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Attachment 4
Attachment 2

RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
OCEANSIDE UPHOLDING PLANNING COMMISSION
RESOLUTION NO. 2025-P05 CERTIFYING A  FINAL
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND ASSOCIATED
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM AND
UPHOLDING PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 2025-
P04 APPROVING A DEVELOPMENT PLAN (D22-00001),
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT (CUP22-00001) AND VARIANCE (V22-
00001) TO ALLOW THE CONSTRUCTION OF A WAREHOUSE,
MANUFACTURING, AND OFFICE FACILITY CONSISTING OF
FOUR SEPARATE BUILDINGS RANGING IN SIZE FROM 109,660
SQUARE FEET TO 134,015 SQAURE FEET WITH A CUMULATIVE
TOTAL OF 497,822 SQUARE FEET AND 34 TRUCK BAYS
DISTRIBUTED AMONG THE FOUR BUILDINGS ON A 31.79-ACRE
SITE LOCATED AT 250 EDDIE JONES WAY (APNs: 145-021-29, 30, &
32)

(RPG Oceanside Eddy Jones Way Owner LLC — Applicant)
(Gretchen Gary on behalf of Oceanside Speaks Out -Appellant)

WHEREAS, applicant RPG Oceanside Eddy Jones Way Owner LLC filed a verified petition on
the forms prescribed by the Planning Commission for approval of a Development Plan, Conditional Use
Permit, and Variance to allow the construction of a warehouse, manufacturing, and office facility
consisting of four separate buildings with a cumulative total of 497,822 square feet and 56 truck bays
known as the Mulii-Building and Truck Bay Reduction Alternative (MBTRA) on a 31.79-acre site; and

WHEREAS, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was prepared and circulated for this project
in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (SCH No: 2022070365) and
described the potential impacts of the MBTRA,; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, after giving the required notice, did on the 10th day
of February, 2025 conduct a duly advertised public hearing as prescribed by law to consider the
application; and

WHEREAS, following consideration of all applicable testimony and evidence and
deliberation, the Planning Commission, by a 7-0 vote, adopted Resolution No. 2025-P05 certifying
the Final EIR (FEIR) and adopting the Findings of Fact and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program (“MMRP”); and adopted Resolution No. 2025-P04 approving Development Plan (D22-
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00001), Conditional Use Permit (CUP22-00001), and Variance (V22-00001) with an amendment
to Condition 1b and Condition 11 to reduce the maximum number of truck bays from 56 to 34 bays
with a caveat that truck bays can be allocated between any of the four buildings at the discretion of
the applicant; and

WHEREAS, on February 20, 2025, a timely appeal of the Planning Commission’s approval
of said project was filed with the City Clerk; and

WHEREAS, on May 2, 2025, the City Council of the City of Oceanside held a duly noticed
public hearing and heard and considered evidence and testimony by all interested parties concerning
the Planning Commission’s certification of the FEIR and approval of the Development Plan (D22-
00001), Conditional Use Permit (CUP22-00001), and Variance (V22-00001); and

WHEREAS, based on such evidence, testimony, and staff reports, this Council makes the
findings of fact as set forth in Planning Commission Resolution Nos. 2025-P05 and 2025-P04 as
attached hereto as Exhibit “A” and Exhibit “B”, and incorporates them by reference as if fully set
forth herein;
NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Oceanside does resolve as follows:
1. The City Council affirms the Planning Commission’s actions of February 10, 2025 and upholds
the certification of the FEIR and adoption of CEQA Findings of Fact and MMRP, and upholds the
approval of Development Plan (D22-00001), Conditional Use Permit (CUP22-00001), and Variance
(V22-00001). The appeal of Planning Commission Resolution Nos. 2025- P05 and 2025-P04 is denied.
2. Notice is hereby given that the time within which judicial review must be sought on this
decision is governed by Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6(b) as set forth in Oceanside City
Code Section 1.10 and Public Resources Code Section 21167,
/i
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PASSED and ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Oceanside, Catifornia this

day of

AYES:

NAYS:

ABSENT:

ABSTAIN:

ATTEST:

City Clerk

, by the following vote:

Mayor of the City of Oceanside

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

Clty Attomey///
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4. 02 ATTACHMENT 2

PLANNING COMMISSION
RESOLUTION NO. 2025-P05

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF
THE CITY OF OCEANSIDE, CALIFORNIA CERTIFYING
THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND
ADOPTING THE FINDINGS OF FACT AND MITIGATION
MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR THE
EDDIE JONES WAREHOUSE, MANUFACTURING AND
DISTRIBUTION FACILITY PROJECT (STATE
CLEARINGHOUSE NO. 2022070365)

APPLICATION NO: D22-00001, CUP22-00001 & V22-00001
APPLICANT: RPG OCEANSIDE EDDY JONES WAY OWNER, LLC
LOCATION: 250 EDDIE JONES WAY (APN: 145-021-29, 30 & 32)

THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF OCEANSIDE, CALIFORNIA
DOES RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS:

WHEREAS, on January 31, 2022, an application was filed by RPG Oceanside
Eddie Jones Way Owner LLC for the construction of a new 566,905 square-foot
warehouse and distribution facility on a 31.79-acre site at 250 Eddie Jones Way
(“proposed project”);

WHEREAS, the Project application was submitted to, and processed by, the City
of Oceanside Planning Division as a concurrent application for a Development Plan (D22-
00001), Conditional Use Permit (CUP22-00001), and Variance (V22-00001); and

WHEREAS, in conjunction with consideration of the Project application described
above, and in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), an
Environmental Impact Report (SCH No.: 2022070365) was prepared for the project;

WHEREAS, the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) was circulated for a
45-day public and agency review from October 26, 2023 to December 9, 2023 and proper
notification was given in accordance with CEQA,; and

WHEREAS, following the close of the public comment period on the DEIR, a Final
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) was prepared for the Project; and
I
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WHEREAS, Chapter 8, Alternatives, of the Final EIR describes the potential
impacts of the Multi-Building and Truck Bay Reduction Alternative (“MBTRA”), this
alternative has reduced or similar less than significant impacts, with mitigation, to the
proposed project.

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission did on the 10" day of February 2025 conduct
a duly advertised public hearing on the content of the FEIR, Findings of Fact, and Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the MBTRA project; and

WHEREAS, the Findings of Fact and MMRP are appended to this resolution as
Exhibit A and B, respectively; and

WHEREAS, studies and investigations made by this Commission and on its behalf
reveal the following facts:

For the Final Environmental Impact Report:
1. The FEIR, Findings of Fact, and MMRP for the MBTRA project were completed in

compliance with the provisions of CEQA.

2. There are certain significant environmental effects detailed in the FEIR and MMRP
which have been avoided or substantially lessened by the establishment of measures
which are detailed in Exhibit “B” Mitigation and Monitoring and Reporting Program.

3. The FEIR, Findings of Fact, and MMRP for the MBTRA project were presented to
the Planning Commission, and the Planning Commission reviewed and considered
the information contained in these documents prior to making a decision on the
project.

4. The FEIR, Findings of Fact, and MMRP prepared for the MBTRA project have been
determined to be accurate and adequate documents, which reflect the independent
judgment of the City.

i
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED as follows:

1. The Planning Commission hereby certifies the Final Environmental Impact Report
(SCH No. 2022070365) for the MBTRA project.

2. Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081, the Planning Commission hereby
adopts the Findings of Fact (Exhibit A) for the MBTRA project.

3. Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, the Planning Commission

hereby adopts the MMRP (Exhibit B) and finds that the MMRP meets the
requirements of Public Resources Code section 21081.6 by providing for the
implementation and monitoring of measures intended to mitigate potentially
significant effects of the MBTRA project and designed to ensure compliance with the
mitigation measures throughout the implementation of the MBTRA project.

PASSED AND ADOPTED Resolution No. 2025-P05 on February 10, 2025 by the

following vote, to wit:

AYES:
NAYS:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:
Tom Morrisey, Chairperson
Oceanside Planning Commission
ATTEST:

Sergio Madera, Secretary

I, SERGIO MADERA, Secretary of the Oceanside Planning Commission, hereby certify
that this is a true and correct copy of Resolution No. 2025-P05.

Dated: February 10, 2025
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February 2025
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Final EIR SCH No. 2022070365
D22-00001, V22-00001, CUP22-00001

L INTRODUCTION

The City of Oceanside (“City”’) Planning Commission hereby certifies that the Planning Commission
has reviewed and considered the information contained in the Final Environmental Impact Report
(“Final EIR”), identified below, for the Eddie Jones Warehouse, Manufacturing and Distribution
Facility Project. The Planning Commission further certifies that the Final EIR has been completed
in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), Public Resources Code
§§21000 et seq., the State CEQA Guidelines, California Code of Regulations, Title 14, §§15000 et
seq. (“CEQA Guidelines™), and City requirements, and that the Final EIR reflects the independent
judgment of the Planning Commission (Pub. Resources Code § 21082.1(¢)(3). In certifying the Final
EIR as adequate under CEQA, the Planning Commission hereby adopts these CEQA Findings.

These findings are made pursuant to CEQA, specifically Public Resources Code sections 21081,
21081.5, and 21081.6; and the State CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, §15000 et seq.),
specifically section 15091. The potentially significant effects of the project were identified in both
the Eddie Jones Warehouse, Manufacturing and Distribution Facility Project Draft EIR (October
2023) and Final EIR (November 2024). Public Resources Code section 21081 and State CEQA
Guidelines section 15091 require that the lead agency, in this case the City of Oceanside, prepare
written findings for identified significant impacts, accompanied by a brief explanation of the
rationale for each finding. Specifically, State CEQA Guidelines section 15091 states, in part, that:

(a) No public agency shall approve or carry out a project for which an EIR has been certified which
identifies one or more significant environmental effects of the project unless the public agency
makes one or more written findings for each of those significant effects accompanied by a brief
explanation of the rationale for each finding. The possible findings are:

(1) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid
or substantially lessen the significant environmental effects as identified in the Final EIR.

(2) Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public
agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such
other agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency.

(3) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including
provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the
mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the Final EIR.



If significant impacts cannot be mitigated to less than significant levels, the decision-making agency
is required to balance, as applicable, the benefits of the proposed project against its significant
unavoidable environmental impacts when determining whether to approve the project. (Pub.
Resources Code, § 21081, CEQA Guidelines § 15093.) If the benefits of a proposed project outweigh
the significant unavoidable adverse environmental impacts, the adverse effects may be considered
“acceptable.”

Chapter 4, Environmental Analysis, of the Final EIR describes the potential environmental impacts
of the proposed project, a development of an approximately 566,905 square- foot warehouse and
distribution facility on the approximately 31.79-acre project site located north of Eddie Jones Way
and the Oceanside Municipal Airport, east of Benet Road, south of the San Luis Rey River and a
recreational trail, and west of vacant light industrial land (“project” or “proposed project”). Chapter
8, Alternatives, of the Final EIR describes the potential impacts of the Multi-Building and Truck
Bay Reduction Alternative (“MBTRA?”), this alternative has reduced or similar less than significant
impacts, with mitigation, to the proposed project.

Therefore, in accordance with CEQA, Pub. Resources Code, § 21081, and the CEQA Guidelines,
section 15091, the Planning Commission certifies the Final EIR for the MBTRA, adopts these
findings, and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (“MMRP”), and approves the MBTRA
project. In adopting the MMRP, the Planning Commission finds that the MMRP meets the
requirements of Public Resources Code section 21081.6 by providing for the implementation and
monitoring of measures intended to mitigate potentially significant effects of the MBTRA.
Therefore, these findings concern the MBTRA and make the CEQA required determinations as it
relates to that alternative to the proposed project.

The Planning Commission further, based on separate findings, adopts the following related project
approvals to facilitate implementation and development of the MBTRA: (i) Development Plan; (ii)
Conditional Use Permit; and (ii1) Variance.

II. ORGANIZATION/FORMAT/NATURE OF FINDINGS

In compliance with the statutory requirements, these findings are organized as follows:

1. Introduction to the CEQA Findings and Facts in Support of Findings for Final Eddie Jones
Warehouse, Manufacturing and Distribution Facility Project EIR.

2. Description of the MBTRA, including an overview of the discretionary actions required for
the MBTRA approval and a statement of the Project Objectives.

3. Findings regarding the environmental impacts that were determined as a result of the Initial
Study, Notice of Preparation (“NOP”), and consideration of comments received during the
NOP comment period, that were assessed as having no impact.



4. Findings regarding potentially significant or significant effects identified in the Final EIR
which the City has determined, after application of applicable development requirements or
feasible mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR, are less than significant.

5. Findings regarding project alternatives.

Each category that discusses the MBTRA’s environmental impacts identifies the significance of the
effects; development requirements and mitigation measures relevant to the specific effects being
considered; and the findings and facts in support of those findings.

Any finding made by the City shall be deemed made, regardless of where it appears in this document
or elsewhere in the record of proceedings. All of the language included in this document constitutes
findings by the City, whether or not any particular sentence or clause includes a statement to that
effect. The City intends that these findings be considered as an integrated whole and, whether or not
any part of these findings fail to cross-reference or incorporate by reference any other part of these
findings, that any finding required or committed to be made by the City with respect to any particular
subject matter of the Final EIR, shall be deemed to be made if it appears in any portion of these
findings.

III. RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

For purposes of CEQA and these Findings, the Record of Proceedings for the MBTRA consists of
the following documents and other evidence, at a minimum:

* The NOP and all other public notices issued by the City in conjunction with the EIR and the
City approval process.
* The Draft EIR including all technical appendices.

* All written comments submitted by agencies or members of the pubic during the public
review comment period (or otherwise) on the Draft EIR.

* The Responses to Comments received on the Draft EIR.
» The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.

* The Staff Report and related materials, written correspondence submitted to the City
regarding the MBTRA, Draft EIR or Final EIR, prepared resolutions adopted by the City of
Oceanside in connection with the MBTRA and other project approval documents including
conditions of approval.

* Matters of common knowledge to the City, including but not limited to federal, State, and
local laws and regulations.

* Any documents expressly cited in these Findings, the Draft EIR or Final EIR.



* Any other relevant materials required to be in the record of proceedings by Section
21167.6(e) of the California Public Resources Code.

¢ The Final EIR.

IV. LOCATION AND CUSTODIAN OF DOCUMENTS

The official custodian of the documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings
upon which the City’s decision is based is identified as follows:

City of Oceanside Development Services Department
300 North Coast Highway
Oceanside, California 92054

This information is provided in compliance with Section 21081.6(a)(2) of the California Public
Resources Code and with the California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 3, Section 15091(e).

V. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

A. Notice of Preparation and Scoping Meeting

CEQA establishes mechanisms to inform the public and decision makers about the nature of a
proposed project and the extent and types of impacts that the proposed project and alternatives would
have on the environment should the proposed project or an alternative be implemented. Pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines Section 15082, the City circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP), published July
20, 2022, to interested agencies, organizations, and parties. The NOP was also sent to the State
Clearinghouse at the California Office of Planning and Research. The State Clearinghouse assigned
a state identification number (SCH No. 2022070365) to the EIR.

The NOP is intended to encourage interagency communication regarding the proposed action so that
agencies, organizations, and individuals are afforded an opportunity to respond with specific
comments and/or questions regarding the scope and content of the EIR. A public scoping meeting
was held on August 3, 2022, at 6:00 p.m. at the Civic Center Library Community Room, located at
300 North Coast Highway in the City of Oceanside to gather additional public input. The 30-day
public scoping period ended on August 18, 2022.

Comments received during the NOP public scoping period were considered as part of the preparation
of the EIR. The NOP and written comments are included in Appendix A to the Final EIR. Comments
covered numerous topics, including site access and circulation, utility infrastructure and supply,
traffic generation and roadway improvements, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, noise
generation, aesthetics and project design, safety, project hazards, community benefits, local hiring,
construction work practices, and preservation of biological and cultural resources. Public scoping



comments regarding the project’s potential impact on the environment were evaluated as part of the
preparation of the Draft EIR.

B. Draft EIR and Public Review

The Draft EIR was prepared under the direction and supervision of the City. Public review of the
Draft EIR was intended to focus “on the sufficiency of the document in identifying and analyzing
the possible impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant effects of the project
might be avoided or mitigated” (14 CCR 15204). The Notice of Completion of the Draft EIR was
filed with the State Clearinghouse as required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15085. In addition, the
Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR was distributed pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15087.
Interested parties could provide comments on the Draft EIR in written form. The Draft EIR and
related technical appendices were available for review during the extended 60-day public review
period, from October 26 to December 29, 2023, at the following locations:

City of Oceanside Development Services Department
300 North Coast Highway
Oceanside, California 92054

City of Oceanside Public Library — Civic Center
330 North Coast Highway
Oceanside, California 92054

City of Oceanside Public Library — Mission Branch
3861-B Mission Avenue
Oceanside, California 92508

City of Oceanside website:
https://www.ci.oceanside.ca.us/gov/dev/planning/ceqa/default.asp

Interested agencies and members of the public submitted written comments on the adequacy of the
Draft EIR to the City’s Development Services Department.

VI. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

During the public review period, the City of Oceanside received a total of 80 comment letters from
State and local agencies, organizations, and individuals on the Draft EIR. Written responses have
been prepared to all comments received during the comment period (Final EIR Appendix P).

In response to comments received, the MBTRA was included as an additional project alternative in
addition to those included in the Draft EIR and various clarifications, minor modifications and
additions of amplifying information have been made to the text, tables, and exhibits of the Draft
EIR, as set forth in the Final EIR. These revisions do not qualify as significant new information.



Rather, the changes address comments made regarding the Draft EIR, correct typographical errors,
expand upon information presented in the Draft EIR, explain or enhance the evidentiary basis for
the determinations made in the Draft and Final EIR, update information and otherwise make
clarifications, amplifications or other useful revisions to the Draft EIR.

The City finds that the modifications made in the Final EIR do not constitute significant new
information requiring recirculation but rather, the information merely clarifies, amplifies, or makes
insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR. Specifically, the City finds that the additional
information (including the changes described above), does not show that any of the following would
occur:

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from implementation of the
Preferred Project or from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless
mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the
Project, but the Project’s proponents decline to adopt it.

(4) The Draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature
that meaningful public review and comment were precluded.

In summary, the City hereby finds that no significant new information has been added to the Final
EIR since public notice was given of the availability of the Draft EIR that would require recirculation
of the EIR.

In compliance with Section 15088(b) of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations (CEQA
Guidelines), the City has met its obligation to provide written Responses to Comments to public
agencies at least ten days prior to certifying the Final EIR.

The Final EIR was released on January 10th, 2025, and posted on the City’s website.

VIiI. PROJECT LOCATION, DESCRIPTION, OBJECTIVES, AND APPROVALS

A. MBTRA Location

The approximately 31.79-acre site is located north of Eddie Jones Way and the Oceanside Municipal
Airport, east of Benet Road, south of the San Luis Rey River and a recreational trail, and west of
vacant light industrial land within the City of Oceanside (City), in the northwestern portion of San
Diego County (County). The property is approximately 650 to 900 feet north of State Route 76, and
approximately 140 feet north of the Oceanside Municipal Airport runway. The property is also



connected to the terminus of Alex Road in the northeast corner. The site is composed of Assessor’s
Parcel Numbers 145-021-29-00, 145-021-030-00, and 145-021-032-00.

The property is a vacant, disturbed site that was previously occupied by four primary buildings and
five ancillary building that were formerly used for industrial purposes. Decommissioning of those
operations started in 2016, and operations completely ceased in 2020. The industrial buildings were
vacated in summer 2021 and demolished in 2022.

The property is zoned Limited Industrial (IL), corresponding with the City of Oceanside’s General
Plan designation of Light Industrial (LI). Areas surrounding the property are zoned Limited
Industrial (to the south, east, and west), Open Space (OS) (San Luis Rey River corridor adjacent
north of the project site) and residential zones, including RS (Single-Family Residential District)
and RM-A (Medium Density A District), located north of the off-site San Luis Rey River.

B. MBTRA Project Description

The Final EIR includes the MBTRA as one of the reasonable range of alternatives analyzed in the
CEQA document. The City decided to approve that alternative as the Preferred Project based on the
evaluation in the Final EIR and in light of the comments received during the public review of the
Draft EIR and other relevant information considered by the City’s decision makers.

With a building footprint of 491,582 SF, the MBTRA’s buildings are smaller than the single project
building. The MBTRA would develop four (4) separate buildings on-site, instead of one building as
proposed under the project. The total building square footage of this alternative would be 497,822
SF (inclusive of mezzanine areas), including 40,651 SF of office (ancillary) use, 334,275 SF of
warehouse uses, and 122,896 SF of manufacturing uses compared to the project’s 566,905 SF. The
total building area for building 1 would be 109,660 SF, the total building area for building 2 would
be 132,600 SF, the total building area for building 3 would be 121,547 SF, and the total building
area for building 4 would be 134,015 SF. This MBTRA would include 56 dock-high doors, and 593
parking stalls which include 22 ADA stalls and 90 EV stalls. In response to public comments, in
addition to the reduction in the number of truck bays compared to the project, the design of the
MBTRA places the truck bays on the east/west sides of the buildings as opposed to the north side
with the project.

Similar to the proposed project, access for the MBTRA would be maintained and improved as
necessary, with existing access points from Alex Road at the northeast corner and Benet Road at the
southwest corner. The Alex Road access would be limited to passenger vehicles. Heavy truck traffic
would not use Alex Road and would be limited to the Benet Road access point. The Benet Road
entry has also been redesigned to incorporate a dedicated right-turn lane into the site to better serve
truck traffic in a lane separate from the north-bound travel lane of Benet Road.



Similar to the proposed project, the MBTRA would include associated landscaping and stormwater
features. Like the project, the MBTRA would maintain a 100-foot buffer from the edge of the San
Luis Rey River consistent with the City of Oceanside draft Subarea Plan (SAP). Although the San
Luis Rey River Trail and embankment run through the buffer area forming a hard boundary between
the property and the river habitat areas, like the project, the MBTRA structures and
parking/circulation areas have been designed and located to specifically avoid the biological and
planning buffers. The portion of the 100-foot-wide buffer area located on site would be replanted
with native coastal plant species.

Additionally, the MBTRA would incorporate required building setbacks and airspace height limits
established by, and otherwise be consistent with, the Oceanside Municipal Airport Land Use
Compatibility Plan (OMALUCP). The southernmost portions of each of the four (4) MBTRA’s
proposed buildings have reduced clearance heights to conform to the OMALUCP. The MBTRA’s
buildings, parking and circulation areas are designed to avoid the Runway Protection Zone (RPZ),
which extends across the southwest corner of the property.

Similar to the proposed project, the MBTRA proposes a Development Plan to authorize the complete
redevelopment of the property with the uses described in these findings. The MBTRA requires
approval of a Conditional Use Permit, just like the project, because it proposes a wholesaling,
warehouse and distribution facility that exceeds 50,000 square feet in floor area. Like the project,
the MBTRA also requires a Conditional Use Permit because it proposes more than six heavy trucks
on the premises at one time. The MBTRA, like the project, requires a variance to allow small height
increases for portions of the flood wall that will surround development on the property.

The property is currently served by the existing network of nearby roads, including Alex Road, Eddie
Jones Way, Benet Road, Foussat Road, and Highway 76. Primary access to the site is currently
provided via Alex Road on the east side, with a secondary access point to Benet Road on the west.
Like the project, the MBTRA would improve those access points to full commercial driveway
standards. Tractor/trailer/truck ingress/egress would be designated for and limited to the Benet Road
access drive. Benet Road connects directly to Highway 76, located approximately 1,000 feet
southwest of the site. Alex Road connects the project site to Highway 76 via Foussat Street, located
southeast of the site. Highway 76 provides a direct route to Interstate 5 located approximately 1.7
miles to the west.

Similar to the project, internal circulation for the MBTRA would consist of a system of vehicular
drives and pedestrian walkways providing access around the buildings and serving parking areas
throughout the site. Each of the buildings would be adjacent to at least one drive aisle designed at a
35-foot minimum width to provide for required fire department access adjacent to the buildings that
will be 45-feet-high or less.

As proposed for the project, the MBTRA would connect to the existing sidewalk system in the area
and improve pedestrian connections to surrounding properties. A sidewalk is proposed from the



access on Alex Road north to connect with the San Luis Rey River Trail right-of-way (a distance of
approximately 50 feet). Like the project, the MBTRA would also proposes to construct a sidewalk
along the project frontage on Benet Road from Eddie Jones Way, north to the San Luis Rey River

access path (a distance of approximately 600 feet).

Water and sewer facilities are connected to the site already because of the previous industrial use
and the MBTRA will connect to and utilize those existing facilities. Similar to the project, the
MBTRA site design includes a new storm water conveyance system on-site, which would consist of
ribbon gutters, curb and gutter, and a detention vault system. The vault system incorporates modular
wetlands for treatment and a force main pump to convey storm water to the existing storm drain
located in Benet Road and into an existing storm water structure to the northwest side of the site
which drains to the San Luis Rey River Basin. The MBTRA would connect to existing dry utilities
serving the property. Electricity and natural gas would be provided by San Diego Gas and Electric
(SDG&E). The MBTRA, like the project, would connect to existing electrical lines and natural gas
pipeline within existing roadways adjacent to the property.

Like the proposed project, the MBTRA would generally maintain the existing grades and landform
of the property. The San Luis Rey levee embankment and Benet Road right-of-way are elevated
approximately 8-12 feet above the MBTRA grades and building pad elevations maintaining a berm
effect around the northern and western edges of the property. Approximately 60,000 cubic yards of
raw cut and 40,000 cubic yards of raw fill would be required for the site development, resulting in a
net export amount of 20,000 cubic yards.

Similar to the proposed project, the MBTRA proposes to construct a flood wall around the perimeter
of the site, wrapping the parking area, to flood-proof the property. The flood wall will be designed
as a solid decorative masonry block wall system, to be constructed around the perimeter of the site’s
graded pad area. An existing base flood elevation (BFE) of 34.0” is shown for the site and the flood
wall design provides a consistent top of wall elevation (TW) of 35.5°. Exterior facing elevations for
the flood wall along the majority of the site perimeter will range in height from approximately 7.9’
t0 9.9’ above the exterior grade. Interior facing flood wall elevations will extend up to approximately
9.5’ in height. With the approval of the requested Variance, the proposed flood wall heights are
permitted.

The MBTRA would implement, same as the project, both construction-related and operational
project design features (PDFs) that help avoid or reduce the potential for significant impacts. Those
PDFs, which are incorporated by reference into the MMRP and the conditions of approval, include:

DF-AQ-1: Require the cargo handling equipment including forklifts (forklifts and pallet
jacks) and yard tractors for facility operation to be electric powered operation.

PDF-AQ-1: Standard construction practices that would be employed to reduce fugitive dust
emissions include watering of the active sites two times per day, depending on weather



conditions. Construction of Project components would be subject to SDAPCD Rule 55 —
Fugitive Dust Control. Compliance with Rule 55 would limit fugitive dust that may be
generated during grading and construction activities.

PDF-AQ-3: The applicant will incorporate the following applicable California Department
of Justice Warehouse Project Best Practices measures as part of project construction and
operation:

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

e Forbidding idling of heavy equipment for more than 3 minutes.

e Keeping on site 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.

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

e Using paints, architectural coatings, and industrial maintenance coatings that have
volatile organic compound levels of less than 10 grams per liter.

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

e Forbidding trucks from idling for more than 3 minutes and requiring operators to turn
off engines when not in use.

e 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 the California Air Resources Board (CARB), the local air district, and
the building manager.

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

e Running conduit to designated locations for future electric truck charging stations.

e 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.

e Opversizing electrical rooms by 25% or providing a secondary electrical room to
accommodate future expansion of electric vehicle (EV) charging capability.

e Requiring facility operators to train managers and employees on efficient
scheduling and load management to eliminate unnecessary queuing and idling of
trucks.



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

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 requiring facility operators to maintain records on-site
demonstrating compliance and make records available for inspection by the local
jurisdiction, air district, and state upon request.

e Requiring tenants to enroll in the U.S. 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.

PDF-GHG-1: Photo-voltaic (PV) systems will be installed on the building to meet 50% of
forecasted electricity demand, consistent with the City of Oceanside Climate Action Plan
(CAP).

PDF-GHG-2: The applicant will participate in one of SDG&E’s services for non-residential
development such as the Comprehensive Audit Program or the Facility Assessment Service
Program, no sooner than 1 year and no later than 2 years after initial building occupancy.

C. Project Objectives

Section 15124(b) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR include a statement of the project
objectives that “include[s] the underlying purpose of the project and may discuss the project
benefits.” The Draft EIR included the following objectives:

1.

Redevelop an existing industrial land use that is already served by existing utilities, services,
and street access, and within close proximity to existing transportation infrastructure.

Develop an employment-generating project that is consistent with the existing Light
Industrial (LI) General Plan land use designation and Limited Industrial (IL) zoning
designation for the property.

Maximize the allowable use of an existing industrial zoned site that is compatible with the
adjacent light industrial zoned sites and Oceanside Municipal Airport.

Create a project that takes advantage of and enhances existing infrastructure, including the
proximity to major regional transportation infrastructure such as State Route 76 and the
Oceanside Municipal Airport.

Fulfill a demand for industrial and manufacturing uses in the City.



VIL

Ensure that siting and design of development adjacent to the San Luis Rey River corridor
does not encroach upon the natural river habitat and considers floodplain management.

Develop the property in a manner that complies with the development, intensity, noise, use
and other restrictions imposed by the Oceanside Municipal Airport Land Use Compatibility
Plan.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND TO BE NOT SIGNIFICANT

Pursuant to CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines, the City as the lead agency under CEQA is
responsible for certification of the EIR and, as reflected in this document and the record of
proceedings, has made the following findings:

1.

The Planning Commission has reviewed and considered the information in the Final EIR,
which has been completed in compliance with CEQA;

The Final EIR reflects the City’s, as lead agency, independent judgment and analysis; and,

The Planning Commission adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
(Attachment A) to reduce or avoid the significant and mitigable impacts of the project.

Section I Environmental Effects For Which the MBTRA Would Have No Impact

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 does not require specific findings to address environmental
effects that an EIR evaluates and identifies as “no impact”. The City finds that, based upon
substantial evidence in the record, the following impacts associated with the MBTRA would have
no impact without the implementation of mitigation measures in the following resource areas,
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081(a) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(a).

Environmental Resource

Not Significant Environmental Impact

Category

Aesthetics e No impact. The MBTRA would not
substantially damage scenic resources,

(EIR Section 4.1) including, but not limited to trees, rock

outcroppings, and historic buildings within
a state scenic highway.

e No impact. The MBTRA would not cause
cumulatively considerable impacts on
aesthetics.

Agricultural —and  Forest

e  No impact. The MBTRA would not convert

Resources Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or

(EIR Chapter 5.1)

Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared




Environmental Resource
Category

Not Significant Environmental Impact

pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural
uses.

No impact. The MBTRA would not
conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract.

No impact. The MBTRA would not
conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in
Public Resources Code section 12220(g)),
timberland (as defined by Public Resources
Code section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by
Government Code section 51104(g))

No impact. The MBTRA would not result
in the loss of forest land or conversion of
forest land to non-forest use.

No impact. The MBTRA would not involve
other changes in the existing environment
which, due to their location or nature, could
result in conversion of Farmland, to non-
agricultural use or conversion of forest land
to non-forest use.

No impact. The MBTRA would not cause
cumulatively considerable impacts on
agricultural resources.

Cultural Resources

(EIR Section 4.4)

No Impact. The MBTRA would not cause
a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as
defined in CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.5.

Geology and Soils
(EIR Section 4.6)

No Impact. The MBTRA does not include
or require the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems.
Therefore, the MBTRA would have no
impact related to the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater.

Mineral Resources

No impact. The MBTRA would not result
in the loss of availability of a known




Environmental  Resource
Not Significant Environmental Impact
Category

(EIR Chapter 5.2) mineral resource that will be of value to the
region and the residents of the state.

e No impact. The MBTRA would not result
in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific
plan or other land use plan.

e No impact. The MBTRA would not cause
cumulatively considerable impact to
mineral resources.

e No Impact. The MBTRA would not

increase the use of existing neighborhood
(Section 5.3) and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would occur or
be accelerated.

Recreation

e No Impact. The MBTRA would not
include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational
facilities, which might have an adverse
physical effect on the environment.

Section 11 Less Than Significant Environmental Effects Without Mitigation

This section makes findings regarding the potential effects of the MBTRA that were determined to
be less than significant under both a project-level and cumulative impacts evaluation. The thresholds
identified in the discussions below are the thresholds of significance identified in the CEQA
Guidelines and used in Final EIR. Though no mitigation measures are required, the findings below
of less than significant impacts rely on the nature of the project, PDFs, compliance with laws or
other requirements incorporated into or applicable to the MBTRA. For the reasons described in
more detail below, the City hereby finds that the MBTRA would have less than significant impacts
without the implementation of mitigation measures in the following resource areas: Aesthetics, Air
Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Energy, Geology and Soils, Greenhouse Gas
Emissions, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use and
Planning, Noise, Population and Housing, Public Services, Traffic and Circulation, Utilities and
Service Systems, and Wildfire. Analysis of the individual findings is set forth below and the record
of proceedings includes the substantial evidence supporting the findings.



AESTHETICS

Threshold of Significance:

e Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

The MBTRA, like the project, is located on a property adjacent to the Oceanside Municipal Airport
and near the SR-76 and other urban and industrial uses. The property is within the public viewshed
of'the San Luis Rey River and its associated recreational trail, which is the primary visual open space
resource adjacent to the site. The property, while not identified on the City’s list of visual open space
or natural aesthetic resources, lies in proximity to other scenic resources in the area. The San Luis
Rey River corridor is largely obscured by heavy vegetation along its banks, which prevents direct
views of the river from the property. The proposed multi-building layout, which includes four
separate buildings rather than a single large structure, would not have a substantial adverse effect on
views from public vantage points of any qualifying scenic vistas north of the property such as the
Prince of Peace Abbey (St. Charles Priory) or the river. Similar to the project, the MBTRA would
not interfere with existing public access to the river trail or obstruct any designated public views of
the river or other designated scenic vistas.

The visual impact of the MBTRA is anticipated to be similar to the project, as it would maintain the
same 100-foot buffer from the San Luis Rey River riparian habitat consistent with the draft Subarea
Plan, ensuring that no development occurs within this area. The design of the MBTRA, with
buildings situated along the eastern and western sides of the site, would be consistent with the
surrounding land uses. Furthermore, the proposed landscaping and stormwater features would help
avoid any potential visual impacts by introducing additional greenery and enhancing the overall site
appearance. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant as the MBTRA would not have a
substantial adverse effect on a designated scenic vista.

Threshold of Significance:

¢ In non-urbanized areas, would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character
or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are
experienced from publicly accessible vantage point.) If the project is in an urbanized area,
would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic
quality?

Like the project, the MBTRA would be located within the urbanized area of the City of Oceanside,
which, as defined by California Public Resources Code Section 21071, as an area with a population
exceeding 100,000. The site is zoned Limited Industrial (IL), consistent with the City’s General Plan
designation of Light Industrial (LI). The proposed MBTRA would comply with the City’s zoning
regulations, including those governing scenic quality, and would be subject to the City’s approval
of necessary entitlements, such as a Conditional Use Permit and a Development Plan.



The project site is bordered by the Oceanside Municipal Airport to the south, undeveloped
industrially designated land to the east, Benet Road to the west, and the San Luis Rey River Trail
and river corridor to the north, with residential uses beyond the river. The site is disturbed, but
currently vacant, due to the prior industrial use. The MBTRA would include four separate buildings
rather than a single structure, resulting in a total building area of 497,822 square feet. As outlined in
Table 4.10-2 in Section 4.10, Land Use, of the Final EIR, the project would be in conformance with
all General Plan policies related to visual impacts and site design. Consistent with General Plan Land
Use Objectives 1.2. and 2.3, and their implementing policies, and Section 3003 of the Municipal
Code regulating the scenic quality of exterior materials, the MBTRA would incorporate similar
architectural elements as the project, including modern industrial design features such as concrete
tilt-up panels, horizontal and vertical reveals, and large window elements to add visual interest to
the building facades. These design elements would serve to break up the mass of the buildings and
reduce the visual bulk of the structures as viewed from surrounding areas. Color variations, vertical
undulations, and canopy elements would further contribute to reducing the appearance of the
building’s scale and enhance the visual aesthetic.

Consistent with City regulations, native and drought tolerant landscaping would be incorporated to
complement the design of the buildings and soften the overall visual impact of the development.
Tree and shrub plantings would be strategically placed to enhance the visual quality of the site and
screen the perimeter edges. Landscaping along the Benet Road and Alex Road frontages would
provide upgraded streetscapes and improve the MBTRA’s visual integration with the surrounding
area. In addition, a 100-foot-wide biological buffer from the San Luis Rey River, consistent with the
City of Oceanside’s Draft Subarea Plan, would be maintained and replanted with native coastal
species. This buffer would serve as a natural visual boundary between the MBTRA and the river
corridor.

The MBTRA would adhere to all other relevant zoning and scenic quality regulations, and its
architectural design, landscaping, lighting and integration with the surrounding environment would
ensure that visual impacts remain less than significant. For example, the MBTRA must comply with
Chapters 31, including Section 3117, and 39 of the City’s Municipal Code and Building Code
requirements that require all outdoor lighting installed as part of the MBTRA be energy efficient,
fully shielded, and directed downward to minimize light trespass onto surrounding properties.
Therefore, the MBTRA would not conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing
scenic quality and impacts would be less than significant.

Threshold of Significance:

e Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely
affect day or nighttime views in the area?

The MBTRA would introduce similar lighting and glare characteristics to the project. The
surrounding area is already affected by lighting from nearby industrial, commercial, and residential



developments. The MBTRA would re-introduce lighting for security, landscaping, building fagades,
and internal circulation to an urbanized area with existing sources of day and nighttime lighting,
including the Oceanside Municipal Airport.

The lighting for the MBTRA would comply with all applicable regulations, including Chapter 39 of
the City Municipal Code and Title 24, Part 11 of the 2022 California Green Building Standards Code
(CALGreen), to ensure energy efficiency and proper shielding to minimize light trespass and glare.
The lighting design would ensure that all fixtures are directed downward and shielded to prevent
light spill onto adjacent properties. Consistent with the project, lighting would be turned off during
daylight hours to further reduce unnecessary light emissions. Additionally, a perimeter wall and
landscape buffer along the northern edge of the site would reduce light intrusion into sensitive areas,
such as the San Luis Rey River and nearby residential communities. Based on the MBTRA as
proposed, and required compliance with the City’s Municipal Code and CALGreen, would not create
a source of substantial light that would adversely affect day or nighttime views.

Regarding potential glare, the MBTRA would follow similar design principles as the project. The
MBTRA would not include large expanses of glass or highly reflective materials that could generate
significant glare during daytime hours. The fagade design would incorporate color variations,
vertical undulations, and materials that minimize glare. Glass used in the building would be tempered
and designed to comply with the relevant glazing standards, which would further reduce the potential
for substantial glare. The landscape plan would include tree plantings that help minimize glare
effects and provide further screening. Additionally, the MBTRA would include the use of
photovoltaic (solar) panels, similar to the project. Solar panels, by design, absorb light, not reflect
it, and would be positioned to minimize glare at acute angles. Given that fact, along with the
MBTRA'’s required compliance with the ALUCP, the MBTRA would not create a new source of
substantial glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. Therefore, the
MBTRA would not create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect
day or nighttime views in the area and impacts would be less than significant.

Cumulative Impact:

Cumulative aesthetic impacts are assessed based on the viewshed, or area from which the
development and surrounding developments are visible. The MBTRA would alter the visual
character of the 31.79-acre site by developing four smaller buildings totaling 497,822 square feet,
compared to the project’s single large building. Visual changes would be most noticeable to nearby
residents, trail users, motorists, and from the Oceanside Municipal Airport, but the MBTRA would
remain consistent with surrounding industrial and urban development. The MBTRA, like the project,
is not located within the public viewshed of any scenic open space areas, except the San Luis Rey
River corridor, where existing views are limited by vegetation. The MBTRA would not obstruct
these views. The Ocean Kamp project, located just east of the site, would introduce additional visual
changes to the area, but both projects would fit within the surrounding industrial, commercial, and



residential landscape. Like the project, other cumulative projects and the MBTRA’s smaller
buildings and reduced truck bays would not conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations
governing scenic quality. Similar to the project, the MBTRA has undergone the City’s design review
process to ensure compatibility with surrounding land uses, including landscaping and building
design. The MBTRA would introduce some light and glare, but like all cumulative projects, would
avoid the potential for significant impacts through compliance with applicable laws including the
City’s light pollution regulations. The MBTRA would not contribute to cumulatively considerable
aesthetic impacts as disclosed in Final EIR and elsewhere in the record of proceedings.

AIR QUALITY

Threshold of Significance:

e Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

Like the project, the MBTRA would be consistent with the applicable air quality plans and would
not conflict with or obstruct their implementation. Like the project, the MBTRA is located within
the City of Oceanside’s Industrial land use designation, which allows for a variety of industrial uses,
including warehouses and manufacturing facilities. This zoning is consistent with regional growth
projections and air quality planning documents, including the San Diego Air Pollution Control
District (SDAPCD) and the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) regional plans.

The air quality plans for the region, including the State Implementation Plan (SIP) and the Regional
Air Quality Strategy (RAQS), account for the growth and development outlined in the City’s General
Plan and SANDAG’s projections for the region. These plans rely on assumptions about land use and
development patterns, including industrial growth, which are reflected in local and regional planning
efforts.

The MBTRA would not result in development that exceeds what is anticipated in these planning
documents. The property is designated for industrial uses, and the proposed square footage and
intensity of the development under the MBTRA fall within the anticipated range of industrial
development in the area. As such, the air quality impacts associated with this alternative are
consistent with those projected in the RAQS and the SIP. The vehicle trips generated by the MBTRA
would also fall within the range projected in SANDAG’s growth forecasts, and the emissions from
these trips have already been accounted for in the regional air quality planning process.
Consequently, the MBTRA would not conflict with or obstruct their implementation. As a result,
impacts would be less than significant.

Threshold of Significance:

e Would the project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely
affecting a substantial number of people?



For the reasons specified below, the MBTRA would have a less than significant impact as the
MBTRA would not result in other emissions adversely affecting a substantive number of people.

Construction

The MBTRA would be subject to the same construction-related emissions regulations as the project,
including those outlined in the State of California Health and Safety Code, SDAPCD Rule 51, and
the City’s Municipal Code. These regulations prohibit emissions that cause injury, nuisance, or
damage to public health or property. During construction, potential odors could result from vehicle
and equipment exhaust emissions, as well as from the use of architectural coatings and other
materials. These odors would be temporary in nature and, for the type of construction required for
the MBTRA, would not reach concentrations that would adversely affect a substantial number of
people.

The property is located in an industrial area with no sensitive receptors immediately adjacent to the
site. The closest sensitive receptors, such as residences, are located approximately 0.15 mile north
across the San Luis Rey River, which further reduces the likelihood of significant odor impacts
during construction. Additionally, construction activities would be subject to the City’s regulations
prohibiting evening and night-time construction, which would minimize the duration and frequency
of odor-generating activities during sensitive hours. Therefore, the construction activities for the
MBTRA would not result in other emissions such as odors that would adversely affect a substantial
number of people, and impacts during construction would be less than significant.

Operational

Similar to the project, the operational phase of the MBTRA would not be expected to generate
significant odors that would affect a substantial number of people. The MBTRA includes industrial
uses such as warehouses and manufacturing, which are not typically associated with objectionable
odors. Potential sources of odor in the operational phase could include vehicle exhaust from trucks,
occasional dust, or minimal odors from the building’s activities; however, none of these would be
expected to reach levels that would adversely affect a substantial number of people.

The MBTRA does not propose uses typically associated with strong, persistent odors, such as food
processing facilities, chemical plants, wastewater treatment plants, or landfills. Additionally, as
aligned with the project, the MBTRA would be subject to compliance with SDAPCD Rule 51, which
prohibits the emission of materials that create a nuisance to a considerable number of persons or
endanger the health and safety of the public. This rule applies to all operational activities.

Further, the location of the MBTRA, with its proximity to existing industrial land uses and distance
from sensitive receptors, minimizes the potential for potentially significant operational impacts.
Therefore, the operational phase of the MBTRA would not result in other emissions such as odors



that would adversely affect a substantial number of people, and impacts during operation would be
less than significant.

Cumulative Impact:

Cumulative air quality impacts for the MBTRA are evaluated within the context of the San Diego
Air Basin, which is designated as a federal nonattainment area for ozone and a state nonattainment
area for both ozone and particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5). These nonattainment designations
result from cumulative emissions from past and present development activities. Like the project, the
MBTRA'’s construction emissions would remain below significance thresholds, with short-term,
temporary impacts typical of industrial projects, and would be mitigated by measures such as the
use of low-VOC paints (MM-AQ-1). Once construction is complete, associated emissions would
cease. Operational emissions from the MBTRA are not anticipated to exceed thresholds for any
criteria pollutants. Moreover, the MBTRA is consistent with regional air quality planning
documents, including the SIP and the RAQS, which rely on growth projections from SANDAG. As
the MBTRA aligns with these projections, it would be consistent with the SIP and RAQS, thus not
contributing to a significant cumulative impact from operational emissions. Given the same location
and that the MBTRA has a reduced development intensity compared to the project, like the project
and as disclosed in Section 4.2, Air Quality, CO concentrations with the MBTRA would not result
in CO hotspots; would not result in TAC exposure that would exceed thresholds during construction
or operation; would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; and would
not create objectionable odors. Therefore, based also on the location of the MBTRA relative to other
cumulative projects, the MBTRA would not contribute to cumulative considerable increases in other
emissions adversely affecting a substantive number of people. Therefore, the MBTRA would not
result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to air quality impacts as disclosed in the Final EIR
and elsewhere in the record of proceedings.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Threshold of Significance:

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

The MBTRA would not have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive
natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California
Department and Game of U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The biological study area for the MBTRA
has been assessed, and no qualifying riparian or other sensitive natural community exists within the
property to be developed by the MBTRA. The property is located near the San Luis Rey River, and
in accordance with the City of Oceanside’s Draft Subarea Plan (2010), a 100-foot biological buffer
would be maintained around the upland habitats to protect sensitive natural communities. The



MBTRA'’s footprint is designed to avoid encroaching into these sensitive areas, ensuring that there
is no direct disturbance of riparian habitats or other qualifying sensitive natural community.

Like the project, development of the MBTRA would occur on previously disturbed land and would
maintain the 100-foot biological buffer from the San Luis Rey River. Approximately 0.85 acres of
the buffer area is located within the project boundary. The remaining buffer area including riprap
along the levee, the San Luis Rey River Trail, and disturbed land along the levee’s south slope,
would not be disturbed by the MBTRA.

Therefore, the MBTRA would not have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural communities identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the
California Department and Game of U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and impacts would be less than
significant.

Threshold of Significance:

e Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal,
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

The MBTRA would not have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.). The biological study area for the
MBTRA has been assessed, and no state or federally protected wetlands were identified within or
near the property. As confirmed in the biological assessment, no direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other impacts to jurisdictional wetland resources would result from the MBTRA.
Therefore, impacts to state or federally protected wetlands are determined to be less than significant.

Cumulative Impact:

The cumulative biological study area for the MBTRA is consistent with the area covered by the
Oceanside Subarea Plan (2010). The MBTRA design would not result in direct impacts to special-
status plant or wildlife species, as the development has been planned to avoid sensitive biological
areas. The proposed 100-foot biological buffer from the San Luis Rey River will further protect
adjacent riparian habitats or other qualifying sensitive communities. Indirect impacts to biological
resources would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level through the implementation of MM-
BIO-1 through MM-BIO-4, including best management practices to protect wildlife species and
habitats. Additionally, the MBTRA would be required to comply with the California Fish and Game
Code and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act to prevent impacts to nesting birds. The MBTRA, as with
all other cumulative projects, would be required to comply with all applicable federal, state and local
regulations regarding the protection of sensitive vegetation communities, special-status plants,
special-status wildlife species, jurisdictional resources, including, without limitations, wetlands, and
wildlife movement or corridors/habitat linkages. Further, the Ocean Kamp project, which is the



closest cumulative project to the property, would be required to mitigate for its own impacts to
biological resources, which would reduce the potential for cumulative impacts to occur. Given the
design features and mitigations required for the MBTRA, it would not contribute to significant
cumulative impacts on regional biological resources, as outlined in the Final EIR and the record of
proceedings.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Threshold of Significance:

e Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5?

The MBTRA would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource
as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. As described in the Final EIR, no buildings exist
on the property. As outlined in the project’s historical resources assessment, the buildings that
previously occupied the site were not found to meet the criteria for eligibility for listing in the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR),
or as a City of Oceanside Designated Historic Resource. These structures lacked the necessary
significance for protection under CEQA. Additionally, no indirect impacts to historical resources
were identified, as the MBTRA, like the project, would not affect any historical resources outside
the property. Therefore, the MBTRA would not result in any substantial adverse effects on historical
resources as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, and impacts would be less than
significant.

Threshold of Significance

e Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

Same as the project, the MBTRA would not disturb any human remains, including those interred
outside of formal cemeteries. The project site is not identified as a cemetery, and no evidence of
human remains is known to exist within the project area. Additionally, no human remains were
discovered during field surveys conducted of the property. Further, as a matter of law, the MBTRA
must comply with Section 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code (HSC), if human remains
are discovered during excavation or grading activities. In the event of such a find as required by law,
the county coroner would be immediately notified, excavation or disturbance of the site in the
vicinity of the find would be halted until the appropriate treatment and disposition of the remains
are determined. If the remains are identified as Native American, the coroner would contact the
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) to identify the Most Likely Descendant (MLD),
who would be consulted to make recommendations regarding the respectful treatment and
disposition of the remains. Although no mitigation is required, the MBTRA would adhere to the



measures outlined in MM-CUL-9, which reflect the state law requirements under HSC section
7050.5. Therefore, like the project, the MBTRA would not disturb any human remains, including
those interred outside of formal cemeteries, and the potential impacts would be less than significant.

Cumulative Impact:

The cumulative study area includes other projects in the vicinity that may affect cultural resources.
Cultural resources studies will be conducted for all cumulative projects in the area to assess potential
impacts just as was done with the project and the MBTRA. These studies will help ensure that
cultural resources are properly identified, and that any potentially significant impacts are avoided or
mitigated in accordance with local and state laws. If any significant cultural resources are discovered,
appropriate mitigation measures would be implemented on a project-by-project basis. Given the
absence of identified cultural resources at the MBTRA project site, and with the incorporation of
standard cultural resource mitigation measures (MM-CUL-1 through MM-CUL-9) and compliance
with HSC section 7050.5, the MBTRA would not result in significant cultural resource impacts.
Therefore, the MBTRA would not contribute to cumulatively considerable cultural resource impacts
as disclosed in Final EIR and elsewhere in the record of proceedings.

ENERGY

Threshold of Significance:

e Would the project result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or
operation?

Construction and operation of the MBTRA would have less than significant impacts as the MBTRA
would not result in any potentially significant environmental impacts due to wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy resources.

Construction Use:

Under the MBTRA, the construction process would be similar to that of the project, involving
roughly the same phases such as site preparation, grading, building construction, and paving. The
primary energy consumption would still come from diesel-powered construction equipment and
trucks and construction workers using gasoline. Electricity demand during construction would
remain minimal, typically used for hand tools and trailers. However, since the MBTRA reduces the
size of the building, some limited reduction in energy usage would occur compared to the project.
Like the project, the MBTRA has no unusual characteristics or construction processes that would
use more energy intensive equipment than comparable projects and all equipment used would have
to conform to applicable energy efficiency standards. Thus, the MBTRA construction would not



result in potentially significant environmental impacts due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy resources.

Operational Use:

Electricity

The MBTRA would lead to a slight reduction in operational energy use compared to the project, as
fewer truck bays and a smaller overall building size would reduce electricity needs for lighting,
HVAC, or other building systems. Like the project, the MBTRA would not represent a significant
demand on electricity supplies that would require additional capacity. The MBTRA’s use is not
inherently energy intensive, and the MBTRA electricity demands in total would be comparable to
other projects of similar scale and configuration. Due to evolving energy efficiency requirements,
the MBTRA would be more energy efficient than other industrial developments built over prior
years because of increasingly more stringent Title 24 standards and City Municipal Code
requirements regarding renewable energy usage and drought-tolerant landscaping (reduces energy
use associated with water supply). Therefore, like the project, the MBTRA electricity consumption
during operations would have less than significant impacts as the MBTRA would not result in
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources.

Natural Gas

Similar to electricity, the MBTRA would slightly reduce the project’s natural gas demand compared
to the project. Natural gas consumption estimates would likely remain within a small margin of what
was identified for the project. The MBTRA is not inherently energy intensive, and natural gas usage
would be comparable or less than other projects of similar scale and configuration. Additionally, the
MBTRA is subject to statewide mandatory energy standards established by Title 24, Part 6,
compliance with the City’s CAP and Municipal Code requirements relative to renewable energy
usage. Therefore, like the project, the MBTRA natural gas consumption during operations would
have less than significant impacts as the MBTRA would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy resources.

Petroleum

The MBTRA operations would be similar to the project such that estimates for the consumption of
energy would be similar. Like the project, the MBTRA must comply with City Code requirements
relative to the provision of EV charging/parking and bicycle facilities that reduce demand for
petroleum usage. The MBTRA has no unusual characteristics or operational processes that would
result in the use of more petroleum than comparable projects and all vehicles used in operation would
have to comply with any increase in fuel efficiency standards. Therefore, petroleum usage during
the MBTRA operations would not result in potentially significant environmental impact due to
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources.



Overall, the MBTRA energy usage would be minimal in the context of overall energy consumption
at the regional and state levels, the MBTRA would comply with energy efficiency standards and the
MBTRA would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of resources.
Therefore, the MBTRA would not result in potentially significant environmental impact due to
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction
or operation.

Threshold of Significance:

e Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or
energy efficiency?

Like the project, the MBTRA would comply with California’s energy efficiency and renewable
energy standards, ensuring it does not conflict with or obstruct state or local energy plans for energy
or energy efficiency. Like the project, the MBTRA must adhere to Title 24 energy efficiency
standards, which regulate energy use in residential and nonresidential buildings. Specifically, Title
20 and Title 24 addresses energy impacts of lighting, heating, cooling, and water heating systems,
as well as the building envelope and appliances. Additionally, the MBTRA would incorporate solar
PV to meet the City of Oceanside’s Zoning Ordinance.

The MBTRA is also consistent with the Energy Climate Action Element (ECAE) of the City’s
General Plan that promotes energy efficiency and the use of renewable energy. Like the project, the
MBTRA would still include features such as commercial PV systems, energy-efficient lighting and
appliances, EV charging stations, and drought-tolerant landscaping. Therefore, the MBTRA would
not conflict with or obstruct state or local plans for renewable energy or energy efficiency and
impacts would be less than significant.

Cumulative Impact:

The MBTRA would not result in direct, significant energy impacts as the MBTRA will not result in
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary use of energy during construction or operations, nor would it
conflict with an applicable plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. The MBTRA has been
designed with energy-saving measures such as the installation of EV charging stations, solar panels
on buildings, reduced landscaping water use, and the planting of trees. Cumulative projects would
be required to meet Title 24 building standards, which further minimize energy inefficiency, and
would be subject to state and federal regulations like the Low Carbon Fuel Standard, Pavley Clean
Car Standards, and Low Emission Vehicle Program, which would reduce transportation-related fuel
demand. Like the MBTRA, those cumulative projects would be required to demonstrate that they
would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary use of energy during construction or
operations or conflicts with an applicable plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. Therefore,
the MBTRA, which would be less intense than the project in energy usage based on the reduced
development footprint, slightly smaller building square footage and reduced number of truck bays,



would not contribute to cumulatively considerable energy impacts as disclosed in Final EIR and
elsewhere in the record of proceedings.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Threshold of Significance:

e Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including
the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: (a) rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist—Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area based on other substantial evidence of as known fault (Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42); (b) strong seismic ground shaking;
(c) seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction; or (d) landslides?

(a) Rupture of a Known Earthquake Fault

The MBTRA will be located in Southern California, a seismically active region. However, there are
no known active or potentially active faults directly on or near the property, and the site is not located
within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. The closest active fault is the Oceanside section of
the Newport-Inglewood-Rose Canyon Fault Zone, which is approximately 6.8 miles southwest of
the site. Given that there are no known active faults within close proximity and the MBTRA would
adhere to recommendations from the geotechnical investigation and meet seismic design standards
outlined in the California Building Code (CBC), like the project, the MBTRA would not directly or
indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects including the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving: (a) rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist—Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area based on other substantial
evidence of as known fault (Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42) and
would be less than significant under the MBTRA.

(b) Strong Seismic Ground Shaking

The MBTRA will exist in a region where strong seismic ground shaking could occur due to its
proximity to active fault zones such as the Newport-Inglewood-Rose Canyon Fault Zone. Although
strong ground shaking is a common occurrence in San Diego County and Southern California, the
MBTRA would be designed to withstand seismic events. The MBTRA’s design would comply with
performance standards set by the International Building Code (IBC) and the CBC.

Additionally, the MBTRA would incorporate the recommendations from the geotechnical
investigation to ensure that the buildings are structurally sound during seismic activity. In sum, the
MBTRA would not directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic ground shaking; impacts would be less
than significant..



(c) Seismic-Related Ground Failure (Liquefaction)

According to the geotechnical investigation, the site is underlain by relatively deep, saturated alluvial
deposits, which could be susceptible to liquefaction during a significant seismic event. However,
like the project, conditions of approval will require the MBTRA to implement the necessary ground
improvement techniques identified in the geotechnical investigation, such as rammed aggregate
piers, to reduce liquefaction hazards. These improvements would densify the soil and reduce the
potential for ground failure due to liquefaction. The geotechnical report requires post-treatment
testing to verify that the soil has been sufficiently densified to prevent liquefaction. With these
techniques in place, the MBTRA would not directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death 