300 North Coast Highway,

C|ty Of Oceanside Oceanside, California 92054
Staff Report
File #: 25-776 Agenda Date: 5/21/2025 Agenda #: 25.
DATE: May 21, 2025
TO: Honorable Mayor and City Councilmembers

FROM: Development Services Department

TITLE: ADOPTION OF A RESOLUTION UPHOLDING THE PLANNING COMMISSION’S ACTION
APPROVING THE CONSTRUCTION OF A WAREHOUSE, MANUFACTURING, AND OFFICE
FACILITY WITH FOUR SEPARATE BUILDINGS AT 250 EDDIE JONES WAY - EDDIE JONES
WAREHOUSE, MANUFACTURING, AND OFFICE FACILITY PROJECT - APPLICANT: RPG
OCEANSIDE EDDY JONES WAY OWNER, LLC; APPELLANT: GRETCHEN GARY

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the City Council adopt a resolution upholding Planning Commission
Resolution 2025-P05 certifying the Final Environmental Impact Report and associated Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program and Resolution No. 2025-P04 approving Development Plan (D22-
00001), Conditional Use Permit (CUP22-00001), and Variance (V22-00001) for the proposed Eddie
Jones Warehouse, Manufacturing, and Office Facility Multi-Building and Truck Bay Reduction
Alternative (“MBTRA”) Project.

BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS
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The 31.79-acre project site is located at 250 Eddie Jones Way, immediately north of the Oceanside
Municipal Airport. Situated in the Airport Neighborhood Planning Area, the site has a General Plan
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Land Use Designation of Light Industrial (LI) and a corresponding zoning designation of Limited
Industrial (IL). The project site is located within the Airport Influence Area (AlA) for the Oceanside
Municipal Airport - Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP). Surrounding land use includes the
San Luis Rey River and recreational trail to the north, the airport to the south, and vacant industrial
land to the east and west. Single-family residential subdivisions, the Prince of Peace Abbey, and a
variety of general industrial uses that include a concrete batching plant, scrap yard, and vehicle
storage facility, are located on the north side of the river. Additional industrial uses and Highway 76
are located further south of the site. The project site and surrounding zoning are depicted in Figure
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The project site is currently vacant and was previously developed with a 172,300 square-foot
industrial facility (as depicted in Figure 2 below), owned and operated by TE Connectivity, that
specialized in industrial plating and electrical connector manufacturing for the defense, aerospace,
and marine industry. The plant was originally constructed in 1967 by the Deutsch Company and sold
to TE Connectivity in 2012. The facility was vacated and sold to the current property owner in 2021
and demolished a year later. Historical use of large quantities of hazardous substances and
petroleum products in the manufacturing process has resulted in known soil contamination at the site.
Soil remediation efforts have been initiated with the California Department of Toxic Substances
Control (DTSC) in accordance with the California Land Reuse and Revitalization Act (CLRRA).
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S 2 A
The applicant submitted a development application to the City on January 31, 2022. The original
proposed project, as fully analyzed in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), includes the
development of a new 566,905 square-foot warehouse and distribution facility on the 31.79-acre
project site with 590 parking spaces for employees/visitors, 60 truck trailer parking stalls, and 114
truck terminals. As noted below, the project was subsequently downsized and reconfigured from one
building to four.

In response to public comment and comments received on the DEIR, a proposed Multi-Building and
Truck Bay Reduction Alternative (MBTRA) was included and analyzed in the Final EIR (FEIR) as a
variation of the Multi-Building Alternative previously evaluated in the DEIR. The proposed MBTRA
introduces a four-building configuration with a reduced overall square footage from 566,905 square
feet to 497,822 square feet, and a reduction in truck bays from 114 to 56. The FEIR, including the
MBTRA, was released for public review on January 10, 2025, 30 days in advance of the Planning
Commission hearing.

The proposed project was scheduled for consideration as a public hearing item at the Planning
Commission’s February 10, 2025 meeting. The City, as Lead Agency pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), recommended Planning Commission consideration of the
proposed MBTRA as the preferred project alternative as it would meet all but one of the project
objectives while lessening potentially significant impacts associated with the project. As the preferred
alternative, the staff report and staff's recommendation focused exclusively on the proposed MBTRA.
During the public hearing, a significant number of community members spoke in opposition to the
proposed MBTRA project, specifically noting concerns regarding the proposed trucking terminals and
potential impacts related to traffic, air pollution, and noise.

In response to the concerns raised regarding the proposed trucking terminal, the Planning
Commission recommended a reduction in the total number of truck bays proposed in the MBTRA
project - from 56 bays to 34 bays. It should be noted that with this Planning Commission
recommendation, since the project’s inception, the number of truck bays has been reduced from 114
to 56 to 34, resulting in an approximate 70 percent reduction in the proposed number of truck bays
from the original project analyzed in the DEIR.
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After confirming the applicant was amenable to a reduction, the Planning Commission, by motion,
voted 7-0 certifying the FEIR and approving the proposed MBTRA through adoption of Resolution
No. 2025-P05 and 2025-P04 (Attachment 2) with amendments to Conditions 1b and 11 to reduce the
number of truck bays to 34 with a caveat that the truck bays may be allocated between any of the
four buildings at the discretion of the applicant.

On February 20, 2025, the Planning Commission’s action was timely appealed by Gretchen Gary on
behalf of Oceanside Speaks Out. The letter of appeal is included as Attachment 3.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed MBTRA project is comprised of three entitlement requests:

Development Plan (D22-00001):

A request for a Development Plan to construct the proposed MBTRA project, consisting of an
industrial warehouse, manufacturing, and office facility consisting of four separate buildings totaling
497,822 square feet and a total of 34 truck bays as modified by the Planning Commission. Each
building would be designed to include mezzanines and truck bays to accommodate a variety of
potential warehouse, manufacturing, distribution, and office uses. The applicant has not identified a
future tenant(s) at this time. All future uses would be subject to compliance with the IL District and
conditions of approval associated with this entitlement.

Table 1 - Building Summary

Building \Warehouse Manufacturing |Office Total Building Arg
1 73,508 27,025 9,127 109,660

2 89,107 32,760 10,733 132,600

3 81,591 29,997 9,959 121,547

4 90,069 33,114 10,832 134,015

TOTAL 334,275 SF 122,896 SF 40,651 SF 497,822 SF

Access and Circulation: Access to the site would be provided from both Benet Road and Alex Road
via Highway 76 and Foussat Road. Heavy trucks would be limited to the entry point on Benet Road
and would access the site from Highway 76. A dedicated right-hand turn lane would be constructed
at the project entrance on Benet Road to allow for deacceleration of trucks entering the site. This
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feature would help ensure the north-bound travel lane remains clear for vehicles crossing the river.

Pedestrian walkways would be provided throughout the site and new pedestrian connections would
be provided through the construction of 600 feet of sidewalk along the Benet Road frontage that
would connect to the San Luis Rey River trail. A new sidewalk would also connect to the river trail on
the Alex Road frontage.

Parking: The proposed MBTRA would provide a total of 593 parking spaces for employees and
customers based on standard parking ratios for office, warehouse, and manufacturing uses. There
would be 90 stalls dedicated for electric vehicle charging and 30 bike racks would also be provided
onsite. Other than the proposed 34 truck bays, no additional truck trailer parking spaces would be
provided onsite.

Landscaping: The proposed landscape plan would provide a total landscape area of 316,366
square feet (23-percent lot coverage). A variety of trees would be planted along the perimeter with
increased tree plantings along the northern perimeter to provide additional screening for the
residential neighborhood located north of the river. In addition, the proposed MBTRA would maintain
the 100-foot biological buffer from the edge of the San Luis Rey River riparian habitat.

Architecture: All four buildings would be designed in a modern light industrial style incorporating
concrete tilt-up panels with horizontal reveals, offset wall planes, and various window elements and
facade details to create visual interest. The buildings would be painted with neutral colors with color
variations in wall panels to offset wall expanses. Additionally, concrete screen walls would be located
adjacent to loading bays to reduce visual impacts of the loading areas.

Project Comparison: In response to public input and comments received on the DEIR, the proposed
MBTRA was incorporated into the FEIR as a variation of the “Multi-building Alternative” presented in
the DEIR. The proposed MBTRA represents a reduced project intended to further mitigate potential
environmental impacts and enhance compatibility with the surrounding community.

Key features that are represented in the proposed MBTRA project include:

Reduction in total building square footage from 566,905 to 497,822 square feet
Four multi-tenant buildings rather than one large building

Reduction of truck bays from 114 to 56 to 34*and divided among all four buildings
Re-orientation of the truck bays from north-south to east-west

Removal of the 60 truck trailer parking spaces
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e Proposed 19 to 20-foot high screen walls adjacent to truck terminals
¢ Increased tree plantings along the northern perimeter of site

TABLE 2 - Project Comparison

Development Standard Proposed Project (original) [Multi-Building & Reduced
Truck Bay Alternative

Number of Buildings 1 4

Total Building SF 566,905 497,822

Total Truck Bays 114 34* 56

Truck Trailer Parking 60 0

Standard Parking 590 593

Building Height 45 feet 24-45 feet

Lot Coverage 41% 36%

Landscaping 21% 23%

Riparian Buffer 100 feet 100 feet

*Reduced number of truck bays approved by Planning Commission Resolution No. 2025-P04

Proposed Project

Conditional Use Permit (CUP22-00001):

Agenda #: 25.

A request for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to allow (A) four industrial buildings for distribution and
storage purposes with a floor area greater than 50,000 square-feet; and (B) truck terminals with more
than six heavy trucks on the premises at one time per Article 13 of the Zoning Ordinance. The
proposed MBTRA project would include four separate industrial buildings with a total warehouse area
of 334,275 square feet and a total of 34 truck bays as modified by the Planning Commission. Each
building would have warehouse space ranging from 73,508 square feet to 90,069 square feet. The
shell design and warehouse allocation would allow flexibility to accommodate a variety of industrial
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uses permitted in the IL District.

The proposed MBTRA project would orient the truck terminals in an east-west direction. Each
building would include truck bays situated on interior facing elevations to fully screen the truck
terminals. No truck bays would be visible from the perimeter of the site. In addition, 19 to 20-foot-high
concrete screen walls would be constructed at the north and south end caps of each building to
further reduce visual impacts of the truck terminals on residential properties north of the river.

Based on the conditioned number of truck bays, the site has the capacity to accommodate a
maximum of 34 trucks and/or trailers at one time. The demand for trucking terminals would ultimately
be determined by future tenants occupying the buildings.

Variance (V22-00001)

A variance request to construct a flood protection wall around the perimeter of the site that would
exceed the maximum allowable height of eight (8) feet per Article 30 of the Zoning Ordinance is being
requested by the applicant. As proposed, exterior facing wall elevations would range from 7.9 feet to
9.9 feet above the exterior grade. Interior facing wall elevations would extend up to approximately 9.5
feet in height. The flood protection wall would be constructed as a decorative masonry block wall
system.

Since elevating the site above the Base Flood Elevation (BFE) would not be feasible, the applicant
coordinated with the City and the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) to provide
alternative floodplain mitigation. The proposed flood wall system would extend around the perimeter
of the site to help protect the facility from potential flood events.

A detailed project description and full analysis is contained in the Planning Commission Staff Report
dated February 10, 2025 and is included as Attachment 4 for reference.

Pursuant to Section 4605(C) of the Zoning Ordinance, the City Council may consider only the issues
that were raised in the appeal filed with the City. The following is a summary of the Appellant’s
reasons, as understood by staff, for filing an appeal of the Planning Commission’s decision to deny
the project.

For ease of reference, staff has grouped the issues listed by the Appellant into categories/topical
areas followed by specific issues raised in the appeal and a response from staff. The Appellant’s
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letter of appeal, which includes the full text of each appeal point, has been included as Attachment 3
for the City Council’s reference.

ISSUE 1: Zoning Ordinance Compliance

The Appellant states:

e 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
allowed on the premises at one time, unless the developer applies for a Conditional Use
Permit.

e The Planning Commission should have followed the City’s established zoning
regulations and limited the facility to no more than six heavy trucks at the facility at one
time.

City Response: The Appellant reiterates throughout their appeal that an industrial facility for
distribution and storage exceeding 50,000 square feet and allowing more than six heavy truck trips is
inconsistent with Article 13 of the Zoning Ordinance because a CUP is required. This is not the case.
The fact that a particular land use requires a CUP does not render it inconsistent with a property’s
underlying zoning designation. As clarification, CUPs are required for use classifications having
unusual site development features or operating characteristics requiring special consideration so that
they may be designed, located, and operated in a manner that ensures compatibly with adjoining
properties and the larger surrounding area. A CUP simply allows for a heightened level of project
review through a discretionary review process that involves a public hearing process.

The City’s zoning regulations allows an applicant to pursue a CUP based on the procedures set forth
in Article 41 of the Zoning Ordinance. A CUP also does not rezone a property and cannot authorize
uses that the Zoning Ordinance does not contemplate for a specific underlying zone. Uses requiring
a CUP are subject to the zoning requirements of the base zoning district and reviewed for
compliance with all development standards. The decision-making body may approve a CUP if the
use is found consistent with the General Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and other requisite findings for
approval.

ISSUE 2: Conditional Use Permit for Trucking Terminals

The Appellant states:
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e The CUP only regulates the total number of truck bays and does not address the
number of heavy trucks on the premises, which is confusing and inconsistent with the
Zoning Ordinance.

e The CUP does not regulate the number of grade-level dock doors and would pave the
way for a future last mile delivery hub.

e The resolution allows future tenants to return to the Planning Commission to request
additional truck terminals with the potential for up to 114 terminals based on the
analysis in the EIR.

City Response: The Zoning Ordinance defines “trucking terminals” as storage and distribution
facilities having more than six heavy trucks on the premises at a given time. A CUP is required for
such facilities to ensure that trucking operations are fully evaluated and conditioned appropriately to
mitigate potential impacts associated with the use. Staff has traditionally assessed trucking terminals
based on the proposed number of truck bays. A facility with more than six truck bays is assumed to
accommodate more than six heavy trucks on the premises at a given time and is therefore classified
as a trucking terminal and subject to a CUP.

The Eddie Jones project, including the proposed trucking terminals, were evaluated in accordance
with the procedures set forth in the Zoning Ordinance. The Planning Commission staff report and
FEIR addressed potential impacts of the facility based on the comprehensive analysis of a
warehousing, distribution, and manufacturing facility for both the original project with 114 truck bays
and the proposed MBTRA with 56 terminals.

With four buildings designed for multi-tenants, it is not practical to limit the total of number of trucks
on the premises. Instead, the proposed MBTRA project was specifically conditioned by the Planning
Commission to limit the overall number of truck bays to a maximum of 34 to be distributed among the
four buildings. In addition, the project was conditioned to prohibit any additional truck bays or
truck/trailer parking spaces on the premises. All heavy trucks and trailers would be required to park at
an available loading dock. With these limitations, it is assumed that no more than 34 trucks would be
on the premises at a given time.

Furthermore, anticipated heavy truck trips were evaluated in the Local Transportation Study using the
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) standards for warehouse, distribution, and manufacturing
facilities. Truck trips were calculated based on the proposed square footage of manufacturing and
warehouse areas utilizing ITE land use code for Manufacturing (140) and High-Cube Transload and
Short-Term Storage Warehouse (Code 154). The LTS Memorandum for the proposed MBTRA project
(Appendix I-1 of FEIR) concluded that truck trips generated by the proposed MBTRA project are not
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substantial relative to the capacity of the roadways or the amount of traffic. Therefore, staff finds that
the 34-truck bay cap approved by the Planning Commission sufficiently addresses trucking
operations associated with any future tenants.

The Zoning Ordinance does not regulate the number of grade-level loading doors accessory to
industrial buildings and a CUP is not required to install these types of doors. Grade level doors are
typically installed based on the needs of individual tenants and are often used for delivery of supplies
and large equipment. These types of doors provide flexibility to accommodate smaller vehicles,
forklifts, hand carts, and foot traffic. Grade-level loading doors are not considered trucking terminals
and therefore are not regulated by the CUP.

The Appellant claims that unregulated grade-level loading doors will pave the way for future last mile
delivery hubs. According to the applicant, the multi-tenant design of the proposed MBTRA project is
not consistent with industry standards or conducive to the operational requirements of a last mile
delivery hub. Such facilities are typically centrally located and predominately developed on single-
building sites for operational efficiency. The proposed MBTRA project is also not designed to
accommodate fleet parking or vehicle queuing which are common features of a delivery hub.

As noted by the Appellant, the applicant does have the ability to return to the Planning Commission
and request additional truck bays through a modification to the Development Plan and Conditional
Use Permit at a duly noticed public hearing. Per Article 41 of the Zoning Ordinance, an applicant may
request a modification to an entitlement. While the modified project reduced the number of truck bays
from 114 to 56, the EIR continued to analyze the initial project with 114 truck bays to present a more
conservative approach of the project’s potential environmental impacts. Any future requests to modify
the number of truck bays would be subject to discretionary review and CEQA analysis. A revision to
an approved project may use the previously certified EIR if found consistent with the environmental
impacts analyzed in the FEIR.

Issue 3: Land Use Compatibility

The Appellant states:

e The four building footprint will be 288% larger than the previous TE Connectivity facility
and will consume all 31.79 acres of land.

e The proposed MBTRA project will dwarf other structures in the San Luis Rey River
valley and destroy both the perspective and appeal of the San Luis Rey River and
Mission San Luis Rey.
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e The overall magnitude of the project in not consistent nor compatible with the size of
existing development in the vicinity and buildings of historical significance

City Response: The project site is located in an industrially zoned area adjacent to the Oceanside
Municipal Airport. The proposed MBTRA project was designed in compliance with the regulations of
the Zoning Ordinance and is consistent with the design and scale of adjacent industrial uses in the
Airport Neighborhood. While the proposed MBTRA project does represent a significant increase in
building area compared to the previous manufacturing facility, the project fully complies with
development standards of the Limited Industrial District. The 497,882 square foot facility has a total
lot coverage of 36 percent which is below the maximum lot coverage of 75 percent in the IL. The
project also includes 23 percent landscape coverage with enhanced landscaping adjacent to the
river.

The project was also designed in compliance with the Oceanside Municipal Airport - Airport Land Use
Compatibility Plan (ALUCP), including height limitations, as documented by the determination of
consistency from Airport Land Use Commission for San Diego County. Light industrial uses are
compatible with the airport and align with the ALUCP objective to protect the airport from
incompatible uses that may hinder airport operations.

The Appellant did not specify how the project would impact buildings of historical significance and
known historical buildings are not within the vicinity of the project site. As documented in the Final
EIR, the proposed MBTRA project would not result in impacts related to historical resources, or to
aesthetics and visual resources in the area.

Issue 4: Comparison to Other Industrial Projects

The Appellant states:

e The applicant’s comparison to other industrial projects, such as La Pacifica in Ocean
Ranch, is oversimplified because those projects are located in an area with similar
sized buildings and not adjacent to a residential community.

e La Pacifica is not adjacent to family oriented activities such as the San Luis Rey River
Trail and Prince Skate park. The Eddie Jones project poses a danger to bicycles and
skateboarders.

e The project site does not have adequate access for emergency vehicles and
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evacuations compared to other industrial parks, such as Ocean Ranch, that have
multiple access points located in the middle of a typical grid pattern of established city
streets.

City Response: For comparison purposes to the proposed MBTRA project, the applicant provided
the Planning Commission examples of similar sized industrial buildings with trucking terminals to
demonstrate the operational characteristics of facilities designed for warehousing, distribution, and
manufacturing. An example included La Pacifica in Ocean Ranch which consists of three multi-tenant
buildings and 103 truck bays. The applicant’s traffic engineer analyzed actual operations at La
Pacifica and concluded that truck trips were generated at a lower trip rate than what was analyzed for
the Eddie Jones project even though La Pacifica has more truck bays.

The Appellant asserts that the comparison was oversimplified because those developments are
located in industrial parks and not adjacent to residential communities. Ocean Ranch and the
adjacent Pacific Coast Business Park are both zoned for light industrial and developed with a variety
of industrial uses. Many of the buildings exceed 50,000 square feet of building area dedicated for
wholesaling, distribution, and storage and have multiple truck bays. Both parks are located in close
proximity to residential subdivisions in Rancho Del Oro and Ivy Ranch.

A comparison to other industrial projects in the City is not a requisite finding for approval of a CUP
and was not analyzed in the Planning Commission staff report. However, the comparison by the
applicant does demonstrate the compatibility of existing limited industrial uses located as close as
180-325 feet from existing residences in the case of Pacific Coast Business Park at Old Grove Road
and College Boulevard.

While the project site is not within an established industrial park, the site has an industrial land use
designation, was previously developed with an industrial manufacturing facility, and is adjacent to an
airport and other existing industrial uses developed with an industrial manufacturing facility. The
project site is adequately buffered from adjacent residential uses by the San Luis Rey River.

Furthermore, the project site does have multiple access points similar to other industrial areas. Benet
Road is designated as a collector road serving both residential, institutional, and industrial uses on
both sides of the San Luis Rey River. Unlike Ocean Ranch, the site has direct access to Highway 76
without the need for trucks to travel through residential areas. The proposed MBTRA project was
conditioned to restrict heavy truck access north of the project site to Benet Road and Alex Road.

Issue 5: Design Alternatives
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e The Appellant states the project should be designed to align with the size and
operations similar to existing industrial facilities without trucking terminals such as
Oceanside Gateway Business Park at Oceanside Boulevard and Ord Way or other
industrial buildings located south of the airport and across Highway 76.

City Response: In compliance with CEQA, the FEIR evaluated a reasonable range of project
alternatives. The appeal point appears to represent the Appellant’s individual preference for projects
similar to Oceanside Gateway and industrial parks south of the airport rather than substantial
evidence that the proposed MBTRA project fails to meet applicable regulatory requirements.
Furthermore, the applicant’s traffic engineer indicated that business parks, such as Oceanside
Gateway, typically generate 52-percent more vehicle trips per square foot of use based on the ITE
code for Business Park compared to the ITE category used for the proposed MBTRA project traffic
analysis.

Issue 6: Traffic

The Appellant states:

e Traffic from the project on Benet Road and Alex Road, combined with OceanKamp and
planned roundabouts, poses a danger to tourists, pedestrians, cyclists, and
skateboarders using the San Luis Rey River Trail and Prince Skate Park.

Staff Response: The proposed MBTRA project is conditioned to restrict heavy truck access on Alex
Road and north of the project site on Benet Road. The project would also construct new sidewalk
along the Benet Road project frontage and the Alex Road entrance that would connect to the San
Luis Rey River trail. Alex Road is an existing public street and previously served as the primary
access point for the former TE Connectivity manufacturing facility. All road improvements associated
with Ocean Kamp would be completed in accordance with the City Engineering Manual standards
and per the conditions of approval for that project.

The FEIR fully evaluated the project in accordance with City policies and disclosed potential
environmental impacts related to hazards from traffic and circulation, including the river trail and the
skate park. Section 4.14.4 (Traffic and Circulation) of the DEIR concluded that the proposed project
would not substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature or incompatible uses and
impacts would be less than significant. Cumulative impacts associated with Ocean Kamp were also
analyzed in the FEIR and traffic analysis for near term Level of Service (LOS) and the horizon year
analysis. There is no evidence that vehicle trips from the proposed MBTRA project would pose
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additional danger or risks to users of the San Luis River Trail and Prince Skate Park through the use
of the existing roadway network.

e The project would generate 11 truck trips per hour during peak morning commute
which is equivalent to one truck every six minutes waiting at the intersection of
Highway 76 and Benet Road with four minute light cycles.

City Response: The truck trips generated by the proposed MBTRA project are not substantial
relative to the capacity of the roadways or the amount of traffic. Based on the traffic analysis, at the
single busiest hour in the afternoon peak, there would be three trucks coming in and four trucks going
out of the project site. At the single busiest hour in the morning there would be six trucks coming into
the site and five trucks leaving. For perspective about the relatively small amount of truck trips, the
FEIR discloses that Benet Road is a facility that will serve more than 4,600 vehicles per day, and the
relevant segment of Highway 76 will serve more than 60,000 vehicles per day without the proposed
MBTRA project traffic. For comparison, the intersection of Highway 76 at Benet Road has an AM
peak hour volume of 3,677 and a PM peak hour volume of 3,713. The proposed MBTRA project
would increase the existing AM peak hour volume by 0.3% with 11 trucks and the existing PM peak
hour volume by 0.2% with seven trucks. Both increases represent a nominal amount compared to
existing volumes.

The Appeal also misstates the Caltrans traffic signal cycle at Benet and Highway 76, which according
to Caltrans’ traffic signal timing data, is between 2.67 and 3.33 minutes, not 4 minutes. Contrary to
the appeal point, the LTS and the FEIR applied the City methodology of using actual traffic signal
cycle lengths for its analysis. Thus, the FEIR properly evaluated the relevant impacts of the proposed
MBTRA project.

e The project will generate 1,286 ADT and will change the LOS for the intersection of
Benet Road and Highway 76 from a LOS D to an LOS F and create a domino effect of
additional traffic and congestion on Highway 76.

e Project should be denied because Caltrans has confirmed there are no future Caltrans
funds earmarked for any road or traffic improvements at the intersection of Highway 76
and Benet Road.

e The City’s Circulation Element includes an objective for acceptable level of service
(LOS) Grade D or better on an average daily basis. The project would contribute to a
failing intersection.

City Response: The LTS and FEIR fully evaluated the original project’s (114 truck bay) contributions
to LOS and concluded that the original project would not cause any intersection or roadway to drop
below LOS D. In the near term and horizon year (2030) conditions, the original project would
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contribute trips to intersections/segments that would operate at LOS E or F even without the project.
As reflected in LTS Memorandum for the proposed MBTRA project (Appendix -1 of FEIR), the
proposed MBTRA project would generate fewer trips than the original project, thereby resulting in
less potential traffic delay.

The LTS properly applied the City Traffic Guidelines that require the non-CEQA analysis of roadway
operations (traffic delay). The proposed project would contribute traffic to the failing SR-76/Benet Rd
intersection. It is acknowledged that Caltrans does not have plans or funds for traffic improvements at
the intersection of Highway 76/Benet Rd. Consistent with the City’s Traffic Guidelines, the LTS
identified an improvement that could enhance operations at that intersection. As the proposed
MBTRA project is only a partial contributor to the need for that improvement, the LTS identified a fair
share contribution toward that improvement. The project was conditioned to pay a fair share payment
to the City to be used at the City’s discretion for projects that would improve traffic safety and mobility
in the City.

As CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 states “a project’s effect on automobile delay shall not
constitute a significant environmental impact.” The approach identified in the LTS complies with the
City Traffic Guidelines and nothing further is required.

e The mathematical model used for the project’s traffic analysis is oversimplified by
equating one truck to two passenger vehicles and doesn’t take into account variables
such as varying lengths and weight of trucks which impact truck movement and light
cycle delays at Highway 76 and Benet Road.

City Response: The LTS properly applied the City’s Traffic Guidelines that require use of the
Highway Capacity Manual (HCM). The HCM serves as a primary source document embodying
research findings on capacity and level of service and presenting methods for analyzing the
operations of streets and highways and pedestrian and bicycle facilities. The manual is used to
evaluate complex transportation systems that serve a variety of users and travel modes. The appeal
point fails to recognize that the HCM was developed using real world information, synthesized by
recognized experts in the transportation field. The HCM analytics account for weight and length of
trucks operating on the roadways utilizing an average weight of 53,500 Ibs. and average length of 69
feet for a Class 9 heavy vehicle, which is the largest anticipated 18-wheeler semi-truck to use the
project site.

The HCM also states, “Unless the highway operating agency imposes different speed limits for trucks
and passenger cars, trucks can usually move at the same speeds as passenger cars in level terrain.”
Therefore, the methodology used in the LTS properly accounted for heavy truck trips associated with
the project.
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e The proposed fair share payment in the amount of $50,000 to the City’s Thoroughfare
and Signal Account is a low nhumber compared to the annual wear and tear City streets
will incur from the project’s 140 daily truck trips with a project total of 1,286 ADT

City Response: Consistent with the City’s Traffic Guidelines, the LTS identified a turn lane
improvement that could improve operations at the intersection of Highway 76 and Benet Road. As a
partial contributor to the need for the improvement, the LTS identified a fair share contribution of 8.5
percent towards the cost of completion. The proposed project is conditioned to pay a fair share
payment to the City in the amount of $49,595 to be used at the City’s discretion for projects that
would improve traffic safety and mobility in the City. Fair share payments and development impact
fees paid into the City’s Thoroughfare and Signal Account do not fund road maintenance.

Issue 7: VMT Analysis and TDM

e The FEIR Response to Comments (RTC) on page 97 states “Consistent with the City’s
formally adopted VMT standards the DEIR uses SANDAG’s employee VMT by census
tract. This is misleading because the drivers of heavy trucks and cargo vans accessing
the site are not employees and consequently not included in the VMT analysis and GHG
emissions.

e Mitigation measures to reduce VMT do not address drivers of heavy trucks and cargo
vans traveling to/from the distribution warehouse.

City Response: This same comment was raised during the DEIR’s public comment period and
addressed in RTC 0O3-13. A VMT analysis conducted using applicable City and State standards,
recognizes that the VMT associated with non-employee based vehicles are already accounted for as
VMT assigned to the origin location of those vehicles. VMT attributable to non-employee “goods
moving vehicles” does not get assigned to the goods delivery/pick up location. The appeal improperly
requests an over counting (perhaps a double, triple or greater counting) of “goods moving vehicles”
with its contention that every location a “goods moving vehicle” might visit must include that vehicle in
its VMT count. As non-employee based “goods moving vehicles” could visit multiple locations, an
analysis of the kind requested by the appeal would present an inaccurate and misleading VMT
estimation that is contrary to the informed decision making purpose of CEQA. As addressed here and
in the responses to comments, the FEIR’'s methodology conforms with the applicable evaluation
standards so no further analysis of the Appellant’s erroneous VMT argument is required.

e The Appellant states that the applicant failed to provide a TDM plan which is essential
for full disclosure of transportation impacts and leaves CAP compliance unknown
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City Response: The City’s transportation demand management (TDM) ordinance is a CAP
implementation measure (TL5) with the objective to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from
single-occupancy vehicle (SOV) commuting. Through TDM, employers can encourage their
employees to choose alternatives to SOV commuting with TDM measures such as rideshare
incentives, transit passes, telework, and locker rooms with showers to encourage walking or biking to
work. Per Article 30 of the Zoning Ordinance, new non-residential development that generates more
than 50 daily employee trips must prepare and implement a TDM plan within 12 months of full
occupancy.

An applicant is not required prepare a draft TDM during the entitlement process because specific
tenants and the total number of employees are not always known prior to project construction. The
City’s TDM ordinance was designed to allow developers and business owners to choose measures
best suited to their operations, employees, location, etc. The proposed MBTRA project is conditioned
to prepare a TDM plan prior to building occupancy and implement it within 12 months of full
occupancy. Further, contrary to the appeal point, a TDM plan is not essential for full disclosure of
transportation impacts. It is a tool for reducing GHG emissions from SOV commuting. Project specific
transportation impacts were analyzed in the LTS (non-CEQA) and the VMT Analysis (CEQA).

Issue 8: Compliance with AB 98

e The Appellant states that AB 98, which was signed into law on September 29, 2024,
mandates environmental and community health protections for warehouses larger than
250,000 square feet, requires cities to update their circulation elements to identify truck
routes, and prohibits agencies from approving warehouse projects under certain
criteria.

City Response: AB 98 imposes new design and build standards for certain warehouse
developments and has an effective date of January 1, 2026. Specific exemptions are provided for AB
98 including, “projects subject to a commenced local entitlement process prior to September 30,
2024.” The proposed MBTRA project qualifies for this exemption as the original entitlement
application was submitted to the City of Oceanside in January 2022.

Issue 9: Biological Resources
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The Appellant states:

e The City should have required protocol surveys for endangered bird species Least
Bell’s Vireo because of breeding habitat adjacent to the San Luis River.

City Response: The Appellant argues that the City should have required protocol surveys for least
Bell's vireo in the Biological Technical Repo