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Robert Dmohowski

From: joan bockman <joanbockman@sbcglobal.net>

Sent: Friday, October 18, 2024 5:04 PM

To: Robert Dmohowski

Cc: Darlene Nicandro

Subject: Oceanside Transit Center Redevelopment Comments second list
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Warning: External Source

Oceanside Transit Center Redevelopment Comments second list

1. The design of the residential towers R1 and R2 is clearly done by someone who doesn't live here.
They would be much more comfortable if faced more south. There will be dark cold corners deeper

inside due to lack of planning for sunlight. Rotating them 45degrees would accomplish this goal while | 110-6
still providing views. Some units will only get sun in the summer in the hottest time of day.

2. The swimming pools shown will be cold and uninviting most of the time in this configuration.

3. There appear to be 4 City Blocks so comments about parkways and walkability should apply to all | |44_7
4 blocks.

4. The buildings should not appear as a block when viewed from the streets above (Horne St, etc).
Often architecture disappears as roof equipment is massed behind screens. The buildings should

have shapes that come to one peak as a group to provide a skyline rather than a wall. Seagaze Ave 110-8
is one long 7 story wall and this should not occur anywhere again.

5. NCTD employees should model behavior and require much fewer parking spaces for the number

of offices provided. Please apply TDM principles to this and offer a range of options for planners to 110-9
consider.

6. Light pollution from roof decks is a serious issue for everyone to the east. No lights should be on 1010

top of these buildings. No roof decks should be on top of these buildings.

Regards,
Joan Bockman
Oceanside resident
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM JOAN BOCKMAN, OCTOBER 18, 2024.

As discussed in Draft EIR Section 7.0, A/fernatives to the Proposed Project, a range of feasible
alternatives including the “No Project” Alternative, “Reduced Density” Alternative, and
“Increased Density” Alternative are analyzed to foster meaningful public participation and
informed decision making. The commenter states that the “No Project” Alternative and
“Reduced Density” Alternative cannot be the most environmentally superior project as
high density development near transit contributes toward GHG reduction targets and
reduces land use issues.

Under the “No Project” Alternative, the project site would continue to operate as the
NCTD transit center, consisting of train terminals, bus terminals, NCTD satellite offices,
and surface parking lots. The existing structures on-site would remain, and no new
development would occur. The “Reduced Density” Alternative aims to develop the
project site in a way that prioritizes commercial/retail intensity and provides fewer
residential units (including fewer affordable units), less commercial square footage
associated with the NCTD office space, and fewer hotel rooms.

Regarding GHG emissions, the “No Project” Alternative and “Reduced Density”
Alternative would result in no or less construction and operational GHG emissions when
compared to the proposed project. As for land use, although the “No Project” Alternative
would be consistent with the General Plan, Local Coastal Program, and Municipal Code,
the “No Project” Alternative would not achieve several General Plan policies (General
Plan Land Use Element Policies 1.1C, 1.11B; Circulation Element Long Range Policy
Direction Goals 1 through 5, Policy 2.4 and 2.5). Therefore, the Draft EIR concluded that
the “No Project” Alternative would be neither environmentally superior nor inferior to
the proposed project in this regard. Alternatively, while the overall density of the proposed
development would be reduced under the “Reduced Density” Alternative, land use
impacts would be similar to the proposed project.

The Alternatives analysis considers all CEQA topical areas when identifying
environmentally superior alternative. Thus, as summarized in Draft EIR Section 7.7,
“Environmentally Superior” Alternative, the “No Project” Alternative and “Reduced Density”
Alternative are environmentally superior alternatives, as they would be equal to, avoid, or
lessen most of the project’s environmental impacts.

Refer to Response to Comment A3-3 pertaining to street tree design.

As stated in Draft EIR Section 3.4, Project Characteristics, fifteen percent of the apartments
(approximately 82 units) would be designated as affordable units. Pursuant to the
requirements of the City of Oceanside’s Inclusionary Housing Ordinance (Chapter 14C of
the Oceanside Municipal Code) that specifies at least ten (10) percent of units shall be
reserved for low-income residents as defined by the ordinance. As such, the project would
reserve at least 55 units for low-income residents pursuant to the Municipal Code. The
remaining 27 affordable housing units would be reserved for moderate-income residents.
The units would be available for rent. This comment is acknowledged. The decision
whether to approve the project is ultimately a policy and legislative decision of the City

Final | May 2025 3-934 Response to Comments
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Council (based on a recommendation received from the Planning Commission). The Draft
EIR is created to identify and inform the Planning Commission and the City Council of
the environmental impacts of that decision before it is made, so that it is fully informed.
To that end, while the commenter does not raise new environmental information or
directly challenge information provided in the Draft EIR, the City of Oceanside decision
makers will consider all comments on the proposed project.

Refer to MR-2 pertaining to parking.

Sidewalks are provided throughout the development creating safe connections for
pedestrians to move through the project in any direction. The framework of streets
includes sidewalks on both sides of the street leading to and from the Station Plaza in the
center of the project along South Cleveland Avenue. Low traffic speed streets are designed
with curb bulb outs and enhanced crosswalk markings where pedestrian paths of travel
cross the streets. At the Station Plaza area an enhanced widened raised mid-block
crosswalk is provided, providing a clear obvious path from the train station platforms to
the east side of Cleveland Street. Curb separated sidewalks are provided within the
development in multiple locations along the Tremont Street frontage, along Cleveland
Street at the Station Plaza and along Topeka Street. Many areas of the plaza are designed
with an urban plaza concept where sidewalks extend to the curb face, consistent with the
character of downtown Oceanside. In the plaza areas, street trees in tree wells are evenly
spaced along the street behind the curb face. Street trees proposed within the project are
canopy type trees providing shade and a consistent street scape theme across the project.
“Feature trees” are positioned at key visual marker locations throughout the project.

This comment is acknowledged. While the commenter does not raise new environmental
information or directly challenge information provided in the Draft EIR, the City of
Oceanside decision makers will consider all comments on the proposed project. For the
purpose of CEQA, no further response is necessary.

Refer to Response to Comment 110-5.

Key views and renderings of the project site are provided in Draft EIR Section 5.2,
Alesthetics/ Light and Glare (pages 5.2-9 through 5.2-12, 5.2-15 through 5.2-19) to illustrate
the proposed building heights, setbacks, and architectural reliefs within the context of the
existing environment. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 5.2 (pages 5.2-13 through 5.2-
24), the proposed Specific Plan establishes the regulatory framework, including
Development Standards and Design Guidelines for a compatible mixed-use transit-
oriented development that would meet the intent of the General Plan and Section 30251
of the Coastal Act for aesthetic character/quality, thus, implementation of the Specific
Plan would not substantially degrade the visual character and quality of the project site and
surrounding area. Impacts would be less than significant in this regard. It should be noted
that since circulation of the Draft EIR, the Applicant has proposed minor modifications
to the project; refer to Section 2.0, Revisions to Information Presented in the Draft EIR. As
detailed therein, the new proposed height of the parking structure of seven stories,
although increased, would be concentrated in the central portion of the project site and
would not result in any view blockage to visual resources.

Final | May 2025 3-935 Response to Comments
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Refer to MR-2, Parking, regarding parking and MR-4, Greenhonse Gas Emissions Impacts,
regarding Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies.

Refer to Response to Comment O2-2. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 5.2,
Alesthetics/ Light and Glare (pages 5.2-24, 5.2-25, and 5.2-27), project impacts from new
sources of light and glare would be less than significant. Pursuant to Municipal Code
Section 39.6, Requirement for lamp source and shielding, outdoor light fixtures would be fully
shielded where feasible, or partially shielded in all other cases, so that the amount of light
directed into the sky is minimized. All outdoor lighting fixtures, including lighting on roof
decks, would be designed such that they are compliant with the provisions of Municipal
Code Section 39.8, Probibitions, including but not limited to, hours of operation for Class I
and Class III lighting and operation of searchlights for advertising purposes. The overall
comprehensive signage program would discourage visual clutter, flash, or movement.
Exterior lighting fixtures would be compatible with building design and have a similar
aesthetic, with emphasis on efficiency and light control while ensuring direct glare does
not spill onto adjacent properties and streets. Following compliance with the Specific Plan
Design Guidelines pertaining to lighting, Municipal Code Chapter 39, City of Oceanside
engineering and Caltrans standards, and Zoning Ordinance Article 33A, the proposed
project would result in a less than significant impact with respect to light and glare.

Final | May 2025 3-936 Response to Comments



COMMENT LETTER 111

Robert Dmohowski

From: Emma Bardin <emmajbardin@gmail.com>

Sent: Saturday, October 19, 2024 7:12 PM

To: Robert Dmohowski

Subject: Homeowner concerned about Transit Center Traffic
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Warning: External Source

Dear Mr. Rob Dmohowski,

I am emailing with great concern about the planned improvements for the Oceanside transit center. | am a homeowner
at 404 S Ditmar Street, where | have owned my home since 2015. We are very concerned about the traffic impacts with
the current plan. As is, the current plan will negatively impact long term and new home owners, ultimately changing the
safety and driving out families from our neighborhoods unless something is doen to adjust for traffic, parking, and bus
routing.

In particular, | hope the planning group will seriously consider:

Bus traffic should enter from Seagaze to Cleveland, and exit on Michigan to Tredmont, and north to Seagaze, the only
street wide enough for these huge buses.

Making this adjustment will help keep the neighborhood safe.
Thank you for your time and efforts to make Oceanside great while preserving our wonderful community.
Sincerely,

Emma Bardin

111-1
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I11. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM EMMA BARDIN, OCTOBER 19, 2024.

111-1 Refer to MR-1, Bus Transfer Center Relocation, and MR-2, Parking, regarding traffic flow, bus
routing, and parking provided by the project.

Final | May 2025 3-938 Response to Comments



City of Oceanside. |COMMENT LETTER I12 |
Robert Dmohowski, Senior City Planner

300 North Coast Highway

Oceanside, CAN 92054

September 16, 2024
Subject: NCTD Transit DEIR / Transit Center planned Redevelopment
Dear Mr. Dmohowski,

| am James Filanc, Oceanside resident and voter. | am writing to you to voice my
concerns regarding the proposed redevelopment of the North County Transit Center. |
have reviewed the DEIR describing the proposed development and have concerns
which | describe below. The NCTD Transit Center DEIR contains some significant
negative yet unmitigated impacts to our neighborhood directly adjacent to this property.
| live at 401 S. Cleveland Street, Unit 103, immediately adjacent to the NCTD Transit
Center. | see the entire center from my kitchen window.

First, the plan proposes to move the bus bays and transit operations to the southwest
lot as compared to the current location next to Seagaze Dr. Moving the bus traffic and
passenger loading to the area immediately adjacent to my home will significantly
increase noise pollution (more buses and traffic next to my home), light pollution (added
safety and night lights spilling into my kitchen), air pollution (more buses and cars
immediately adjacent to my home) and traffic congestion to my family and my neighbors
in Units 101, 102 and 104. The plan appears to call for access and/or egress for bus
traffic on Missouri, a narrow street connecting my home with Coast Highway. This will
dramatically and adversely impact the character of the immediate neighborhood, while
adversely impacting the movement of emergency vehicles servicing the neighborhood.
The current bus bay location has served Oceanside quite well these past years.
Dramatically changing the bus traffic flow will adversely change the character and
livability of our Missouri / Cleveland neighborhood.

Second, | am also concerned about a possible increase in crime. NCTD has a No
Smoking policy on its property. Transit riders who smoke already frequent Missouri
Street where it dead ends into the railroad right-of-way to smoke on non-NCTD property
so as not to be in violation of this policy. This happens daily. My neighbors and | are
also witness to frequent public urination on NCTD property at the south end where
smoking occurs as the nearest public bathrooms are two blocks to the adjacent to the
current bus loading bays. And the risk of increased crime will grow when more foot
traffic spills onto Missouri immediately in front my garage door. As it is we already have
a serious homeless encampment problem at the south end of the NCTD site as
homeless frequently sleep among the foliage planted along Missouri on NCTD property.
Homeless encampments, a relocated bus terminal, and the No Smoking policy equates

112-1
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to increased foot traffic along Missouri and associated risk of increased crime and public
defecation.

Third, | read in DEIR that the plan appears to call for extending the foot path crossing
the Sprinter tracks at the south end of the Sprinter loading dock to connect to Dock 3
which is reserved for loading and unloading for the NCTD Coaster. The apparent
reasoning for this is to reduce foot travel time from bus to train, thus reducing the risk of
a missed connection for that small population of transit customers who travel by both
bus and rail. If true, this extension of the foot path will increase risk to NCTD customers
by exposing them to frequent Sprinter arrivals and departures by crossing the tracks in
the face of moving Sprinter trains on both the Sprinter tracks. Notwithstanding, a major
increase in noise pollution will occur. NCTD policy calls for Sprinter train engineers to
sound their horn just twice when entering or leaving the Sprinter Loading Dock JUST for
the track on the west side of the dock because there is NO foot path crossing the west
Sprinter track. When a Sprinter train is routed to the east track loading dock the
Sprinter horn is sounded 10-12 times to alert NCTD riders of a moving train moving in
their immediate vicinity across the footpath crossing the east Sprinter track/loading
dock. This currently happens infrequently (limited to late evening and peak travel times)
as ~90% of daily Sprinter traffic uses the west track. By extending the foot traffic
crossing to the Coaster Loading Dock 3, the Sprinter train will be required to sound its
horn 10 -12 times every time it arrives or leaves, regardless of track. This represents a
nearly 500% increase in horrible noise pollution impact to the station with the worst
impact to my home and my neighbors. And all this negative impact just so bus riders
can save a minute or two? | know. | live it. | spoke at a past NCTD board meeting
about this very issue, | had been repeatedly wakened by excessive horn honking.
Sprinter trains a few years ago exclusively used the east track for some unexplained
reason leading to excessive neighborhood noise. It seems that better synchronization
of schedules while expecting riders to allow sufficient time to catch a connecting train
can mitigate this risk, eliminating the need for this foot crossing extension to Dock 3.
This appears to be a solution in search of a phantom problem.

Fourth, the plan appears to call for installing a new 32” storm drain from the south end
of the NCTD property to Wisconsin along Cleveland Street. This added drainage pipe is
meant to mitigate the street flooding that occurs when we experience heavy extended
rainfall. | have lived with these conditions first hand for nearly nine years. Yes the
water does build up immediately following a downpour but sufficiently drains within 30-
45 minutes after the rain has passed. It is at most a nuisance and/or inconvenience. |
have been in public works and civil construction for a significant portion of my career as
a project manager / business developer. | can emphatically state that the disruption to
the neighborhood and the added significant project cost are not worth the major
negative disruption to the Cleveland neighborhood that would otherwise be imposed on
the neighborhood during construction. Adverse impacts on driveway access,
emergency vehicle access, walking in the neighborhood, as well as construction dust
pollution and open trenches are all negative risks that will likely occur. And all these

[12-2
cont'd
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negative impacts will occur for an extended period of time during construction. Like |
said | have lived with this drainage problem for a long time and this project drainage
pipe project feature is simply not worth it. There is already a storm drain along the north
curb on Missouri touching the NCTD site that can possibly be modified to improve storm
water drainage at Missouri and Cleveland.

Fifth, the current Construction Plan appears to occur in two phases over a seven year
period, with the first phase occurring at the north end surrounding the proposed
boutique hotel. If this construction were to occur first, where would the buses be re-
routed? It seems to me that construction of the new bus loading / unloading area
should commence at the south end first so the negative impact on existing bus
movement would be mitigated, supporting continuity of bus service at the north end of
the property. In the alternative if bus bays were kept permanently in service the north
end of the NCTD property bus service disruption would be kept to an absolute
minimum. Phase One construction would then commence on the south end on the
revenue-generating portion of the project. Once the other issues raised here are
resolved, a fresh look can be taken at the Construction plan phases.

Sixth, the plan calls for 40% of new parking spaces to be reserved for EV parking. EVs
currently represent just 6.9% of all vehicles sold in the US. EV share of the market is
growing and will continue to grow so provisioning for EV charging growth is sound
policy. However, adding 568 new apartments will likely consume 700-800 of the
proposed added 1,868 parking stalls, as many condo owners will own and need parking
for more than one vehicle. This will leave about 1,000 stalls for commercial and transit
use. And with the planned mixed commercial / residential development these 1,000
stalls will fill up quickly. What happens when all non-EV stalls are filled? Parking will
obviously spill over to street parking or car owners risk receiving a fine for an EV
parking stall violation. Street parking is at a premium and this problem is further
compounded by bi-monthly city street sweeping operation. Oceanside residents incur a
$58 parking ticket on the first and third Mondays during street sweeping operations if
illegally parked. | have paid this fine in the past and it is no fun. | have lived this reality
for nine years. New EV stalls should either be reduced or a new policy adopted
allowing for mixed parking in EV stalls.

Seventh (and finally) the California Coastal Commission has finally approved
Oceanside’s Coast Highway Corridor Project. This project was based on the 2009
Coast Highway Vision and Strategic Plan adopted by the City in 2010 This project is
distinct from the NCTD redevelopment project. This plan calls for a round-about to be
installed at Michigan and Coast Highway and the closing of one northbound and one
southbound lane along Coast Highway. It is also my understanding that the corners of
Missouri and other non-roundabout Coast Highway intersections along the corridor will
have the sidewalks modified at the corners as part of corridor plan extending a few feet
out into Coast Highway. This is a common design feature on Coast Highway in
neighboring cities. This Coast Highway plan appears to be cast in stone, requiring
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Coastal Commission approval for changes to the plan. | am just asking if the
developers of the NCTD redevelopment plan have consulted with the City’s Traffic
Engineer in charge of overseeing implementation of the Coast Highway plan to make
sure proposed bus circulation plans are consistent al the Coast Highway plan. Fatal
flaws or serious conflicts need to be uncovered sooner rather than later. In all
practicality, this project design reconciliation needs to occur now as this NCTD project
will increase competition for street access and street sparking spots due to the
combined 2,608 units planned for the nearby neighborhood, including the NCTD
project’s planned 568 housing units. Competing project conflicts uncovered now will
save the City, the developer and the impacted Oceanside citizens grief, money and
time. And this step will give the developer time to re-think bus circulation plans
otherwise adversely impacting the neighbors along Missouri and Cleveland Streets
including my family.

| support the sound development of the NCTD site. As it now stands though | totally
oppose the current site configuration and bus circulation plan as it dramatically and
negatively impacts my property, my neighbors and my quality of life. | strongly
recommend NCTD keep the bus bays at the north end which has served the community
for decades. The boutique hotel may need to be relocated in order to keep the bus
bays at their current location, a small sacrifice for a better designed .project.

Sincerely

James Filanc

401 South Cleveland Street
Unit 103

951-966-3150

12-7
cont'd
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM JAMES FILANC, SEPTEMBER 16,
2024.

Refer to MR-1 and Response to Comment O2-2.

The commenter expresses concerns regarding an increase in pedestrian traffic along the
southern portion of the site (as a result of the bus transfer center relocation) with the
potential to result in an increase in crime, including off-site smoking, public urination, and
homeless encampments. Refer to MR-1 addressing comments regarding the bus transfer
center relocation. As analyzed in Draft EIR Section 5.14, Public Services and Recreation (page
5.14-14), the project site is developed with the North County Transit District (NCTD)
transit center and currently receives police protection services from the City of Oceanside
Police Department (OPD). Project buildout would result in the construction of up to 547
dwelling units which has the potential to introduce up to 1,466 additional residents to the
City. Although the proposed residential development would increase demand for police
protection services, the proposed project is not anticipated to result in substantial
unplanned population growth. Ongoing coordination with the OPD, including
implementation of Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) and/or
optional participation in the San Diego County Crime Free Multi-Housing Program,
would further ensure that the new residential population would not increase police
response times or calls to service overall. The project would also be subject to compliance
with applicable State and local regulations to reduce impacts to police protection services,
including Municipal Code Chapter 32B, Impact Fees, and 32C, Public Facility Fee, which
requires new development to provide funds towards capital improvements for public
services including police services. The project would be required to pay applicable
developer impact fees in accordance with the City’s requirements and thus, operational-
related impacts concerning police protection services would be less than significant.

The commenter states that the extension of pedestrian facilities (associated with the
relocation of the bus transfer center) would result in an increased hazard to pedestrians
and result in excessive noise pollution. Refer to Response to Comments A3-3 and O3-2
regarding impacts to pedestrian facilities and hazards due to geometric design features or
incompatible uses. Refer to Response to Comment 14-10 pertaining to train horns. It is
acknowledged that the project does not propose any pedestrian crossing changes at the
railroad tracks, compated to NCTD’s current, and/or already planned, pedestrian
circulation at the transit center.

The commenter states that the proposed storm drain improvements are expensive, not
necessary and would result in disruption to the neighborhood as a result of construction
activities. The comment also generally states that adverse impacts would occur to driveway
access, emergency vehicle access, walking in the neighborhood, as well as construction
dust pollution and open trenches. As analyzed in Draft EIR Section 5.9, Air Quality (page
5.9-14), fugitive dust (PM;o and PMzs) from grading and construction is expected to be
short term and would cease following project completion. Most of this material is
composed of inert silicates, which are less harmful to health than the complex organic
particulates released from combustion sources. These particles are either directly emitted
or are formed in the atmosphere from the combustion of gases such as NOx and SOx

Final | May 2025 3-943 Response to Comments
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combining with ammonia. The greatest amount of fugitive dust generated is expected to
occur during site grading and excavation of the project. Dust generated by such activities
usually becomes more of a local nuisance than a serious health problem. Of particular
concern is the amount of PMjy generated as a part of fugitive dust emissions. CalEEMod
was used to calculate PM;o and PMy; fugitive dust emissions as part of the site earthwork
activities. Maximum particulate matter emissions would occur during the initial stages of
construction when grading activities would occur. Construction-related PM;o emissions
would range between 10.5 and 32.6 pounds per day, and PM.; emissions would range
between 2.95 and 9.82 pounds per day, which are less than each respective regional
significance thresholds. Thus, fugitive dust emissions would be below the thresholds of
100 and 55 pounds per day for PMio and PMazs, respectively. Additionally, although the
Applicant has proposed modifications to the project since circulation of the Draft EIR,
the removal of subterranean parking under the NCTD Office would reduce the amount
of grading required during project construction; refer to Section 2.0, Revisions to Information
Presented in_the Draft EIR. Furthermore, the proposed project would comply with
SDAPCD’s Rule 55: Fugitive Dust Control, which applies to any commercial construction

or demolition activity capable of generating fugitive dust emissions, including active
operations, open storage piles, and inactive disturbed areas.

As analyzed in Draft EIR Section 5.6, Hydrology and Water Quality (page 5.6-20), the new
storm drain system in Cleveland Street would be constructed using conventional open
trench construction to meet the City’s construction standards for acceptance by the City
of Oceanside for long-term maintenance. The new 36-inch RCP in Cleveland Street is a
proposed project design feature that would provide public benefit to the area by
significantly reducing flooding events by conveying the majority of peak storm event flows
in an underground pipe. Additionally, the new 36-inch RCP storm drain in Cleveland
Street would provide additional public benefit by providing a municipal storm drain that
would reduce long-term maintenance of Cleveland Street without the damaging scour
effects of surface street flow. It should be noted that trench construction would be subject
to California Division of Occupational Safety and Health (Cal/ OSHA) safety regulations.

The project is being phased in order to maintain operations of the Oceanside Transit
Center during project construction. This comment is acknowledged. The decision whether
to approve the project is ultimately a policy and legislative decision of the City Council
(based on a recommendation received from the Planning Commission). The Draft EIR is
created to identify and inform the Planning Commission and the City Council of the
environmental impacts of that decision before it is made, so that it is fully informed. To
that end, while the commenter does not raise new environmental information or directly
challenge information provided in the Draft EIR, the City of Oceanside decision makers
will consider all comments on the proposed project.

Refer to MR-2 regarding parking.

Refer to MR-3 pertaining to the project’s relationship to Coast Highway Vision and
Strategic Plan.
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Robert Dmohowski [COMMENT LETTER 113 |

From: Teresa Huston <terehammond@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 16, 2024 10:39 AM

To: Robert Dmohowski

Subject: NCTD Proposal for the Transit Project
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Warning: External Source

Our names are Patrick and Teresa Huston. We live at 438 S. Cleveland St. Unit 106, Oceanside,
California.

We are NOT OK with the NCTD proposal for the Transit Project.
Hare are our main concerns:

There will be dozens of large profile buses and a thousand more cars traveling on our little local
Missouri Street. This project will wipe out our limited street parking while endangering pedestrians
and everyone on a motorized vehicle. It is already extremely dangerous as there are many motorized
vehicles; bikes, skateboards, scooters and single wheel hover boards. Parking for local businesses
will be impacted as well.

NCTD has not done a proper traffic analysis to identify and correct the impacts of the immense
increase in traffic.

This traffic creates a huge air quality concern, night safety streetlight concern, and train, car, bus and
passenger noise concern for the surrounding neighborhood. Also, the Sprinter train's horn will
undoubtedly increase in frequency.

This traffic increase needs to stay inside the development using Michigan Avenue to Tremont, north
to Seagaze. Leave Missouri Avenue alone!

Greed should never be the basis for any decision.
Respectfully,

Patrick and Teresa Huston

ReplyForward

T Add reaction
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I13. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM PATRICK AND TERESA HUSTON,
OCTOBER 16, 2024.

I13-1 Refer to MR-1, MR-2, and MR-5. Refer to Response to Comment O3-2 regarding impacts
to pedestrian and vehicular travelers. Concerns regarding air quality, lighting, and noise are
addressed throughout the Draft EIR; refer to Draft EIR Sections 5.9, Air Quality, 5.2,
Alesthetics/ Light and Glare, and 5.12, Noise. As analyzed in these sections, the project would
result in less than significant impacts for these resource areas upon compliance with
existing regulations and/or recommended mitigation measutes.
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4.0 ERRATA

Changes to the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) are noted below. A double-underline
indicates additions to the text; strikethreugh indicates deletions to the text. Changes have been
analyzed and responded to in Section 3.0, Response to Comments. The changes to the Draft EIR do not
affect the overall conclusions of the environmental document. Changes are listed by page and, where
appropriate, by paragraph.

These errata address the technical comments on the Draft EIR, which circulated from September 4,
2024 through October 18, 2024. These clarifications and modifications are not considered to result in
any new or substantially greater significant impacts as compared to those identified in the Draft EIR.
Any changes referenced to mitigation measures contained in the Draft EIR text also apply to Section
1.0, Executive Summary, and Section 5.0, Environmental Analysis, of the Draft EIR. All mitigation measure
modifications have been reflected in Section 5.0, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, of this Final
EIR.

SECTION 5.4, TRIBAL AND CULTURAL RESOURCES
Section 5.4, Page 5.4-14, Mitigation Measure CUL-5

CUL-5 Treatment of Unanticipated Finds. Avoidance and preservation-in-place are the preferred
treatment for historical resources, but avoidance is not always feasible. In an event that a
previously unknown archaeological resource is discovered and disturbance to such a resource
cannot be avoided, a Phase III, or “data recovery,” phase of investigation shall be required,
pursuant to CEQ.A Guidelines Section 15064.5. The Phase 111 study shall be prepared by a qualified
archaeologist retained by the project Applicant and generally consist of a limited-scale program

of archaeological excavation and laboratory analysis. Anyresourcesreeovered-shall bepropetly
eurated;—as—approptiate:Any recovered archaeological resources shall be curated in accordance
with federal curation standards as outlined in 36 CFR Part 79. All materials, including artifacts,
records, and documentation, shall be prepared, maintained, and deposited in a federally approved

curation facility, such as the San Diego Archaeological Center, to ensure their long-term
preservation and accessibility. Mitigation shall be considered complete when finds are curated and

documentation of findings is completed to a level satisfactory to the City of Oceanside and filed
with the South Coastal Information Center of the California Historical Resources Information
System.
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SECTION 5.10, GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Section 5.10, Page 5.10-16, Table 5.10-2, First Row

Table 5.10-2
Climate Action Plan Checklist Consistency Analysis

Checklist Item Project Consistency Analysis

Renewable Energy Facilities. If the project meets | Consistent. The project would construct more than 25 dwelling units, and
one or more of the thresholds outlined in Section | therefore is subject to compliance with Article 30, Section 3047 of the
3047 of the Zoning Ordinance, will the project | Zoning Ordinance. As such, the project would be conditioned to install
purchase an energy portfolio comprised of at least | and maintain renewable energy facilities (e.g. solar photovoltaic systems)
75 percent renewable, emissions-free electricity? | that supply at least 50 percent of forecasted electricity demand. In the
event that installing a renewable energy facility is not feasible, the
applicant can purchase an energy portfolio comprising at least 75 percent
renewable, emissions-free energy, if available via the local electric utility

prowder Heweve&ene%gy—peﬁfehes—eempnsed—ef—at—least—lé—peﬁeem

ddltlonall the Clean Ener Alllance CEA is the current

energy growder for the City of Oceanside. Their default option is 75%
renewable energy, and all users have the option to opt up to 100%
renewable energy. The project must ensure compliance with the CAP

Checklist by committing to achieve at least 75% renewable energy. As
such, the project would be consistent with the requirement.
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