ordinance limiting odors at the property lines and at nearby
homes.

« Analysis and Control of Fugitive Dust and Odors from a
Soil Blending Facility (Stockton, CA)

Advanced computational fluid mechanics {CFD) models were used to

predict the air flow and movement of fugitive dust at a soil blending

facility. With this information, the client was able to install appropriate

mitigation services to mitigate off-site migration of fugitive dust.

¢ Review of Odor Control Systems for Cannabis Cultivation
and Distribution Facilities (Palm Springs, CA)

EPS evaluated the odor control system for over 15 different odor

cultivation and distribution facilities in Palm Springs. The effectiveness of

the proposed system was evaluated and recommendations were made to

the City to Palm Springs.

Analysis of Public Health Risks

« Analysis of Public Health Risks Associated with
Composting Operations (Napa County, CA)

Estimate the types and amounts of toxic air contaminants (TAC) released

from green waste and food waste composting. An air dispersion model

was used with local wind data to determine the concentration of each TAC.

The concentration estimates were supplemented with toxicity data to

quantify public health risks from exposure to the various toxic pollutants.

» Analysis of Public Health Risks from Proposed Asphalt

Plant (Kern County, Califomia)
Analyze emissions of any toxic air pollutants from a proposed 250 tons per

day asphalt plant. Emissions from aggregate drying, propane combustion
and asphalt oil were quantified. Acute and chronic public health risks from
exposure to various toxic pollutants were calculated.
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Ray Kapahi, BSc, M. Eng.
Senior Air Quality Engineer
7068 Riverside Boulevard
Sacramento, CA 95693
Phone: {916) 687-8352 Mobile: (916) 806-8333
ray.kapahi@gmail.com

Current Billing Rates — January 2023

Permitting of Stationary Sources $175/hr

Air Quality Impact Analysis, CEQA Review $175Mr
Expert Witness, Legal Testimony, Attend Hearings and

Legal Depositions $350/hr

All other work as negotiated
Expenses:

Expenses are billed at actual costs plus 10%. Personal Mileage charged at $.55/mile.

Bitling:
Bitling is provided at the close of each month. Clients are invoiced within the first five business days
following the end of the month.

Payment:
Payment terms are 30 days from receipt of invoice subject o prior arrangements. Late charges are

assessed at 1.5% of past due balance monthly from payment due date.
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ROB BONTA State of California
Attorney General DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Warehouse Projects: Best Practices and
Mitigation Measures to Comply with the
California Environmental Quality Act
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Updated September 2022

In carrying out its duty to enforce laws across California, the California Attorney
General’s Bureau of Environmental Justice (Bureau)' regularly reviews proposed warehouse
projects for compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and other laws.
When necessary, the Bureau submits comment letters to lead agencies regarding warchouse
projects, and in rare cases the Bureau has filed litigation to enforce CEQA.? This document
builds upon the Bureau’s work on warehouse projects, collecting information gained from the
Bureau’s review of hundreds of warehouse projects across the state.® It is meant to help lead
agencies pursue CEQA compliance and promote environmentally-just development as they
confront warehouse project proposals.* While CEQA analysis is necessarily project-specific,
this document provides information on feasible best practices and mitigation measures, nearly ail
of which have been adapted from actual warehouse projects in California.

I. Background

In recent years, the proliferation of e-commerce and rising consumer expectations of
rapid shipping have contributed to a boom in warehouse development.® California, with its
ports, population centers, and transportation network, has found itself at the center of this trend.
In 2020, the Ports of Los Angeles, Long Beach, and Oakland collectively accounted for over
34% of all United States international container trade.’ The Ports of Los Angeles and Long
Beach alone generate about 35,000 container truck trips every day.” Accordingly, the South
Coast Air Basin now contains approximately 3,000 warehouses of over 100,000 square feet each,
with a total warchouse capacity of approximately 700 million square feet, an increase of 20
percent over the last five years.® This trend has only accelerated, with e-commerce growing to

I https://oag.ca.gov/environment/justice.

2 https://oag.ca.gov/environment/ceqa; Peaple of the State of California v. City of Fontana
(Super. Ct. San Bernardino County, No. CIVSB2121829); South Central Neighbors United et al.
v. City of Fresno et al. (Super. Ct. Fresno County, No. 18CECG00690).

3 This September 2022 version revises and replaces the prior March 2021 version of this
document.

* Anyone reviewing this document to determine CEQA compliance responsibilities should
consult their own attorney for legal advice.

3 As used in this document, “warehouse” or “logistics facility” is defined as a facility consisting
of one or more buildings that stores cargo, goods, or products on a short- or long-term basis for
later distribution to businesses and/or retail customers.

6 Data from the Bureau of Transportation Statistics, Container TEUs (Twenty-foot Equivalent Units)
(2020), https://data.bts.gov/stories/s/Container-TEU/x3fb-aeda/ (Ports of Los Angeles, Long
Beach, and Oakland combined for 14.157 million TEUs, 34% of 41.24 million TEUs total
nationwide) (last accessed September 18, 2022).

71.8. Dept. of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, FHWA Operations Support —
Port Peak Pricing Program Evaluation (2020), available at
https://ops.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/fhwahop090 14/sect2.htm (last accessed September 18,
2022).

§ South Coast Air Qual. Mgmt. Dist., Final Socioeconomic Assessment for Proposed Rule 2305 —
Warehouse Indirect Source Rule - Warehouse Actions and Investments to Reduce Emissions
(WAIRE) Program and Proposed Rule 316 — Fees for Rule 2305, at 7-8, 41 (May 2021).
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13% of all retail sales and 2021 being a second consecutive record year for new warehouse space
leased.? The latest data and forecasts predict that the next wave of warehouse development will
be in the Central Valley. '

When done properly, these activities can contribute to the economy and consumer
welfare. However, imprudent warehouse development can harm local communities and the
environment. Among other pollutants, diesel trucks visiting warehouses emit nitrogen oxide
(NOx)—a primary precursor to smog formation and a significant factor in the development of
respiratory problems like asthma, bronchitis, and lung irritation—and diesel particulate matter (a
subset of fine particular matter that is smaller than 2.5 micrometers)—a contributor to cancer,
heart disease, respiratory illnesses, and premature death.!' Trucks and on-site loading activities
can also be loud, bringing disruptive noise levels during 24/7 operation that can cause hearing
damage after prolonged exposure.'? The hundreds, and sometimes thousands, of daily truck and
passenger car trips that warehouses generate contribute to traffic jams, deterioration of road
surfaces, and traffic accidents.

These environmental impacts also tend to be concentrated in neighborhoods already
suffering from disproportionate health impacts and systemic vulnerability. For example, a
comprehensive study by the South Coast Air Quality Management District found that
communities located near large warehouses scored far higher on California’s environmental
justice screening tool, which measures overall pollution and demographic vulnerability. 13 That

9 U.S. Census Bureau News, Quarterly Retail E-Commerce Sales 4th Quarter 2021 (February 22,
2022), https://www.census.gov/retail/mrts/wwwi/data/pdfiec_current.pdf (last accessed
September 18, 2022); CBRE Research, 2022 North America Industrial Big Box Report. Review
and Outlook, at 2-3 (March 2022), available at https://www.cbre.com/insights/reports/2022-
north-america-industrial-big-box#download-report (last accessed September 18, 2022).

10 CBRE Research, supra note 9, at 4, 36; New York Times, Warehouses Are Headed to the
Central Valley, Too (Jul. 22, 2020), available at
https://www.nytimes.com/2020/07/22/us/coronavirus-ca-warehouse-workers.html.

I California Air Resources Board, Nitrogen Dioxide & Health,
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/nitrogen-dioxide-and-health (last accessed September 18,
2022) (NOXx); California Air Resources Board, Summary: Diesel Particular Matter Health
Impacts, https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/summary-diesel-particulate-matter-health-impacts
(last accessed September 18, 2022); Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment and
American Lung Association of California, Health Effects of Diesel Exhaust,

https://oehha.ca. pov/media/downloads/calenviroscreen/indicators/diesel4-02.pdf (last accessed
September 18, 2022) (DPM).

12 Noise Sources and Their Effects,
https://www.chem.purdue.edu/chemsafety/Training/PPETrain/dblevels.htm (last accessed
September 18, 2022) (a diesel truck moving 40 miles per hour, 50 feet away, produces 84
decibels of sound).

13 South Coast Air Quality Management District, “Final Socioeconomic Assessment for
Proposed Rule 2305 — Warehouse Indirect Source Rule — Warehouse Actions and Investments to
Reduce Emissions (WAIRE) Program and Proposed Rule 316 — Fees for Rule 2305” (May
2021), at 4-5.
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study concluded that, compared to the South Coast Air Basin averages, communities in the South
Coast Air Basin near large warehouses had a substantiaily higher proportion of people of color;
were exposed to more diesel particulate matter; had higher rates of asthma, cardiovascular
disease, and low birth weights; and had higher poverty and unemployment rates.'* Each area has
its own unique history, but many of these impacts and vulnerabilities reflect historic redlining
practices in these communities, which devalued land and concentrated poverty, racial outgroups,
and pollution into designated areas. '

II. Proactive Planning: General Plans, Local Ordinances, and Good Neighbor Policies

To systematically guide warehouse development, we encourage local governing bodies to
proactively plan for logistics projects in their jurisdictions. Proactive planning allows
jurisdictions to prevent land use conflicts before they materialize and direct sustainable
development. Benefits also include providing a predictable business environment, protecting
residents from environmental harm, and setting consistent expectations jurisdiction-wide.

Proactive planning can take many forms. Land use designation and zoning decisions
should channel development into appropriate areas. For example, establishing industrial districts
near major highway and rail corridors but away from sensitive receptors'® can help attract
investment while avoiding conflicts between warehouse facilities and residential communities.
Transition zones with lighter industrial and commercial land uses may also help minimize
conflicts between residential and industrial uses.

In addition, general plan policies, local ordinances, and good neighbor policies should set
minimum standards for logistics projects. General plan policies can be incorporated into existing
economic development, land use, circulation, or other related general plan elements. Many
jurisdictions alternatively choose to consolidate policies in a separate environmental justice
element. Adopting general plan policies to guide warehouse development may also help

14 1d. at 5-7.

I5 Beginning in the 1930s, federal housing policy directed investment away from Black,
immigrant, and working-class communities by color-coding neighborhoods according to the
purported “riskiness” of loaning to their residents. In California cities where such “redlining”
maps were drawn, nearly all of the communities where warehouses are now concentrated were
formerly coded “red,” signifying the least desirable areas where investment was to be avoided.
See University of Richmond Digital Scholarship Lab, Mapping Inequality,
https://dsl.richmond.edu/panorama/redlining/#loc=12/33.748/-118.272&city=los-angeles-ca (Los
Angeles), https://ds|.richmond.edu/panorama/redlining/#loc=13/32.685/-117.132&city=san-
diego-ca (San Diego), https://dsl.richmond.edu/panorama/redlining/#loc=11/37.81/-
122.38&city=oakland-ca (Oakland),
https://dsl.richmond.eduw/panorama/redlining/#loc=13/37.956/-121.326&city=stockton-ca
(Stockton), https://dsl.richmond.edu/panorama/redlining/#loc=12/36.751/-119.86&city=fresno-
ca (Fresno) (all last accessed September 18, 2022).

16 In this document, “sensitive receptors” refers to residences, schools, public recreation
facilities, health care facilities, places of worship, daycare facilities, community centers, or
incarceration facilities.
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jurisdictions comply with their obligations under SB 1000, which requires local government
general plans to identify objectives and policies to reduce health risks in disadvantaged
communities, promote civil engagement in the public decision making process, and prioritize
improvements and programs that address the needs of disadvantaged communities. 17

Local ordinances and good neighbor policies that set development standards for all
warehouses in the jurisdiction are a critical and increasingly common tool that serve several
goals. When well-designed, these ordinances direct investment to local improvements, provide
predictability for developers, conserve government resources by streamlining project review
processes, and reduce the environmental impacts of industrial development. While many
jurisdictions have adopted warehouse-specific development standards, an ordinance in the City
of Fontana provides an example to review and build upon.'® Good neighbor policies in
Riverside County and by the Western Riverside Council of Government include additional
measures worth consideration.'?

The Bureau encourages jurisdictions to adopt their own local ordinances that combine the
strongest policies from those models with measures discussed in the remainder of this document.

III. Community Engagement

Early and consistent community engagement is central to establishing good relationships
between communities, lead agencies, and warehouse developers and tenants. Robust community
engagement can give lead agencies access to community residents’ on-the-ground knowledge
and information about their concerns, build community support for projects, and develop creative
solutions to ensure new logistics facilities are mutually beneficial. Examples of best practices
for community engagement include:

¢ Holding a series of community meetings at times and locations convenient to
members of the affected community and incorporating suggestions into the
project design.

e Posting information in hard copy in public gathering spaces and on a website
about the project. The information should include a complete, accurate project
description, maps and drawings of the project design, and information about how
the public can provide input and be involved in the project approval process. The

17 For more information about SB 1000, see https://oag.ca.gov/environment/sb1000.

18 hitps://oag.ca.gov/system/files/attachments/press-
docs/Final%208Signed%20Fontana%200rdinance.pdf (last accessed September 18, 2022).

19 For example, the Riverside County policy requires community benefits agreements and
supplemental funding contributions toward additional pollution offsets, and the Western
Riverside Council of Governments policy sets a minimum buffer zone of 300 meters between
warehouses and sensitive receptors. https://www.rivcocob.org/wp-
content/uploads/2020/01/Good-Neighbor-Policy-F-3-Final-Adopted.pdf (last accessed
September 18, 2022) (Riverside County);
http://www.wrcog.cog.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/3 1 8/Good-Neighbor-Guidelines-for-Siting-
Warehouse-Distribution-Facilities-PDF?bidld= (last accessed September 18, 2022) (Western
Riverside Council of Governments).
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information should be in a format that is easy to navigate and understand for
members of the affected community.

¢ Providing notice by mail to residents and schools within a certain radius of the
project and along transportation corridors to be used by vehicles visiting the
project, and by posting a prominent sign on the project site. The notice should
include a brief project description and directions for accessing complete
information about the project and for providing input on the project.

o Providing translation or interpretation in residents’ native language, where
appropriate.

o For public meetings broadcast online or otherwise held remotely, providing for
access and public comment by telephone and supplying instructions for access
and public comment with ample lead time prior to the meeting.

e Partnering with local community-based organizations to solicit feedback, leverage
local networks, co-host meetings, and build support.

o Considering adoption of a community benefits agreement, negotiated with input
from affected residents and businesses, by which the developer provides benefits
to the affected community.

e Creating a community advisory board made up of local residents to review and
provide feedback on project proposals in early planning stages.

o Identifying a person to act as a community liaison concerning on-site construction
activity and operations, and providing contact information for the community
liaison to the surrounding community.

¢ Requiring signage in public view at warehouse facilities with contact information
for a local designated representative for the facility operator who can receive
community complaints, and requiring any complaints to be answered by the
facility operator within 48 hours of receipt.

IV. Warehouse Siting and Design Considerations

The most important consideration when planning a logistics facility is its location.
Warehouses located in residential neighborhoods or near sensitive receptors expose community
residents and those using or visiting sensitive receptor sites to the air pollution, noise, traffic, and
other environmental impacts they generate. Therefore, placing facilities away from sensitive
receptors significantly reduces their environmental and quality of life harms on local
communities. The suggested best practices for siting and design of warehouse facilities does not
relieve lead agencies’ responsibility under CEQA to conduct a project-specific analysis of the
project’s impacts and evaluation of feasible mitigation measures and alternatives; lead agencies’
incorporation of the best practices must be part of the impact, mitigation and alternatives
analyses to meet the requirements of CEQA. Examples of best practices when siting and
designing warehouse facilities include:
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e Per California Air Resources Board {CARB) guidance, siting warehouse facilities
so that their property lines are at least 1,000 feet from the property lines of the
nearest sensitive receptors.

e Providing adequate amounts of on-site parking to prevent trucks and other
vehicles from parking or idling on public streets and to reduce demand for off-site
truck yards.

e Establishing setbacks from the property line of the nearest sensitive receptor to
warehouse dock doors, loading areas, and truck drive aisles, and locating
warehouse dock doors, loading areas, and truck drive aisles on the opposite side
of the building from the nearest sensitive receptors—e.g., placing dock doors on
the north side of the facility if sensitive receptors are near the south side of the
facility.

e Placing facility entry and exit points from the public street away from sensitive
receptors—e.g., placing these points on the north side of the facility if sensitive
receptors are adjacent to the south side of the facility.

* Ensuring heavy duty trucks abide by the on-site circulation plans by constructing
physical barriers to block those trucks from using areas of the project site
restricted to light duty vehicles or emergency vehicles only.

e Preventing truck queuing spillover onto surrounding streets by positioning entry
gates after a minimum of 140 feet of space for queuing, and increasing the
distance by 70 feet for every 20 loading docks beyond 50 docks.

o Locating facility entry and exit points on streets of higher commercial
classification that are designed to accommodate heavy duty truck usage.

e Screening the warehouse site perimeter and onsite areas with significant truck
traffic (e.g., dock doors and drive aisles) by creating physical, structural, and/or
vegetative buffers that prevent or substantially reduce pollutant and noise
dispersion from the facility to sensitive receptors.

¢ Planting exclusively 36-inch box evergreen trees to ensure faster maturity and
four-season foliage.

e Requiring all property owners and successors in interest to maintain onsite trees
and vegetation for the duration of ownership, including replacing any dead or
unhealthy trees and vegetation.

e Posting signs clearly showing the designated entry and exit points from the public
street for trucks and service vehicles.

» Including signs and drive aisle pavement markings that clearly identify onsite
circulation patterns to minimize unnecessary onsite vehicle travel.

e Posting signs indicating that all parking and maintenance of trucks must be
conducted within designated on-site areas and not within the surrounding
community or public streets.

20 CARB, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective (April 2005),
at ES-1. CARB staff has released draft updates to this siting and design guidance which suggests
a greater distance may be warranted in some scenarios. CARB, Concept Paper for the Freight
Handbook (December 2019), available at https.//ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2020-
03/2019.12.12%20-%20Concept%20Paper%20for%20the%20Freight%20Handbook _1.pdf (last
accessed September 18, 2022).
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V. Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis and Mitigation

Emissions of air pollutants and greenhouse gases are often among the most substantial
environmental impacts from new warehouse facilities. CEQA compliance demands a proper
accounting of the full air quality and greenhouse gas impacts of logistics facilities and adoption
of all feasible mitigation of significant impacts. Although efforts by CARB and other authorities
to regulate the heavy-duty truck and off-road diesel fleets have made excellent progress in
reducing the air quality impacts of logistics facilities, the opportunity remains for local
jurisdictions to further mitigate these impacts at the project level. Lead agencies and developers
should also consider designing projects with their long-term viability in mind. Constructing the
necessary infrastructure to prepare for the zero-emission future of goods movement not only
reduces a facility’s emissions and local impact now, but it can also save money as demand for
zero-emission infrastructure grows. In planning new logistics facilities, the Bureau strongly
encourages developers to consider the local, statewide, and global impacts of their projects’
emissions.

Examples of best practices when studying air quality and greenhouse gas impacts
include:

o Fully analyzing all reasonably foreseeable project impacts, including cumulative
impacts. In general, new warehouse developments are not ministerial under
CEQA because they involve public officials’ personal judgment as to the wisdom
or manner of carrying out the project, even when warehouses are permitted by a
site’s applicable zoning and/or general plan land use designation.?!

e When analyzing cumulative impacts, thoroughly considering the project’s
incremental impact in combination with past, present, and reasonably foresecable
future projects, even if the project’s individual impacts alone do not exceed the
applicable significance thresholds.

e Preparing a quantitative air quality study in accordance with local air district
guidelines.

¢ Preparing a quantitative health risk assessment in accordance with California
Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment and local air district
guidelines.

e Refraining from labeling compliance with CARB or air district regulations as a
mitigation measure—compliance with applicable regulations is required
regardless of CEQA.

e Disclosing air pollution from the entire expected length of truck trips. CEQA
requires full public disclosure of a project’s anticipated truck trips, which entails
calculating truck trip length based on likely truck trip destinations, rather than the
distance from the facility to the edge of the air basin, local jurisdiction, or other
truncated endpeint. All air pollution associated with the project must be
considered, regardless of where those impacts occur.

2l CEQA Guidelines § 15369.
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e Accounting for all reasonably foreseeable greenhouse gas emissions from the
project, without discounting projected emissions based on participation in
California’s Cap-and-Trade Program.

Examples of measures to mitigate air quality and greenhouse gas impacts from
construction are below. To ensure mitigation measures are enforceable and effective, they
should be imposed as permit conditions on the project where applicable.

o Requiring off-road construction equipment to be hybrid electric-diesel or zero-
emission, where available, and all diesel-fueled off-road construction equipment
to be equipped with CARB Tier [V-compliant engines or better, and including
this requirement in applicable bid documents, purchase orders, and contracts, with
successful contractors demonstrating the ability to supply the compliant
construction equipment for use prior to any ground-disturbing and construction
activities.

¢ Prohibiting off-road diesel-powered equipment from being in the “on” position
for more than 10 hours per day.

e Using electric-powered hand tools, forklifts, and pressure washers, and providing
electrical hook ups to the power grid rather than use of diesel-fueled generators to
supply their power.

o Designating an area in the construction site where electric-powered construction
vehicles and equipment can charge.

Limiting the amount of daily grading disturbance area.

Prohibiting grading on days with an Air Quality Index forecast of greater than 100
for particulates or ozone for the project area.

Forbidding idling of heavy equipment for more than three minutes.

Keeping onsite and furnishing to the lead agency or other regulators upon request,
all equipment maintenance records and data sheets, including design
specifications and emission control tier classifications.

» Conducting an on-site inspection to verify compliance with construction
mitigation and to identify other opportunities to further reduce construction
impacts.

¢ Using paints, architectural coatings, and industrial maintenance coatings that have
volatile organic compound levels of less than 10 g/L.

¢ Providing information on transit and ridesharing programs and services to
construction employees.

¢ Providing meal options onsite or shuttles between the facility and nearby meal

" destinations for construction employees. : '

Examples of measures to mitigate air quality and greenhouse gas impacts from operation
include:

¢ Requiring all heavy-duty vehicles engaged in drayage?®? to or from the project site
to be zero-emission beginning in 2030.

22 “Drayage” refers generally to transport of cargo to or from a seaport or intermodal railyard.

8
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Requiring all on-site motorized operational equipment, such as forklifts and yard
trucks, to be zero-emission with the necessary charging or fueling stations
provided.

Requiring tenants to use zero-emission light- and medium-duty vehicles as part of
business operations.

Forbidding trucks from idling for more than three minutes and requiring operators
to turn off engines when not in use.

Posting both interior- and exterior-facing signs, including signs directed at all
dock and delivery areas, identifying idling restrictions and contact information to
report violations to CARB, the local air district, and the building manager.
Installing solar photovoltaic systems on the project site of a specified electrical
generation capacity that is equal to or greater than the building’s projected energy
needs, including all electrical chargers.

Designing all project building roofs to accommodate the maximum future
coverage of solar panels and installing the maximum solar power generation
capacity feasible.

Constructing zero-emission truck charging/fueling stations proportional to the
number of dock doors at the project.

Running conduit to designated locations for future electric truck charging stations.
Unless the owner of the facility records a covenant on the title of the underlying
property ensuring that the property cannot be used to provide refrigerated
warehouse space, constructing electric plugs for electric transport refrigeration
units at every dock door and requiring truck operators with transport refrigeration
units to use the electric plugs when at loading docks.

Oversizing electrical rooms by 25 percent or providing a secondary electrical
room to accommodate future expansion of electric vehicle charging capability.
Constructing and maintaining electric light-duty vehicle charging stations
proportional to the number of employee parking spaces (for example, requiring at
least 10% of all employee parking spaces to be equipped with electric vehicle
charging stations of at least Level 2 charging performance)

Running conduit to an additional proportion of employee parking spaces for a
future increase in the number of electric light-duty charging stations.

Installing and maintaining, at the manufacturer’s recommended maintenance
intervals, air filtration systems at sensitive receptors within a certain radius of
facility for the life of the project.

Installing and maintaining, at the manufacturer’s recommended maintenance
intervals, an air monitoring station proximate to sensitive receptors and the
facility for the life of the project, and making the resulting data publicly available
in real time. While air monitoring does not mitigate the air quality or greenhouse
gas impacts of a facility, it nonetheless benefits the affected community by
providing information that can be used to improve air quality or avoid exposure to
unhealthy air.

Requiring all stand-by emergency generators to be powered by a non-diesel fuel.
Requiring facility operators to train managers and employees on efficient
scheduling and load management to eliminate unnecessary queuing and idling of
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trucks.

¢ Requiring operators to establish and promote a rideshare program that discourages
single-occupancy vehicle trips and provides financial incentives for alternate
modes of transportation, including carpocling, public transit, and biking.

e Meeting CalGreen Tier 2 green building standards, including all provisions
related to designated parking for clean air vehicles, electric vehicle charging, and
bicycle parking.

Designing to LEED green building certification standards.

¢ Providing meal options onsite or shuttles between the facility and nearby meal
destinations.

¢ Posting signs at every truck exit driveway providing directional information to the
truck route.

¢ Improving and maintaining vegetation and tree canopy for residents in and around
the project area.

e Requiring that every tenant train its staff in charge of keeping vehicle records in
diesel technologies and compliance with CARB regulations, by attending CARB-
approved courses. Also require facility operators to maintain records on-site
demonstrating compliance and make records available for inspection by the local
Jjurisdiction, air district, and state upon request.

¢ Requiring tenants to enroll in the United States Environmental Protection
Agency’s SmartWay program, and requiring tenants who own, operate, or hire
trucking carriers with more than 100 trucks to use carriers that are SmartWay
carriers.

e Providing tenants with information on incentive programs, such as the Carl Moyer
Program and Voucher Incentive Program, to upgrade their fleets.

VI. Noise Impacts Analysis and Mitigation

The noise associated with logistics facilities can be among their most intrusive impacts to
nearby sensitive receptors. Various sources, such as unloading activity, diesel truck movement,
and rooftop air conditioning units, can contribute substantial noise pollution. These impacts are
exacerbated by logistics facilities’ typical 24-hour, seven-days-per-week operation. Construction
noise is often even greater than operational noise, so if a project site is near sensitive receptors,
developers and lead agencies should adopt measures to reduce the noise generated by both
construction and operation activities.

Examples of best practices when studying noise impacts include:

s Preparing a noise impact analysis that considers all reasonably foreseeable project
noise impacts, including to nearby sensitive receptors. All reasonably foreseeable
project noise impacts encompasses noise from both construction and operations,
including stationary, on-site, and off-site noise sources.

¢ Adopting a lower significance threshold for incremental noise increases when
baseline noise already exceeds total noise significance thresholds, to account for
the cumulative impact of additional noise and the fact that, as noise moves up the
decibel scale, each decibel increase is a progressively greater increase in sound

10
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pressure than the last. For example, 70 dBA is ten times more sound pressure
than 60 dBA.

Disclosing and considering the significance of short-term noise levels associated
with all aspects of project operation (i.e. both on-site noise generation and off-site
truck noise). Considering only average noise levels may mask noise impacts
sensitive receptors would consider significant—for example, the repeated but
short-lived passing of individual trucks or loading activities at night.

Examples of measures to mitigate noise impacts include:

Constructing physical, structural, or vegetative noise barriers on and/or off the
project site.

Planning and enforcing truck routes that avoid passing sensitive receptors.
Locating or parking all stationary construction equipment as far from sensitive
receptors as possible, and directing emitted noise away from sensitive receptors.
Verifying that construction equipment has properly operating and maintained
mufflers.

Requiring all combustion-powered construction equipment to be surrounded by a
noise protection barrier

Limiting operation hours to daytime hours on weekdays.

Paving roads where truck traffic is anticipated with low noise asphalt.

Orienting any public address systems onsite away from sensitive receptors and
setting system volume at a level not readily audible past the property line.

VIL.  Traffic Impacts Analysis and Mitigation

Warehouse facilities inevitably bring truck and passenger car traffic. Truck traffic can
present substantial safety issues. Collisions with heavy-duty trucks are especially dangerous for
passenger cars, motorcycles, bicycles, and pedestrians. These concerns can be even greater if
truck traffic passes through residential areas, school zones, or other places where pedestrians are
common and extra caution is warranted.

Examples of measures to mitigate traffic impacts include:

Designing, clearly marking, and enforcing truck routes that keep trucks out of
residential neighborhoods and away from other sensitive receptors.

Installing signs in residential areas noting that truck and employee parking is
prohibited.

Requiring preparation and approval of a truck routing plan describing the
facility’s hours of operation, types of items to be stored, and truck routing to and
from the facility to designated truck routes that avoids passing sensitive receptors.
The plan should include measures for preventing truck queuing, circling,
stopping, and parking on public streets, such as signage, pavement markings, and
queuing analysis and enforcement. The plan should hold facility operators
responsible for violations of the truck routing plan, and a revised plan should be
required from any new tenant that occupies the property before a business license

11
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is issued. The approving agency should retain discretion to determine if changes
to the plan are necessary, including any additional measures to alleviate truck
routing and parking issues that may arise during the life of the facility.
Constructing new or improved transit stops, sidewalks, bicycle lanes, and
crosswalks, with special attention to ensuring safe routes to schools.

Consulting with the local public transit agency and securing increased public
transit service to the project area.

Designating areas for employee pickup and drop-off.

Implementing traffic control and safety measures, such as speed bumps, speed
limits, or new traffic signs or signals.

Placing facility entry and exit points on major streets that do not have adjacent
sensitive receptors.

Restricting the turns trucks can make entering and exiting the facility to route
trucks away from sensitive receptors.

Constructing roadway improvements to improve traffic flow.

Preparing a construction traffic control plan prior to grading, detailing the
locations of equipment staging areas, material stockpiles, proposed road closures,
and hours of construction operations, and designing the plan to minimize impacts
to roads frequented by passenger cars, pedestrians, bicyclists, and other non-truck
traffic.

VIII. Other Significant Environmental Impacts Analysis and Mitigation

Warehouse projects may result in significant environmental impacts to other resources,
such as to aesthetics, cultural resources, energy, geology, or hazardous materials. All significant
adverse environmental impacts must be evaluated, disclosed and mitigated to the extent feasible
under CEQA. Examples of best practices and mitigation measures to reduce environmental
impacts that do not fall under any of the above categories include:

Appointing a compliance officer who is responsible for implementing all
mitigation measures, and providing contact information for the compliance officer
to the lead agency, to be updated annually.

Creating a fund to mitigate impacts on affected residents, schools, places of
worship, and other community institutions by retrofitting their property. For
example, retaining a contractor to retrofit/install HVAC and/or air filtration
systems, doors, dual-paned windows, and sound- and vibration-deadening
insulation and curtains.

Sweeping surrounding streets on a daily basis during construction to remove any
construction-related debris and dirt.

Directing all lighting at the facility into the interior of the site.

Using full cut-off light shields and/or anti-glare lighting.

Requiring submission of a property maintenance program for agency review and
approval providing for the regular maintenance of all building structures,
landscaping, and paved surfaces.

Using cool pavement to reduce heat island effects.

12
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e Planting trees in parking areas to provide at least 35% shade cover of parking
areas within fifteen years to reduce heat island impacts.
Using light colored roofing materials with a solar reflective index of 78 or greater.

e Including on-site amenities, such as a truck operator lounge with restrooms,
vending machines, and air conditioning, to reduce the need for truck operators to
idle or travel offsite.
Designing skylights to provide natural light to interior worker areas.

o Installing climate control and air filtration in the warehouse facility to promote
worker well-being.

IX. Conclusion

California’s world-class economy, ports, and transportation network position it at the
center of the e-commerce and logistics industry boom. At the same time, California is a global
leader in environmental protection and environmentally just development. The guidance in this
document furthers these dual strengths, ensuring that all can access the benefits of economic
development. The Bureau will continue to monitor proposed projects for compliance with
CEQA and other laws. Lead agencies, developers, community advocates, and other interested
parties should feel free to reach out to us as they consider how to guide warehouse development

in their area,

Please do not hesitate to contact the Environmental Justice Bureau at ej(@doj.ca.gov if
you have any questions,

13
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1 ABBREVIATIONS

Abbreviation Meaning

ADT Average Daily Traffic
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act
Coo City of Oceanside
DEIR Draft Environmental Impact Report
HCM Highway Capacity Manual
ITE Institute of Transportation Engineers
LOS Levet of Service
LTS Local Transportation Study
NHTSA National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
PCE Passenger Car Equivalent
PE Professional Engineer
PTOE Professional Traffic Operations Engineer
SF Square Feet
VMT Vehicle Miles Traveled

2 SCOPE AND PROCESS

Category Findings

Scope The scope of work consisted of:
s  Review of the Eddie Jones Industrial Redevelopment Project {Project) LTS and VMT
Analysis.
e Preparation of peer review traffic engineering comments.
Traffic Impact This report is based on significant and relevant findings obtained during a review of Project
Analysis Review TIS by Scott Kelley, PE, PTOE of Greenlight Traffic Engineering, LLC {Reviewer).
Process and
Limitations This report has been developed in accordance with the preparer’s understanding of the

Project details, as well as the preparer’s professional experience related to preparing and
reviewing traffic and transportation studies. In addition, all review findings are based on
available and provided documentation.
Examined Documents The following documents were examined as part of this report:
¢ Eddie Jones Industrial Redevelopment Project Draft LTS (LOS Engineering Inc.,
August 2023)
* Eddie Jones Industrial Redevelopment Project Draft VMT (LOS Engineering Inc., April
2022)

3 PROPOSED PROJECT

Category Findings

Project Developer Eddie Jones Industrial

Project Traffic Engineer  LOS Engineering Inc.

Project Description Proposed redevelopment of Manufacturing and Warehousing facility.

Project Location 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside, California.

Project Access The Project will access be accessed via driveways on Benet Road and Alex Road.
Project Jurisdiction(s) All study area streets are under jurisdiction of COO.

Greenlight Traffic Engineering, LLC
S 14050 N 83 Ave, Ste 290, Peoria, AZ 85381
T {602) 499-1339 W greenlightte.com 1ofa
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4 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Greenlight Traffic Engineering completed a review of the Eddie Jones Industrial Redevelopment Project Draft
Local Transportation Study and Draft Vehicle Miles Traveled documents prepared by LOS Engineering Inc. in
August 2023 and April 2022, respectively.

The proposed project is a mix of approximately 30% manufacturing and 70% warehousing with a total of up to
568,000 SF of building space. The project will replace an existing manufacturing business with 172,305 SF
resulting in a net building increase of approximately 395,695 SF.

The LTS report provides a non-CEQA analysis as required by the City of Oceanside. The VMT report determines
if there is a potential CEQA VMT transportation impact.

The Draft VMT Analysis appears to be consistent with applicable standards and procedures; therefore, there are
no comments pertaining to the Draft VMT Analysis. However, we have identified concerns with several
assumptions within the LTS analysis. A summary of those items are detailed below.

4.1 Trip Assignment

Within the DEIR, the Project Description section, ES.2.2, notes the restriction of the Alex Road access to
passenger vehicles only, while Benet Road is to be used by heavy truck traffic. However, the LTS does not clearly
identify the trip assignment and distribution for both passenger vehicle and truck traffic through the
transportation network to confirm that the modeling and analysis results are consistent with the assumptions
in ES.2.2.

4.2 Passenger Car Equivalent

The PCE, as defined in Exhibit 12-25 of the Highway Capacity Manual {(HCM) 6% Edition, is formulated for Basic
Freeway and Multilane Highway Segments marked by continuous traffic flow. In the context of the Project, the
arterial and collector roads nearby experience interrupted traffic flow due to traffic signals along the corridors.
Additionally, the warehousing use is expected to see primarily large trucks. Therefore, a higher PCE should be
used to more adequately represent the future capacity and Project impacts on the roadway network within the
study area.

Impact of Trucks on Signalized Intersection Capacity (Washburn and Cuz-Casas, June 2010) indicates that the PCE
estimated in the HCM is low. Per the study’s abstract, “The PCE values determined from this study are 1.8, 2.2,
and 2.8 for smail, medium, and large trucks, respectively. A model for estimating startup lost time based on the
same small, medium, and large truck classifications was also developed.”

In conclusion, the utilization of the PCE as outlined in the HCM 6™ Edition may not fully capture the intricacies
of traffic dynamics in the study area. Considering the projected increase in large trucks associated with
warehousing use, the need for a higher PCE is emphasized to more accurately represent the future capacity and
potential impacts of the Project on the roadway network.

4.3 Project Trip Generation

Itis recommended to employ the fitted curve equation for car trips related to Land Use Code 140: Manufacturing.
This is because this equation has the capability to accurately represent the increased traffic volumes associated
with this particular land use category.

4.4 Heavy Vehicle Percentage

in the analysis, a default heavy vehicle factor of 2% is utilized. The area within the Project vicinity will experience
an increase in heavy vehicle traffic due to the Project and additional planned developments. The increase in
other project truck trips should be considered at the study intersections to accurately evaluate the impact of the
Project on the study area roadway network.

Greenlight Traffic Engineering, LLC
5 14050 N 83" Ave, Ste 290, Peoria, AZ 85381
T (602} 499-1339 W greenlightte.com 2of4
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4.5 Traffic Safety

With planned development, the study area vicinity is expected to see a significant increase in large truck traffic
within the coming years. The study does not address the impact of the increased safety risk of mixing greater
percentages of heavy truck traffic with passenger car traffic. According to NHTSA Traffic Safety Facts (April 2022},
“In 2020 large trucks accounted for 9 percent of all vehicles involved in fatal crashes and 5 percent of all vehicles
involved in injury and property-damage-only crashes. Large trucks accounted for 5 percent of all registered
vehicles ...” NHTSA Traffic Safety Facts {(April 2022). Large trucks represent 5% of the vehicle population; however,
they are involved in 9% of fatal crashes. Therefore, large trucks are nearly twice as likely to be involved in fatal
crashes compared to passenger vehicles.

According to Trucks a significant cause of severe accidents, study finds {Taylor & Francis, December 5, 2013},
trucks account for 8% of highway traffic, but have a disproportionate impact on fatal road crashes, contributing
to 11% of such incidents. A study published in the International Journal of Injury Control and Safety Promotion
revealed that a mere 1% increase in truck volume significantly raises the probability of severe crashes,
emphasizing the concerning correlation between higher truck traffic and elevated crash risks.

According to a blog published in Omnitracs' Road Ahead Blog, The Unacceptable Increase in Truck-involved
Crashes and Fatalities on August 24, 2022, by Don Osterberg (Safety Advisor, Omnitracs), truck crash fatalities
increased by 48% from 2009 to 2019, with neariy 5,000 deaths in 2020. Despite a 32% rise in truck miles driven,
fatalities rose by 48%. The data suggests a need for improved safety measures as truck-involved crash injuries
soared by 115% in 2020. Analysis reveals that a significant percentage of crashes occur on non-interstate roads,
with 27% at four-way intersections and 57% on rural roads. Truck drivers, despite lower alcohol involvement,
had a higher rate of previous crashes {23%).

In conclusion, the impending growth in farge truck traffic, as anticipated with planned development in the study
area, raises serious concerns about road safety. The LTS omits an examination of the heightened safety risk
arising from increased interaction between heavy trucks and passenger cars.

In addition, the City has not adequately planned for emergency evacuation in the event of a wildfire, nor has the
developer identified how this risk will be mitigated with the increase in traffic and congestion. The LTS has not
addressed this risk. The rise in truck traffic poses the risk of increased congestion during emergency situations,
potentially impeding the safe and timely evacuation of residents in the vicinity.

5 SUMMARY OF TECHNICAL COMMENTS

Eddie Jones Industrial Redevelopment Project Draft LTS (LOS Engineering Inc., August 2023)

The section ES.2.2 Project Description of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR} reports states the
following:

“The Alex Road access would be limited to passenger vehicles, and heavy truck traffic would be limited to the
8enet Road access point.”

However, the LTS overlooks the inclusion of this information, lacking distinct trip assignment and distribution
for truck and vehicle traffic.

The Passenger Car Equivalent {PCE), as determined by Exhibit 12-25 in the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 6t
Edition, is designed for Basic Freeway and Multilane Highway Segments characterized by uninterrupted traffic
2. General | flow. In the context of the Project, the arterial and collector roads in the vicinity exhibit interrupted traffic flow
due to the ingress and egress associated with the development. Consequently, a higher PCE should be
considered to accurately account for the traffic conditions on these roads surrounding the Project.

The conditions of Existing plus Project, Near Term plus Project, and Horizon Year 2030 plus Project require
3. General | revision following the updates based on the provided comments. This is essential to accurately depict the Level
of Service {LOS] results and the impacts of the project on the surrounding area.

Project Traffic Generation

4. 17 Calculation of Project-generated car trips using the ITE Trip Generation Manual Land Use Code 140:
Manufacturing should utilized the fitted curve equations.

1. General

Greenlight Traffic Engineering, LLC
S 14050 N 83" Ave, Ste 290, Peoria, AZ 85381
T {602) 499-1339 W greenlightte.com 30f4
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Peer Review

Item
No.

Sheet Comment

Project Traffic Generation
For the analysis, a default heavy vehicle factor of 2 is employed. Given that the Project, along with additional

5. 17 background developments, is anticipated to augment heavy vehicle traffic in the study area, it is imperative to
apply a suitable heavy vehicle factor. This adjustment is necessary to accurately assess the impact of the Project
on the surrounding area in terms of increased truck traffic.

Figures 8-9
6. 18-19 The trip distribution, trip assignment, and related analysis results need to be updated to accurately reflect

vehicle access via Alex Road and truck traffic access via Benet Road.

Greenlight Traffic Engineering, LLC
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proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING ;{?
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to & @e?
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision. & §
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proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside. N
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concemns to
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision.
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* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING §°’
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to & @&
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision. & f
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

'

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING

COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to & e§
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision. PU
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proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside. .
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING és*
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to & &
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLLANNING &
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to & e§
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision. &

* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the Voo
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside. .
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision.

* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We ali agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concems to
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision.
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* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision.

* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.

eddress: 31771 Toopa: Drive G054

A
&
g
3
&
I
1
1
!
1
1
1
[
v

Crme = me e */o,,,

kait\unn Endsisa
~ &

naime

77 Toopu we alisg

X

signature

< J?Z/éfzéo Q0

I name signature date
address
| o o
I name signature date
address
| o o
name signature date
addrass:
I aJa
name signature date
address:
l alla
I name signature date

oy 5



APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission’s decision.

* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING K3
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concemns to & 63?*
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision. & 8
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING ;‘é
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to & Gé’
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision. &
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision.
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* Oniginal signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We ali agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision.

* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING i._g?
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to s &
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specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision. & F

* Qriginal signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concemns to
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision.
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* Qriginal signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision.
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* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision.

* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concems to
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision.

e%"@r

* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.

Cmmmee Ty
€mmmm e am M,

address: 22 15 00pa (.
K\\ rshe E)O(Arne | Lo @M I Z-Is '25'/0
name signalure date
address: 2325 TS A8 Dok, l
e N | . =50 s
name signature date

address: 3297 racf’d-( Pe.

N:g Man}yomcfhz M W I?.H)/AS‘ & m

signature date

address:
| | o o
l name signature date
address
name signature dafe
address.
| | o o
I name signature dale
address:
| | o o
| name signature date




APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING ;.-*'}
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concems to S Ge?
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision. & $
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision.

* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING &
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to & s§
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision. &
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proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside. g
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concemns to
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission’s decision.
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* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns fo
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision.

4P

* Qriginal signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision.

* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We ali agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision.
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* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL. IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision.

7

* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision.

* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concems to
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision.

* QOriginal signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to &
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision. &
[}
]
* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the '
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside. -
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING &
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to & e"&\
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision. &€
] ]
1 1
* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the ¢
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside. T
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to
specific items in City of Oceanside Flanning Commission’s decision.

* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision.

* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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'APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING

g

COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concems to ég‘
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision. & f
1 ]
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* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the 0
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside. A
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying lefter detailing our concerns to
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision.

* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING 4
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concems to f f
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision. #2 .15
1 1
1 1
* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the e
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside. N
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING fé
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision.

* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING &
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concemns to
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision.

* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING §§3'
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to s &
e s i . . , .. L o &
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision. &P
1 1
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* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the -
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside. HE
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concems to & f&f
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specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission’s decision.

* QOrigina!l signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision.
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* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse jocated at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concems to
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision.

.,

* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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| APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

715

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision.

* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING &
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concemns to
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision.
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* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING f
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to &
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision. z-.é? f
] ]
] §
* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the O
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside. 1
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concemns to f
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision.

#

* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attachad "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission’s decision.

* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 fest of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission’s decision.
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* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL. IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING

",
9%%’

COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to &
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision. &
(] 1
i ]
* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the 4
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside. gk
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision.
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* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision.

7

* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concemns to

specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision.

* QOriginal signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse iocated at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING &
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to & f
—_ . . . . - . o &
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision. & Ff
1 ]
1 ]
* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the H
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside, Tt
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING &
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to & G&'\
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision. &
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* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the L
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside. 30
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision.
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* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision.
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* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision.

7.

* QOriginal signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision.

o%”e,-

* QOriginal signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING §°’
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to & 69"
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission’s decision. & ®
1 ]
] ]
* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the 4k
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside. 1
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concems to
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission’s decision.

* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL. IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision.

o,
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* Qriginal signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concems to
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision.

* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING

COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concems to

specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission’s decision.

* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

-

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concemns to
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision.

0,

* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING g
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concemns to & &
P o ) : o P & &
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision. P
] 1
] 1
* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the .
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside. T
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concems to
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision.

o%”o,-

* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Secti09 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to &
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision. &
]
]
* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the '
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside. H
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concemns to
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision.

6%’79,

* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.

7.
P — s,,%r
I D e e ‘f%

4

address:

"5;'1@- Hnle D¢ | bt T — T

signature date

%l%(, (‘Lku[et N+, l m lﬂ/ﬂ/&aﬁ 0

date

!’%T’m oA DE_ l% lzﬁg{m@ 2

name signature

!ées;/“’ H@UL?‘* DL |§Z’444 |2/ufzves

date

%lqA 41“(0000/7 JDR l %&-ﬂ’" |“%F L50 o

‘name // / " si tu; dare
) \no\d_Dr. | QMK,—. z/I1ES o w
nam signature date

N\

I@Dé el Dr | m 11‘“/7'4'0 &

(' / signalure date

PG %%
Coe R



APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING §
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to S &
e . . . . . iy £ &
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission’s decision. & F
1 ]
1 ]
* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the -
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside. HEL
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING &
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concerns to & &
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission’s decision. & qu
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* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the i

proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside. ok
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concems to
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission’'s decision.

* QOriginal signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING g
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concemns to & &
g . . . . e . o &
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision. PLE S
i ]
1 1
* Qriginal signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the 1t
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside. .
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We ali agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concems to
specific items in City of Oceanside Pianning Commission's decision.

* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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APPEAL. IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

ey

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concems to
specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission’s decision.

* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside.
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address: (B0 Benet Ml Rd

name signature date
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Imm.-ésé"e..mrmu'ﬁ Oceandide, CA Q2058
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ceanside , 04 95058
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APPEAL IN ACCORDANCE WITH ZONING ORDINANCE (Section 4604)

We all agree and knowingly support the attached "APPEAL OF PLANNING
COMMISSION ACTION" Form and accompanying letter detailing our concems to
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specific items in City of Oceanside Planning Commission's decision. #&
t

* Original signatures below represent residents and businesses with 1500 feet of the ;
proposed Eddie Jones Warehouse located at 250 Eddie Jones Way in Oceanside. :
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onweed@eynonweed.com

Eynon Management
Q: 760.529.9931

F: 760.547.7519

B00 Airport Road
Oceanside, CA 92058
wWww. eynonwee
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