








SkyHaven Residential Project

Figure 1: Location Map
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SkyHaven Residential Project
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Figure 2: Site Plan
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA Gavin Newsom, Governor

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION

March 30, 2026

Manuel Baeza
Principal Planner

City of Oceanside
300 N. Coast Highway
Oceanside CA 92054

Re: 2026031255, SkyHaven Residential Project, San Diego County

To Whom It May Concern:

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) has received the Noftice of Preparation of a
Draft Environmental Impact Report for the project referenced above. The California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) includes a separate category of cultural resources, “tribal
cultural resources” and provides that a project with an effect that may cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a fribal cultural resource is a project that may have a
significant effect on the environment. Public agencies shall, when feasible, avoid damaging
effects to any tribal cultural resource. To determine whether a project will cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, a lead agency will need to
determine whether there are tribal cultural resources within the project area.

Consultation with California Native American Tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated
with the geographic area of your proposed project should occur as early as possible. Early
consultation will assist in developing a plan for protecting fribal cultural resources and avoiding
inadvertent discoveries of Native American human remains.

For a list of tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with your project area, or for any
questions or additional information regarding tribal consultation, please contact me at
Andrew.Green@nahc.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

AWW

Andrew Green
Cultural Resources Analyst

cc: State Clearinghouse

Page 1 of 1
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From: Raphael, Rita
To: Manuel Baeza
Cc: Hines, Colleen; Preece, Sharon; Cruz, JoAnn
Subject: Comments from DEHQ -City of Oceanside- SkyHaven Apartments Residential Project: Development Plan
Date: Monday, April 20, 2026 3:41:45 PM
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City of Oceanside - SkyHaven Apartments Residential Project.pdf

EXTERNAL MESSAGE: Use caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or responding.
When in doubt, please contact CustomerCare@oceansideca.org

Hi,
The Department of Environmental Health and Quality (DEHQ) reviewed the Development Plan for Sky
Haven Apartments (D25-00010) and has the following comments regarding the project:

F Water, and Housing Division,

Both the County's Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) approved plan for permitting
on-site wastewater treatment (septic) systems and the County's implementing ordinance apply
County-wide and require a 5:1 (horizontal to vertical) setback from the top of a cut slope to any
existing septic system leach field or designated reserve area, with a maximum setback of 100
feet. The County can enforce this setback requirement where County approval is required for a
grading project, or where County approval is required for an onsite wastewater system on the lot
to be graded. The County relies on cities to take this setback requirement into account when
approving maps and grading projects within incorporated cities where the development project
itself will be served by sewer. If this setback requirement is not applied to maps and grading
projects within cities, the potential exists for percolating sewage from existing septic systems on
adjacent properties to surface from a grading cut, creating a public health hazard. Any such
hazard could cause DEHQ to:

a. Condemn the property on which sewage surfaced, and
b. Require that property to be vacated until a repair to, or replacement of, the existing septic

system on the adjacent property could be completed, if a repair was feasible.

The Conceptual Grading Plan for the project includes a proposed retaining wall with a maximum
height of 14 feet adjacent to a proposed graded slope up to 15 feet high along the southern and
southeastern property lines, which requires a 100-foot setback to existing septic systems and
designated reserve areas located on adjacent properties to the south and southeast of the
project site. DEHQ records indicate that these properties are served by septic systems, and the
location of these systems limits off-site grading setbacks. Specific properties of concern are as
follows:

a. APN 168-030-39, 937 Busch Drive: The approved septic layout on file from 2002 indicates
that the septic reserve area is located approximately 5 feet from the northern property
line. The setback to the proposed grading cut extends into the majority of the septic

reserve area, and there is limited reserve area available outside of the setback.
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NOTICE OF PREPARATION

Citx of Oceanside, California

To: Office of Planning and Research
Responsible and Trustee Agencies
Other Interested Parties

Subject: Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR)

Project: SkyHaven Apartments Residential Project: Development Plan (D25-00010) and
Density Bonus (DB25-00007)

Lead Agency: City of Oceanside
Date: March 27, 2026

Pursuant to Public Resource Code Section 21080.1 the responsible agency has the
authority to determine whether a project is exempt from this division and whether an
environmental impact report or other California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
document will be required. “If a proposed housing development project would otherwise
be exempt from CEQA, pursuant to a statutory exemption, or categorical exemption “but
for a single condition, detailed in the statutory exemption”, “the application of [CEQA] to
the approval of the proposed housing development project shall be limited to effects upon
the environment that are caused solely by that single condition. Under Section 15082(a)
of CEQA, the City of Oceanside will be the lead agency and will require preparation of a
limited-scope environmental impact report for the project described below. The Project,
as described below, meets all eligibility criteria for the CEQA Section 21080.66 statutory
in-fill housing exemption, except that there is potential habitat for protected species
identified as candidate, sensitive, or special status species by state or federal agencies.
(Pub. Res. Code § 21080.66{a)(6); Govt. Code § 65913.4(a)(6).) CEQA defines a
“condition” as a “physical or regulatory feature of the project or its setting or an effect upon
the environment caused by the project. (Pub. Res. Code § 21080.1(a)(5)(A).) The
presence of habitat on-site is the sole “condition” that makes the project ineligible for
complete exemption pursuant to CEQA Section 21080.66. Therefore, the City, as the
lead agency, will prepare a limited-scope environmental impact report (“EIR") that
analyzes the project’s potential to impact habitat for protected species. Consistent with
your agency's statutory authority, the City requests input regarding the scope and content
of the EIR analyzing the effects upon the environment related to the presence of habitat.
The City has concluded that the project could result in an environmental impact to habitat;
and therefore, an EIR is required. The project description and location are included herein.

Pursuant to Section 15103 of the CEQA Guidelines, response to this NOP must be sent at
the earliest date and received by our agency no later than thirty (30) days after receipt of
this notice. Should you have any questions regarding the project or notice of preparation,
please call Manuel Baeza, Principal Planner, at (760) 435-3519.

Please mail or e-mail your written response by April 27, 2026 to:

Development Services Department
Attn: Manuel Baeza, Principal Planner
300 N. Coast Highway.

Oceanside, California 92057

E-Mail: mbaeza@oceansideca.org





City/County Location: City of Oceanside, County of San Diego
Applicant: Quarterra Multifamily Communities, LLC

Project Location: The 7.78 gross acre project site is located in the City of Oceanside
and is identified by Assessor's Parcel Numbers (APNs) 168-020-64-00 and 168-030-45-
00. The site is located on the south side of Sunset Drive and east side of Sky Haven Lane.
Surrounding uses include vacant land, a mobile home park, and single-family residences
to the north and west {within the City of Vista); a church and rural-residential uses to south
and east {within unincorporated San Diego County); and vacant land and single-family
residences to the south (within the City of Oceanside). The Project site is located
approximately 0.3 miles southeast of State Route 78.

The Project site has a General Plan land use designation of High Density Residential (HD-
R} and a zoning designation of High Density Residential (RH), and is within the Lake
Neighborhood Planning Area.

Project Description: The Project proposes to develop the 7.78 gross acre site to provide
192 apartment homes within 7 buildings. The Project proposes 1.86 acres of roadway
improvements within Sky Haven Lane and Sunset Drive, resulting in 5.92 net acres of
developable area. The residences would consist of 163 market rate units and 29 units
available to iow-income households. The State of California’s Density Bonus Law (SDBL)
(Government Code §65915-65918) was established to promote the construction of
affordable housing units and allows projects to exceed the maximum designated density
and to use development standard waivers, incentives and concessions in exchange for
providing affordable housing units in compliance with all current density bonus
regulations. |n accordance with SDBL, qualifying projects may choose to implement a
reduced amount of density bonus, including, but not limited to, no increase in density.
The City of Oceanside zoning regulations implement the state requirements. SDBL also
entitles projects to certain development incentives or concessions and provides waivers
from development standards that would physically preclude the project at the density
proposed. The density bonus application does not propose an increase in density (the
proposed total of 192 apartment units falls below the 225 units permitted in the RH zoning
district), but will utilize waivers of development standards and may also use
incentives/concessions if available. The Project would result in a density of 24.67 dwelling
units per gross acre and 32.45 dwelling units per net acre.

The proposed buildings would have a contemporary Spanish architectural style and would
be three and four-stories with a maximum height of 49 feet. The Project includes 13,500
square feet of common open space with a community pool area, and a 5,084 square foot
clubhouse containing leasing offices, lounge and co-working spaces, a fitness center, and
outdoor patio space adjacent to the pool area.

Landscaping coverage would be approximately 70,186 square feet (27.2 percent of the
site) that would include ornamental trees, shrubs, and ground covers. The proposed tree
canopy coverage is 31,285 square feet (12.1 percent) of the site. Retaining walls are
proposed along the Project boundaries due to the existing site topography and would be
up to 14 feet in height along the south and east site boundaries and up to 16 and 17 feet
in height along the Sunset Drive and Sky Haven Lane. Trees, shrubs, and other
landscaping plantings are proposed to screen the retaining walls.

Access to the site would be provided by a 28-foot-wide driveway along Sunset Drive at the
northeast corner of the site. In addition, the Project includes installation of sidewalks along





the Project site frontages of Sunset Drive and Sky Haven Lane. The Project would provide
a total of 314 parking spaces located in garages, carports, and surface parking areas.
The Project would also provide a total of 119 bicycle parking spaces. A Development Plan
is required to be approved for the proposed residential Project.

Potential Environmental Effects: As discussed above, the proposed Project is entitled
to streamlined CEQA review pursuant to CEQA Sections 21080.1 and 21080.66. The
Project meets all requirements of the Section 21080.66 statutory in-fill housing exemption,
which was created by Assembly Bill 130, except for the presence of habitat for protected
species identified as candidate, sensitive, or special status species by state or federal
agencies. Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.1(b)(2), an environmental
impact report prepared for a housing development project that qualifies for an exemption
(statutory or categorical) except for a single “condition” is only required to examine the
potential environmental impacts of the single condition.

The City of Oceanside has determined that the proposed project would otherwise be exempt
from CEQA pursuant to the CEQA Section 20180.66 exemption, but for a single condition,
which is the presence of habitat. Thus, an EIR will be prepared to evaluate the proposed
project’s potential impacts on habitat and identify mitigation measures, as necessary, to
reduce potential impacts. The Project’s single “condition” does not have the potential to
result in any other environmental impacts.

PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING

The City of Oceanside will hold a public scoping meeting to provide an overview of the
project entitlement application and obtain information regarding the content and scope of
the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) biological resources analysis. This meeting
will take place on Tuesday, April 21, 2026, at 6:00 p.m. at the El Corazon Event Center
located at 3306 Senior Center Drive, Oceanside, CA 92056. The meeting format will consist
of a brief project presentation, followed by a public comment period. All public agencies,
organizations and interested parties are encouraged to attend and participate in this
meeting.

Entitlement application materials for this project have been submitted to the City and are
currently being reviewed by staff and are available for public review either at the City or
on the City's eTRAKIT website https://crw.cityofoceanside.com/etrakit3/ under project
number D25-00010.

Manuel Sz

Plat B
B mil-aﬂB';gnooonmidm g
aeza Date: 202603 24 09 20 00 -OT00"

Signature:

Manuel Baeza, Principal Planner
Date: March 27, 2026

Attachments: Figure 1, Location Map
Figure 2, Site Plan
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b. APN 168-030-22, 927 Busch Drive: The approved septic layout on file from 2021 and as-
built on file from 2025 indicates that the septic reserve area is located approximately 13
feet from the northern property line. The setback to the proposed grading cut covers the
entire reserve area and extends into the existing septic leach field, and there is limited
reserve area available outside of the setback.

C. APN 168-030-21, 925 Busch Drive: DEHQ has no information indicating the location of the
existing septic system or reserve area. The setback to the proposed grading cut extends
over the majority of the usable septic area on the property.

d. APN 168-030-20, 903 Busch Drive: DEHQ records show that a septic repair consisting of
additional leach lines was installed in 1988, and that the system was failing in 2003. The
setback to the proposed grading cut extends into usable reserve septic area on the

property and limits area for future septic repairs.

Due to the impacts noted above, DEHQ would not concur with the proposed grading for the
project without approved septic layouts that demonstrate that the grading setback can be
accommodated for each of the properties noted above or connection of the properties to public
sewer. DEHQ recommends revision of the grading plan to eliminate the impacts to the existing
septic systems and designated reserve areas on the properties to the south and southeast of the
project site. To ensure that the septic systems and reserve areas on these properties are not
impacted by the proposed project grading, DEHQ recommends that the grading plan be
submitted to the DEHQ Land Use Program for review and concurrence prior to grading permit
issuance.

For further information on the review process and applicable fees, please contact the Land Use

Program duty desk at (858) 565-5173 or LWQDuty.deh@sdcounty.ca.gov.

Hazar Materials Division Comments ar follows:

1. PLAN CHECK: Depending on the nature of construction, a Hazardous Materials Plan Check review
may be necessary for buildings to be cleared for occupancy. Similarly, if the project will create new
facilities that become subject to regulation by the HMD, permits must be established for those

facilities. Additional information on Plan Check requirements can be found on our website at:

Hazardous Materials Plan Check (sandiegocounty.gov)

2. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS: If chemicals/hazardous materials/hazardous wastes stored in project
e.g., at the community pool noted in the project description) will hold a volume greater than or
equal to 55 gallons, 500 pounds or 200 cubic feet each (e.g. gasoline, diesel fuel, lubricating oil,
grease, cleaning products, landscaping chemicals ,fertilizers, pool chemicals, and solvents, etc.),
permits must be established. Please be advised, any proposed activities involving the storage and

handling of hazardous materials will require the owner/operator and/or contractor(s) to comply


mailto:LWQDuty.deh@sdcounty.ca.gov
https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/sdc/deh/hazmat/hazmat/hmd_plan_check.html

with local and state laws and regulations. Additional information on HMBP requirements can be

found on our website at: HMBP (sandiegocounty.gov)

3. HAZARDOUS WASTE: All construction-related hazardous wastes (e.g. waste gasoline, waste diesel
fuel, waste lubricating oil/grease, waste cleaning products, waste landscaping chemicals and
fertilizers, and waste solvents, etc.) generated and stored onsite must be properly labeled and
handled in manner to prevent release to the environment. Contractor(s) must ensure any
hazardous wastes generated onsite during construction is properly disposed by registered
hazardous waste transporter and compliant with local and state laws and regulations. Additional
information on Hazardous Waste requirements can be found on our website at: Hazardous Waste

(sandiegocounty.gov)

Please note, the HMD has the authority pursuant to state law and County Code to regulate facilities that
handle or store hazardous materials and/or generate hazardous/medical wastes. The HMD will apply that
authority as necessary to protect public health and the environment. Additional information about HMD
can be found on our website at: Hazardous Materials Division (sandiegocounty.gov)

Respectfully,
Rita Raphael, Office Support Specialist
Department of Environmental Health and Quality
] Policy, Outreach and Data
=

SanDiegoCounty.gov | News Updates | Engage
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California Department of Transportation
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4050 TAYLOR STREET, MS-240

SAN DIEGO, CA 92110

(619) 985-1587 | FAX (619) 688-4299 TTY 711
www.dot.ca.gov

April 23, 2026

11-SD-78

PM 4.285

SkyHaven Residential Project
NOP/SCH#2026031255

Mr. Manuel Baeza
Principal Planner

City of Oceanside
300 N. Coast Highway
Oceanside, CA 92054

Dear Mr. Baeza:

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the
environmental review process for the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact
Report (NOP) for the SkyHaven Residential Project located near State Route 78 (SR-78). The
mission of Caltrans is to provide a safe and reliable tfransportation network that serves all
people and respects the environment. The Local Development Review (LDR) Program reviews
land use projects and plans to ensure consistency with our mission and state planning
priorities.

Safety is one of Caltrans’ strategic goals. Caltrans strives to make the year 2050 the first
year without a single death or serious injury on California’s roads. We are striving for
more equitable outcomes for the transportation network’s diverse users. To achieve
these ambitious goals, we will pursue meaningful collaboration with our partners. We
encourage the implementation of new technologies, innovations, and best practices
that will enhance the safety on the transportation network. These pursuits are both
ambitious and urgent, and their accomplishment involves a focused departure from
the status quo as we continue to institutionalize safety in all our work.

Caltrans is committed to prioritizing projects that are equitable and provide meaningful
benefits to historically underserved communities, to ultimately improve fransportation
accessibility and quality of life for people in the communities we serve.

We look forward to working with the City of Oceanside in areas where the City and Caltrans
have joint jurisdiction to improve the transportation network and connections between various
modes of travel, with the goal of improving the experience of those who use the
transportation system.

Caltrans has the following comments:

“Improving lives and communities through fransportation.”


http://www.dot.ca.gov/

Mr. Manuel Baeza, Principal Planner
April 23, 2026
Page 2

Traffic Impact Study
e A Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT) based Traffic Impact Study (TIS) should be provided for
this project. Please use the Governor'’s Office of Planning and Research Guidance to
identify VMT related impacts.!

e The TIS may also need to identify the proposed project’s near-term and long-
term safety or operational issues, on or adjacent any existing or proposed State
facilities.

e Please provide a Local Mobility Analysis if one is prepared for this project.

e For the SkyHaven Residential Project please reference the Caltrans “Local
Development Review (LDR) Safety Review Practitioner’'s Guidance”
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/safety-programs/documents/202402-
|dr-safety-review-practitioners-guidance-al ly.pdf to determine if the project meets
both of the screening criteria. If both screening criteria are not met, then a safety
review will be needed.

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)

We encourage the City to utilize strategies that will help the City achieve conformance with
State GHG emission and VMT reduction goals. Potential measures to reduce VMT include,
but are not limited to:

e Improve orincrease access to transit.

Increase access to common goods and services, such as groceries, schools, and

daycare.

Incorporate affordable housing into the project.

Incorporate neighborhood electric vehicle network.

Orient the project toward transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities.

Improve pedestrian or bicycle networks, or transit service.

Provide traffic calming measures and strategies.

Provide bicycle parking.

Limit or eliminate parking supply.

Implement or provide access to a commute reduction program.

Provide car-sharing, bike sharing, and ride-sharing programs.

Provide transit passes.

Shifting single occupancy vehicle trips to carpooling or vanpooling, for example

providing ride-matching services.

Providing telework options.

e Providing incentives or subsidies that increase the use of modes other than single-
occupancy vehicle.

e Providing on-site amenities at places of work, such as priority parking for carpools
and vanpools, secure bike parking, and showers and locker rooms.

e Providing employee transportation coordinators at employment sites.

! Cdlifornia Governor's Office of Planning and Research (OPR) 2018. "Technical Advisory on Evaluating
Transportation Impacts in CEQA." https://opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-743 Technical Advisory.pdf

“Improving lives and communities through fransportation.”
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e Providing a guaranteed ride home service to users of non-auto modes.

Hydrology and Drainage Studies

o Please provide hydraulics studies, drainage and grading plans to Caltrans for review.

o Provide a pre and post-development hydraulics and hydrology study. Show drainage
configurations and patterns.

o Provide drainage plans and details. Include detention basin details of inlets/outlet.

. Provide a contour grading plan with legible callouts and minimal building data. Show

drainage patterns.

o On all plans, show Caltrans’ Right of Way (R/W).

. Early coordination with Caltrans is recommended.

o Caltrans generally does not allow development projects to impact hydraulics within the
State’s R/W. Any modification to the existing Caltrans drainage and/or increase in
runoff to State facilities will not be allowed.

Complete Streets and Mobility Network

Caltrans views all fransportation improvements as opportunities to improve safety, access and
mobility for all travelers in California and recognizes bicycle, pedestrian and transit modes as
integral elements of the fransportation network. Caltrans supports improved fransit
accommodation through the provision of Park and Ride facilities, improved bicycle and
pedestrian access and safety improvements, signal prioritization for fransit, bus on shoulders,
ramp improvements, or other enhancements that promotes a complete and integrated
transportation network. Early coordination with Caltrans, in locations that may affect both
Caltrans and the City of Oceanside, is encouraged.

To reduce greenhouse gas emissions and achieve California’s Climate Change target,
Caltrans is implementing Complete Streets and Climate Change policies into State Highway
Operations and Protection Program (SHOPP) projects to meet multi-modal mobility needs.
Caltrans looks forward to working with the City to evaluate potential Complete Streets
projects.

Bicycle, pedestrian, and public transit access during construction is important. Mitigation to
maintain bicycle, pedestrian, and public transit access during construction is in accordance
with Caltrans’ goals and policies.

Land Use and Smart Growth

Caltrans recognizes there is a strong link between transportation and land use. Development
can have a significant impact on traffic and congestion on State transportation facilities. In
particular, the pattern of land use can affect both local vehicle miles traveled and the
number of trips. Caltrans supports collaboration with local agencies to work towards a safe,
functional, interconnected, multi-modal tfransportation network integrated through applicable
“smart growth” type land use planning and policies.

The City should continue to coordinate with Caltrans to implement necessary improvements at
intersections and interchanges where the agencies have joint jurisdiction.

“Improving lives and communities through fransportation.”
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Hauling

Caltrans has discretionary authority with respect to highways under its jurisdiction and may,
upon application and if good cause appears, issue a special permit to operate or move a
vehicle or combination of vehicles or special mobile equipment of a size or weight of vehicle
or load exceeding the maximum limitations specified in the California Vehicle Code. The
Caltrans Transportation Permits Issuance Branch is responsible for the issuance of these special
transportation permits for oversize/overweight vehicles on the State Highway network.
Additional information is provided online at: https://dot.ca.gov/programs/fraffic-
operations/transportation-permits.

Environmental

Caltrans welcomes the opportunity to be a Responsible Agency under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), as we have some discretionary authority of a portion of the
project that is in Caltrans’ R/W through the form of an encroachment permit process. We look
forward to the coordination of our efforts to ensure that Caltrans can adopt the alternative
and/or mitigation measure for our R/W. We would appreciate meeting with you to discuss the
elements of the Environmental Document that Caltrans will use for our subsequent
environmental compliance.

We recommend that this project specifically identifies and assesses potential impacts caused
by the project orimpacts from mitigation efforts that occur within Caltrans’ R/W that includes
impacts to the natural environment, infrastructure including but not limited to highways,
roadways, structures, intelligent tfransportation systems elements, on-ramps and off-ramps, and
appurtenant features including but not limited to fencing, lighting, signage, drainage,
guardrail, slopes and landscaping. Caltrans is interested in any additional mitigation measures
identified for the project’s draft Environmental Document.

Broadband

Caltrans recognizes that teleworking and remote learning lessen the impacts of traffic on our
roadways and surrounding communities. This reduces the amount of VMT and decreases the
amount of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and other pollutants. The availability of affordable
and reliable, high-speed broadband is a key component in supporting fravel demand
management and reaching the state’s fransportation and climate action goals.

Right-of-Way
Per Business and Profession Code 8771, perpetuation of survey monuments by a licensed land
surveyor is required, if they are being destroyed by any construction.

Any work performed within Caltrans’ R/W will require discretionary review and approval by
Caltrans and an encroachment permit will be required for any work within the Caltrans’ R/W
prior to construction.

Additional information regarding encroachment permits may be obtained by visiting the
website at htfps://dot.ca.gov/programs/traffic-operations/ep. Projects with the following:

e require a Caltrans Encroachment Permit

“Improving lives and communities through fransportation.”
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¢ have completed the Caltrans Local Development Review (LDR) process
e have an approved environmental document

need to have documents submitted for Quality Management Assessment Process (QMAP)
process via email fo D11.QMAP.Permits@dot.ca.gov. Early coordination with Caltrans is
strongly advised for all encroachment permits.

If you have any questions or concerns, please contact Shannon Aston, LDR Coordinator, at
(619) 992-0628 or by e-mail sent to shannon.aston@dot.ca.gov.

Sincerely,
Kimberly D. Dodson
KIMBERLY D. DODSON, GISP

Branch Chief
Local Development Review

“Improving lives and communities through fransportation.”
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From: Turner, Jennifer@Wildlife

To: Manuel Baeza

Cc: Penaflor, Gabriel@Wildlife; Price, Jason@Wildlife
Subject: SkyHaven Comments

Date: Monday, April 27, 2026 3:48:32 PM

EXTERNAL MESSAGE: Use caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or
responding. When in doubt, please contact CustomerCare@oceansideca.org

Hello,

We a delivering this email in our capacity as a Responsible and Trustee Agency under
CEQA. CDFW is concerned about increased outflow into Buena Vista creek as a result of
the project. There have been a several sewage spills into Buena Vista Creek & Lagoon
from flooding the sewage pump station just downstream of the project site and these
impacts were not analyzed as part of the CEQA process. We strongly recommend that
this analysis be included in the final environmental document as part of biological
resources and hydrological analysis.

We look forward to scoping these issues with the City and would welcome a time to
discuss our concerns in more detail, soon.

Sincerely,

Jennifer Turner

Senior Environmental Scientist (Supervisor)

California Department of Fish and Wildlife

South Coast Region 5

3883 Ruffin Road

San Diego, CA 92123

Mobile: (858) 539-9109


mailto:Jennifer.Turner@wildlife.ca.gov
mailto:MBaeza@oceansideca.org
mailto:Gabriel.Penaflor@Wildlife.ca.gov
mailto:Jason.Price@wildlife.ca.gov







This notice preserves our community’s right to hold the City accountable should it choose to
proceed without adequate safeguards.

We respectfully request that:

1. This letter be included in the official project record and considered as part of the
entitlement review process.

2. The City require independent geotechnical and infrastructure capacity studies as a
condition of any approval, separate from the limited-scope EIR.

3. These concerns be addressed at the April 21, 2026 public scoping meeting.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. We remain available to discuss these issues
constructively and look forward to the City’s thoughtful consideration of the very real risks facing
our shared community.

Sincerely,

John Weinschenk
President, Oceanside Manor Homeowners Association

cc: City of Oceanside Planning Board
Development Services Department (via e TRAKIT, Project D25-00010)
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@ Outlook

Preparation of Environmental Impact Report on Skyhaven Residential Apartments plan D25-00010
and Density Bonus DB25-00007

From Lucy Nielsen <lucyn92374@gmail.com>
Date Tue 4/21/2026 2:00 AM
To Manuel Baeza <mbaeza@oceansideca.org>

EXTERNAL MESSAGE: Use caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or responding. When in
doubt, please contact CustomerCare@oceansideca.org

MR. Baeza..I would like to address serious concerns about this huge project of Apartments on
Skyhaven and Sunset in Oceanside. This proposed site does NOT fit into the surrounding area of a 55
Community and older owners of the Moble Home Park areas..Not only are these STREETS named
above OVER CROWDED with traffic to Costco and Int.78..they also have not been maintained properly
for added surface traffic! We here at our 55 Community have only this Skyhaven Street to EVACUATE
IN CASE OF FIRE OR OTHER EMERGENCIES. With added buildings and traffic as proposed, this WILL
CREATE an impossible nightmare .Critical thinking and planning are important to all of us.Please
RECONSIDER this project for a better density area. Thank you Lucy Nielsen..

about:blank?windowld=SecondaryReadingPane1



From: Lucy Nielsen <lucyn92374@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, April 20, 2026 8:08 PM

To: Planning Web <planningstaff@oceansideca.org>
Subject: Residential Project Plan D25-00010 and Density Bonus DB25-0007 Environmental Issues.

EXTERNAL MESSAGE: Use caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or responding. When in doubt,

please contact CustomerCare@oceansideca.org

Dear [Recipient Name],
| am writing to provide my formal response regarding the Environmental Impact Report for the

[Project Name] project.

about:blank?windowld=SecondaryReadingPane1 1/2
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tﬂ Outlook

Re: FW: Residential Project Plan D25-00010 and Density Bonus DB25-0007 Environmental Issues.

From Lucy Nielsen <lucyn92374@gmail.com>
Date Wed 4/22/2026 12:17 PM
To  Manuel Baeza <MBaeza@oceansideca.org>

EXTERNAL MESSAGE: Use caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or responding. When in
doubt, please contact CustomerCare@oceansideca.org

Mr. Baeza..I had submitted an email in regards to the proposed project on Skyhaven and Sunset. |
would also like to add for the Planning Commision to also be aware that the City if Vista has a project
posted for Townhouses on Skyhaven DIRECTLY ACROSS FROM your proposed 192 Apartments. Once
again this Pocket Area cannot sustain the density of dwellings for .numerous safety and environmental
concerns. Would like a response please. Thank you..

On Wed, Apr 22, 2026, 11:45 AM Manuel Baeza <MBaeza@oceansideca.org> wrote:

Good Morning,

The report has not been finalized yet. Once it is finished then it will be posted on line. | believe at the same time the Draft
EIR is posted for the 45-public review period. Thank you

Manuel Baeza
Principal Planner
City of Oceanside

Development Services Department

mbaeza@oceansideca.org

\_M/ +1(760) 435:3519
CITY OF 300 N. Coast Highway

OC EAN S I D E Oceanside, CA 92054

www.oceansideca.org

All voicemail to and e-mail to and from the City of Oceanside may be considered public information and may be disclosed upon request.
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From: Lucy Nielsen <lucyn92374@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, April 21, 2026 4:36 PM

To: Manuel Baeza <MBaeza@oceansideca.org>

Subject: Re: FW: Residential Project Plan D25-00010 and Density Bonus DB25-0007 Environmental Issues.

EXTERNAL MESSAGE: Use caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or responding. When in doubt,
please contact CustomerCare@oceansideca.org

Hi Manuel,

Thanks for the quick reply. Can you point me to where | can read the analysis on Biological
Resources in the EIR?

Thanks,

On Tue, Apr 21, 2026, 4:05 PM Manuel Baeza <MBaeza@oceansideca.org> wrote:

Good Afternoon,

Your email has been received and will be included as part of the administrative record for the project. The project
proposes 192 apartment units and is consistent with the High Density Residential zoning of the site which allows 28.9
dwelling units per acre. With a project site area of 7.78 acres up to 224 dwelling units could be developed under the
base density. Impacts to Biological Resources will be analyzed in the single category Environmental Impact Report
prepared for the project.

Thank you

about:blank?windowld=SecondaryReadingPane1 2/4



4/23/26, 12:42 PM FW: Residential Project Plan D25-00010 and Density Bonus DB25-0007 Environmental Issues. - Brady Connolly - Outlook
| believe this proposed development is a detriment to the Sky Haven Homes and Pacifica
community. This area requires habitat protection and is primarily a retirement community; as
such, the site does not fit the surrounding neighborhood in many respects. This pocket of the
community should be protected to add much-needed retirement services rather than the
proposed 192 rental units.

Development of apartments and homes should be situated in areas planned for families that
better fit their specific needs. | ask that you please reconsider this development and address
other areas that would be more suitable for such a project to help keep Oceanside a critical
thinking and planning community.

| look forward to your response regarding these concerns.

Thank you,

Lucy Nielsen
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@ Outlook

Comments on Skyhaven Apartments NOP

From Diane Nygaard <dnygaard3@gmail.com>
Date Wed 4/22/2026 3:51 PM
To  Manuel Baeza <MBaeza@oceansideca.org>

EXTERNAL MESSAGE: Use caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or responding. When in
doubt, please contact CustomerCare@oceansideca.org

Hi Mr. Baeza

The following comments are submitted on behalf of Preserve Calavera. Please add us to the project
notification list- | did sign in at the community meeting last night.

We object to limiting the EIR analysis to the single issue of Biological Resources. There was no

proper disclosure that such a decision was being considered and therefore there was no opportunity
to challenge that decision. We request that the linitial Study and analysis that supported the decision
for such a limited EIR analysis be reposted with adequate time for public review and comment.

NOP Comments on Biological Resources

- Project needs to analyze full compliance with all relevant provisions of the draft Oceanside
SubArea Plan (SAP)

This document was included as part of the analysis of the regional conservation plan, the MHCP
adopted in 2003. It has been through several revisions since then with the most recent posted as of
2010. The Project site appears to be located within Offsite Mitigation Area Il which includes specific
guidelines for where such impacts should be mitigated. .As stated in the SAP, Oceanside has the
responsibility to ensure that no projects have the potential to preclude the ability to achieve an
effective subregional plan.

The SAP Goals and Objectives on page 1-3 specifies the need to maintain functional habitat linkages.
On page 1-4 it states that mitigation for impacts in the project Zone are to be directed to the Wildlife
Corridor Planning Zone(WCPZ) .

The analysis also needs to consider that the current function of the WCPZ is unknown as it has not
been evaluated since the biological surveys were done for the SAP over 30 years ago. It is known that
the SAP conditions have been violated (for example allowing the loss of 1+ acres of CSS within the
WCPZ as part of the Heritage Hills project) . The city acknowledges that its database of preserved
lands is not accurate and is in the process of preparing an RFP for a consultant to update and validate
this information. This all creates additional challenges for evaluating the effect of projects like this and
therefore requires a conservative approach .

about:blank?windowld=SecondaryReadingPane1 1/2
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The analysis also needs to consider potential impacts on any habitat or wildlife corridor linkages that
are in the adjacent land in Vista and unincorporated county of SD that were not covered by the SAP,
but are part of the regional conservation plans 9 either approved plans like the MHCP, or ones still in
process like the North County MSCP.

- The analysis needs to consider potential impacts on listed species that were not considered when the
SAP was drafted. This includes the Western Spadefoot toad that is associated with grasslands and
CSS, and Crotch's bumblebee, among others.

- Area of Indirect impacts analysis needs to consider wide area of potential impacts

CAGN disperse through line of sight to nearby CSS parcels. That line of sight for stepping stone
dispersal needs to be considered in establishing the boundaries for the analysis of indirect impacts.

Analysis needs to consider impacts on wildlife movement corridors- not just listed species.. The
regional conservation plan and SAP focus on the major regional corridor connection

through Oceanside between core habitat in Carlsbad and that in Camp Pendleton. Oceanside creeks
are primarily E/W but provide important local movement corridors. And since many native wildlife
depend upon water for at least part of their life cycle the proximity of the creek and project impacts on
the biological resources associated with the creek need to be considered.

- EIR needs to mitigate for the potential edge effects of development on adjacent habitat. This must
include any habitat remaining on site as well as any habitat offsite that will now be adjacent to
development. The city has a detailed list of these conditions that include things like responsible pet
education, no light spillover, trash control, etc.

Thank you for considering our comments.

Diane Nygaard
On behalf of Preserve Calavera
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@ Outlook

Skyhaven Residential Project

From John Gastaldo <jagastaldo@gmail.com>
Date Wed 4/22/2026 12:04 PM
To  Manuel Baeza <MBAEZA@oceansideca.org>; Jimmy Figueroa <jfigueroa@oceansideca.org>

EXTERNAL MESSAGE: Use caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or responding. When in
doubt, please contact CustomerCare@oceansideca.org

Dear Mr. Baeza,

My wife and | reside at 4462 Sapphire Lane in the Emerald Lake Village community right above the
community in question which is under review by CEQA and others before it will be given the go-ahead
for construction.

| travel Sunset Drive at least twice a day to and from SR-78, as do many of my neighbors. It is the
fastest way to get on the freeway for those of us who still work, as well as those of us who need the
best way to run errands or get to a hospital as ours is a senior community.

Sunset Drive is heavily impacted during morning and evening rush hours and at times is backed up all
the way down to the stop sign at Emerald Hollow Way going up or down right by the proposed
project's location.

The wait to turn left or right at Sky Haven Lane's stop sign can last minutes instead of seconds. This
will be near the project's main entry and exit road. I've seen cars accelerate fast out of harm's way just
to cross traffic at the stop sign.

It's not the safest intersection.

The SkyHaven project is now going to add over 190 new units and cars and car trips.

Has anyone spoken with CalTrans about the added cars trying to cross the Emerald Drive overpass?

As it is, traffic is so impacted it takes more than one light, sometimes two or three just to cross from
one side of the freeway to the other or to get on the freeway going westbound. More vehicles will just
impact traffic and especially emergency vehicles going to and from Tri-City Hospital.

It just doesn't make sense for the area's quality of life nor more importantly, for safety.

Let me add, the hillside on which the project is being built has already been subject to severe erosion
and instability due to a rainstorm in 2023. If allowed to go forward, heavy work vehicles like
bulldozers and the like will be working to shore it up and grade before construction starts and that will
alone present another foreseeable traffic nightmare, probably for months. Before actual construction
starts.

| realize the housing needs of Oceanside and Tri-City area in particular, but this is definitely not the

best solution, nor the best location for this proposed multi-unit building. It's on a steep hillside. On a
windy impacted street. With no sidewalks. Nowhere near mass transit.
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Please reconsider this project in the best interests of all who live in, above, and beside this major
corridor to and from the 78 freeway.

Sincerely,
John Gastaldo
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April 26, 2026

Manuel Baeza, Principal Planner
Development Services Department
City Of Oceanside

300 N. Coast Highway

Oceanside, CA 92057

Dear Mr. Baeza,

Regarding the planned Sky Haven Apartment Residential Project in Oceanside, | am writing to
express my and my husband’s opposition to this project. We have been residents of Pacifica
(Oceanside Manor), the 55+ homeowner’s association community right next to this site for
seven years and feel that this site chosen is NOT an appropriate site for this project. It is not
near a transit hub and most who live there will have vehicles, causing a massive traffic
nightmare for an area that is already very dangerous for the elderly who walk their dogs up and
down Sky Haven Lane and those who cross at the Lake Boulevard intersection (already
notorious for major recent accidents) to access Calavera Preserve. There are already cars
running red lights frequently as well as collisions, creating a potentially treacherous situation.
There are also terrible potholes in Sky Haven Lane much of the time that the city does not fill,
and a bus already contributing to wear and tear. There is also a very good likelihood that people
will try to cut through the TINY streets in our community off of Sky Haven Lane to bypass the
Lake Boulevard intersection to get to where they are going faster, which would be an even
greater danger for our older residents, as well as visiting grandchildren and small dogs. It would
also create much more traffic resulting in emergency vehicles (which are frequently in our 55+
neighborhood) being slowed down or stopped due to the narrow streets and congestion.

We are also concerned about the burden this project will place on our utility and water needs in
the Pacifica community.

Aside from the previous concerns, this project area has a DOCUMENTED HISTORY of
destabilized land resulting in lawsuits and settlements directly with our community. The fact
that such a massive retaining wall must be built proves that this is NOT a suitable site for such a
project and we do not want our community to be involved in another lawsuit settlement.

Please cancel this project. Your consideration would be greatly appreciated.
Sincerely,

SW&W

Sandra Kraus/ Gary McCabe

4210 Dusk Lane

Oceanside CA 92056

earthwondering@gmail.com
442-216-6776
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From: Richard Mang

To: Manuel Baeza

Cc: Bill (William) Sherman; Jim Crouch

Subject: EIR on-site potential habitat, SkyHaven Apartments Residential Project D25-00010 & DB25-00007
Date: Sunday, April 26, 2026 6:38:20 PM

EXTERNAL MESSAGE: Use caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or
responding. When in doubt, please contact CustomerCare@oceansideca.org

Potential habitat from sexually mature acorn producing oaks.

Some appear to be the rare Engelmann oaks, judging from the shape and color of the leaves.
These may be stunted due to the low quantity of rain at this altitude.

At least two varieties of oaks are growing at the site.

Thank you for your attention to this matter,
Richard Mang
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From: Barbara DelaTorre

To: Manuel Baeza

Cc: Steve Burke; Oscar Romero; James Knowlton; Brian Thomas; Benjamin Grenis
Subject: NOP Comment Letter #2— SkyHaven Apartments Project (D25-00010 / D825-00007)
Date: Monday, April 27, 2026 4:50:55 PM

EXTERNAL MESSAGE: Use caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or
responding. When in doubt, please contact CustomerCare(@oceansideca.org

Manuel Baeza, Principal Planner Development Services

Department City of Oceanside 300 N. Coast Highway Oceanside, California 92057

Email: mbaeza@oceansideca.org

Subject: Formal Comments and Notice of Liability — Notice of Preparation of Limited-Scope
Environmental Impact Report for SkyHaven Apartments Residential Project (D25-00010 and
DB25-00007)

Dear Mr. Baeza,

This is an addendum to my email letter dated April 16, 2027 (below). | would like both letters
included not only in the NOP, but also in the general files for this project.

These comments are based on currently available information. | reserve the right to
supplement, expand, and refine these comments as additional information becomes available.

Please confirm that you recieved both of my letters. Thank you.

THRESHOLD ISSUE: CEQA APPLICABILITY AND PROJECT ELIGIBILITY

The City of Oceanside, according to the NOP, has determined that the project is lawfully
eligible for any claimed CEQA exemption, including but not limited to reliance on AB 130 or
related statutory streamlining provisions. We challenge this determination.

The project is not eligible for streamlined approval or waivers where hillside, landslide and
septic constraints create non-waive able health and safety conflicts.

Qualification as an Infill Development Project.

The City of Oceanside states in the NOP “The project meets all requirements of Section
21080.66 Statutory in-fill housing exemption... except for the presence of habitat for
protected species”.

Infill Development is a Categorical Exemption included in the Near-Miss Rule. However, there
are additional criteria mandatory for a project to qualify as a “near-miss”- including: “Must
be ‘similar in kind’ to projects described in the exemption. (emphasis mine). Looking a similar
projects in Oceanside that are similar: include 192 apartments, located on 2 mapped ancient
landslides on hillside property, and adjacent to septic systems, nothing comes close to fulfilling
this qualification.

No known Oceanside precedent appears to show approval of a comparable “near-miss” infill
project combining this level of density, hillside disturbance, mapped landslide conditions- not
one but two landslides interconnected and making up the majority of the site, up to 17’
retaining walls, and adjacent County-regulated septic constraints. Therefore, the City should
be required to identify any such comparable project in the administrative record before
relying on SB 131’s “similar in kind” provision.
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As stated, this project is sited on a steep hillside with 2 landslide complexes, requires massive
grading (90,000+ CY) and functions as undeveloped terrain, not urbanized parcel. A
geologically constrained hillside requiring structural stabilization is not equivalent to typical
urban infill.

The project claims that they are “appropriately sited on a vacant infill property and designed
to complement surrounding land uses.”

The Applicant’s reliance on AB 130, SB 131, Density Bonus Law, and “infill” designation is
legally misplaced. These statutes do not override objective local standards or health and
safety requirements, including the City of Oceanside’s Hillside Development provisions.

State Density Bonus Law Does Not Permit Waivers of Health and Safety Protections

While recent housing statutes streamline approvals and limit CEQA review, they preserve local
authority to enforce objective standards and protect public health and safety.
A project must still comply with:

e Objective zoning and grading standards
e Geotechnical and slope stability requirements

e Setback requirements necessary to prevent off-site impacts

A project that cannot be constructed without creating geologic instability or off-site risk is not
entitled to approval under any streamlining statute.

Under California Government Code §65915:

e Concessions and waivers may only be granted where necessary to achieve permitted
density

e However, waivers cannot be granted where they would create a specific, adverse
impact on public health or safety . Safety-based standard cannot be waived. Just
because a project may qualify under SDBL- waivers, concessions, incentives are not
mandated, nor should be given where Health-Safety are in question and the project
could result in numerous hazards.

Here, the requested waivers and project design:

e Propose significant grading and retaining structures on a documented property with 2
landslide-affected hillside, where stabilization does not extend to the entire slide mass
and failure scenarios have not been analyzed or published.

e Encroach toward adjacent septic reserve areas under County jurisdiction

e Fail to demonstrate global slope stability or protection of downslope properties. It



converts natural hillside absorption into a concentrated discharge into Buena Vista
Creek- a system that has a history of overtopping into nearby homes.

e There is no downstream capacity analysis, no debris blockage modeling, and no
evaluation of how peak flows will change.

These are classic health and safety impacts, not discretionary development standards. We
respectfully ask that the City of Oceanside deny any waivers that rely on unproven
assumptions regarding landslide stability, storm water performance and public safety. Safety
risks independently defeat eligibility.

The City of Oceanside states in the NOP that there are no significant impacts (except a single
condition)- only biological impact. The Evidence shows multiple additional impacts:

Presence of multiple impact pathways invalidates single-condition eligibility.

e Landslide/Geotechnical: The project site contains mapped ancient landslides. No failure
scenario modeling. Assumes perfect drainage.

e Hillside Impacts: The site includes steep hillside terrain. 100’ elevation change, retaining
walls 17" high. Need to apply all Hillside requirements for safety.

e The project proposes significant grading and retaining walls

e Septic/Public Health: The project directly abuts County-regulated septic systems and
reserve areas on at least 3 properties.

e Hydrology/Flooding: Buena Vista Creek has overtopped in the past, no downstream
creek capacity analysis, concentrated discharge introduced. Infrastructure adequacy
must by supported by substantial evidence, not assumptions.

e Biological impacts to Buena Vista Creek, which flows directly to the Buena Vista Creek
Ecological Reserve. Analysis and input needed.

e |nfrastructure constraints (including septic conflicts) undermine assumptions of urban
compatibility

Additionally, any requested waivers or concessions under the California Density Bonus Law
must be evaluated for:

e Creation of specific, adverse impacts on health and safety

e Conflicts with geologic and environmental constraints

Accordingly, the City must prepare a full Environmental Impact Report (EIR) unless it can
lawfully demonstrate, with substantial evidence, that no such impacts exist.

GEOLOGY, LANDSLIDES, AND SLOPE STABILITY — AB 130 ineligibility

AB 130 Requires That a Project Not Be Located on a Hazardous Site (Threshold Condition):



Assembly Bill 130, codified at California Public Resources Code § 21080.66, provides a
statutory exemption from CEQA only for qualifying infill housing projects that satisfy all
eligibility criteria. Among these threshold conditions is that the project not be located on a
hazardous or environmentally sensitive site. This requirement is not a mitigation standard. It is
a threshold eligibility condition. Failure to satisfy any condition renders the exemption legally
unavailable in its entirety.

Landslide Conditions Constitute a Recognized Geologic Hazard Under California Law

Under CEQA and California land use law, geologic instability—including landslides—is a classic
and well-established “hazard” category. Courts and agencies routinely treat landslide-prone
areas as hazardous due to:

e Slope instability
e Ground movement risk
e Subsurface shear zones

e Potential for catastrophic failure

Where a site is mapped as containing ancient or existing landslide deposits, it is presumptively
subject to ongoing geotechnical risk, even where currently dormant.

The City stated that they were incorporating the Geotechnical Evaluation study from 2015 into
the limited Geotechnical study being performed by the project.

According to the Geotechnical Evaluation study from 2015: “The results of the previous
studies indicated the presence of two landslide features underlying the majority of the site”
and ““This site is in a seismically active region” and “The site has been subjected to historic
seismic activity”. (emphasis mine)

Oceanside is notorious for landslide failures. The major water problems at Pacifica (Senior
housing development in close proximity to the project) caused several homes to slide. This
was caused by an ancient landslide. To this day, they, as well as Green Valley (Senior Mobile
Home Park) directly downhill and adjacent from the project) have several pumping wells to
remove water from their community.

There is Substantial Evidence Demonstrating the Project Site Is Hazardous.
The record contains substantial evidence that:

e The project site is located on known, mapped tow ancient landslides that are linked and
make up the majority of the site.

e Consists of steep hillside terrain with known instability characteristics;



e The proposed development includes significant grading, slope modification, and
retaining structures, which inherently alter slope stability conditions.

e Asrecent as 2023 a slope failure across from the project resulted in major damage to
the street system and destruction of homes downhill.

e Fvaluation of landslide reactivation risk due to grading and loading not done

e Analysis of impacts to downslope properties within the same landslide system. Risk of
progressive slope failure affecting adjacent parcels.

e Whether the project crates new or increased hazards beyond its boundaries. Transfers
risk to neighboring properties Failure to analyze off-site impacts would render the EIR
legally inadequate.

Landslide Conditions Independently Disqualify Streamlining

These facts establish that the site is not merely constrained—but geologically hazardous.
The Hazard Cannot Be Fully Mitigated—Particularly Due to Off-Site Risk

Even where engineering measures are proposed, the exemption still fails if the hazard:
Cannot be fully mitigated such that no significant risk remains.

This is legally insufficient. Slope stability must be demonstrated for the entire affected
landform, not an isolated portion.

Here, the project’s own design confirms that risk cannot be contained:

Proposed cut slopes and retaining walls (approx. 17'+) materially alter slope dynamics;

e Stabilization measures are limited to the project footprint, while the landslide system
extends beyond property boundaries;

e The project creates downhill and lateral risk to adjacent properties, including those
outside City jurisdiction (e.g., County parcels with septic systems);

e The grading configuration introduces new shear and load conditions affecting the
broader landslide mass.

A hazard that extends beyond the project site—and is not fully stabilized—remains a
hazardous condition as a matter of law.

AB 130 Does Not Permit Reliance on Future Engineering to Cure Ineligibility

The City may not rely on future geotechnical design, conditions of approval, or deferred
mitigation to justify eligibility.



The legal standard is clear:
A project must qualify for the exemption at the time of approval.
SEPTIC SYSTEM CONFLICTS AND INTER-JURISDICTIONAL IMPACTS

Adjacent properties under County jurisdiction rely on septic systems with designated reserve
areas. The proposed grading and retaining wall:

Encroach dangerously close to septic infrastructure
e Risk soil disturbance and system failure
e Potentially violate County Department of Environmental Health setback requirements

e Risk damage or failure to septic systems and reserve areas. Soil movement, pressure,
and hydrological changes affecting septic performance.

e |oss of future septic capacity, rendering the neighboring properties noncompliant

Potential for public health hazards, including system failure of contamination
These conflicts:

e Are not subject to waiver under Density Bonus
e Require resolution prior to any project approval

e May independently preclude development in the proposed configuration

HYDROLOGY, DRAINAGE, AND EROSION
The EIR must evaluate:

e Changes in surface and subsurface drainage patterns
e |ncreased runoff, erosion, and sediment transport
e Potential impacts to downslope properties and infrastructure

e |ong-term performance of drainage systems in a landslide-prone environment

FIRE SAFETY AND EMERGENCY ACCESS

A very high percentage of Senior communities of Mobile homes are very near this project,
have only one entrance/exit location. Mobile homes have a documented much higher rate of
catching and spreading fire. The senior citizens will effectively be entrapped if road conditions
are not improved. Given the site’s steep topography and proposed density, the EIR must
include:

e Adequacy of emergency access routes

e Fvacuation constraints under fire conditions for surrounding communities accessing the
same 2 lane road proposed



e Fire behavior modeling considering slope and vegetation
Hillside Development Regulations Are Objective Safety Standards
The City’s Hillside Development provisions are not aesthetic or discretionary—they are:

e Based on slope gradients, elevation differentials, and stability thresholds
e |ntended to prevent landslides, erosion, and structural failure

e Applied through objective criteria
As such, they cannot be waived under Density Bonus Law.

The project contradicts Hillside Development policies and safety elements. Consistency
findings cannot ignore applicable development standards tied to environmental protection.

The Project site is subject to Hillside Development standards under the Oceanside Zoning
Ordinance, including but not limited to Section 3039 (Hillside Development), as well as
applicable grading and engineering regulations. The project states in its Project Justification:
“That the site plan and physical design of the project is consistent with the policies contained
within 1.24 and 1.25 of the Land Use Element of the General Plan, the Development
Guidelines for Hillsides, and Section 3039 of this ordinance.

This project fails these required standards in Section 3039 (Hillside Development Standards):

A2: Avoid development that would result in unacceptable fire, flood, slide, or other safety
(emphasis mine).

A5: Avoid residential densities that would generate traffic requiring extensive grading to
provide an adequate street system. Their report says they need extensive grading to complete
their project.

Encourage creatively designed hillside development requiring a minimum amount of grading.
This project is requiring a massive amount of grading.

Provisions also require:

Natural landforms be preserved to the maximum extent feasible. This constitutes a direct
violation of the requirement to minimize disturbance of natural landforms and avoid
destabilizing grading.

e Grading not create unstable slopes or materially alter slope integrity
e Long-term slope stability be demonstrated

e Adjacent properties be protected from impacts



The City of Oceanside (regarding last project Emerald Ridge of 48 condos- dated 1/14/2019):
“There is an elevation distance of approximately 100 feet from the site’s high point at the
southeast corner to the low point at the northwest corner”. The City required Emerald Ridge
to comply with all standards in the Development Guidelines for Hillsides. This project has 4
times the number of units that Emerald Ridge had. According to the City Hillside definitions:
“Hillside” is defined as "a part of the hill between the summit and the foot". In this case
that would be 100 feet. (emphasis mine)

Another requirement is that: “The project site does not contain qualifying hillside slopes or
undevelopable slopes as defined in Sections 1.24 and 1.25”.

Section 1.24 includes standards that projects must include:

F. Excessive cut and fill grading to created standard prepared pads shall be prohibited.
(Massive cut and fill grading is being proposed)

G.... slope stability shall be ensured during and after construction (emphasis mine). The City
must take liability for any slope instability during and after construction.

J. Potential hazards of flooding, erosion and sedimentation shall be reduced by designing the
site drainage system to accommodate the existing upstream storm runoff and to coordinate
with existing the downstream conditions. (emphasis mine).

Offsite properties must be taken into account. Adverse impact to adjacent properties. The
project places grading and structural loads in close proximity to downslope residential
properties, county-regulated septic systems and reserve areas. Oceanside code explicitly
prohibits development that adversely affects adjacent properties.

No substantial evidence has been provided to demonstrate compliance.
The latest information received was that only the site itself was being evaluated.

M. The amount of impervious surfacing shall be limited and shall be designed to support the
natural drainage system. The amount of impervious surfacing is extremely significant- 73% of
the project.

N. Roadways shall be designed and located to avoid excessive cut and fill, surface disturbance
and to respect the existing topography. The project themselves state that excessive cut and fill
is needed to complete their project.

The City of Oceanside’s General Plan, Land Use Element states in part: “To ensure an
acceptable level of public safety for the prevention and reduction of loss of life and personal
property of the citizens and visitors of Oceanside. 'Addendum to Land Use Element Text, GPA-
11-88 City Council Resolution No. 88-273 (12/7/88) OCEANSIDE 13 June 2002 Land Use



Element Policies:

A. The City shall continually evaluate the acceptable level of risk to the public health, safety,
and general welfare, and adjust policies accordingly.

B. The City shall provide available information, and encourage education of seismic, geologic,
fire, flooding, and other hazards.

1.151 Risk Sensitivity of Land Use Policy:

A. The City shall consider the type of land use in determining acceptable levels of risk from
seismic and geologic hazards. The Public Safety Element shall serve as a guide for this
determination. 1.152 Seismic And Geologic Hazards Policies:

A. The City shall consider seismic and geologic hazards when making land use decisions,
particularly in regards to risk sensitive land uses as defined in the Public Safety Element.

B. High risk land uses, as defined in the Public Safety Element, should be prohibited from areas
of high seismic or geologic hazard. This property has not one, but two documented landslides
that make up the majority of the site.

C. The City shall regulate land uses within areas highly susceptible to seismic and geologic
hazards.

D. The City shall require expanded soils and geologic testing and necessary engineering
precautions when deemed necessary to reduce risks to acceptable levels. Wave action,
erosion, and geotechnical reports shall be required as determined necessary.

Further on it states “Such habitats include, but are not limited to: 1) Wetland Habitats such
as: a) Coastal Marshes b) Fresh Water Marshes c) All Riparian, Oak or Willow Woodlands d)
San Luis Rey River Area e) Loma Alta Creek Area f) Buena Vista Creek Area g) Buena Vista
Lagoon Area h) Guajome Lake Area (emphasis minw). Water is being directly discharged into
the Buena Vista Creek (600 feet downhill from the project). This must be taken into account.

This project:

e Alters slope integrity
e Fails to demonstrate full-site stability

e Creates foreseeable off-site impacts

the City cannot legally make the findings required for approval under its Hillside Development
regulations.

Approval under these conditions would constitute:



e Aviolation of the Zoning Ordinance
e A failure to apply mandatory standards

e An abuse of discretion
Inconsistent Application of Standards — Prior Approved Project (“Emerald Ridge”)

The City previously approved a residential project on the same site known as Emerald Ridge,
consisting of approximately 46 units.
That project expressly acknowledged that the site was subject to:

e High Density Residential designation

e A Hillside Development Overlay. Emerald Ridge project (approved by the City of
Oceanside), on this same site, was defined as having a general plan land use of High
Density (21-28.9 du/ac) with a Hillside Development Overlay.

e Associated development constraints requiring mitigation

As part of that approval, the City required significant infrastructure and design modifications,
including roadway realignment and installation of a traffic signal.

Material Inconsistency with Current Project

The current Project proposes 192 units—more than four times the density of the Emerald
Ridge project—on the same constrained hillside site.

Despite this substantial increase in intensity, the current Project:

e Minimizes or disregards hillside constraints
e Avoids comparable infrastructure requirements

e Seeks streamlined approval under recent housing laws
Legal Implications
This inconsistency raises serious legal concerns:

1. Failure to Apply Standards Consistently
The City may not impose stricter requirements on a smaller prior project while relaxing
those standards for a significantly larger project on the same site.

2. Failure to Consider Substantial Evidence
The Emerald Ridge approval constitutes substantial evidence that:
o The site is constrained by hillside conditions



o Mitigation measures are necessary
The current Project fails to adequately address or reconcile these prior findings.

3. Unsupported Findings / Abuse of Discretion
Any approval of the current Project without equivalent or greater mitigation would lack
evidentiary support and constitute arbitrary decision-making.

The City cannot lawfully:

e Acknowledge hillside constraints and require mitigation for a smaller project,

e Then disregard those same constraints for a substantially larger project
without making new, evidence-based findings supported by substantial evidence.
No such evidence has been provided.

If the City now determines that the constraints identified in Emerald Ridge no longer apply, it
must identify substantial new evidence supporting that conclusion. Absent such evidence, the
City is required to apply equal or greater protections to the current Project.

The City Cannot Lawfully Approve a Project That Is Unsafe

Even under streamlined housing laws, a City retains the obligation to deny or condition
projects that:

e Create geologic hazards
e Endanger adjacent properties

e \iolate health and safety standards
Failure to do so exposes the City to:

e Liability for inverse condemnation
e Negligence claims

e Failure to enforce mandatory safety regulations
Because the Project:

e Conflicts with objective Hillside Development standards
e |slocated on a documented landslide

e Creates unresolved septic and off-site stability risks



In addition to all other points raised

It is not eligible for waiver, streamlining, or ministerial approval and must be denied or
substantially redesigned.

Strategic Notice of Liability By submitting this letter, we are formally placing the City of
Oceanside on notice. Should the project be approved without comprehensive geotechnical
studies, additional soil stability analysis, and confirmation that existing infrastructure can
safely accommodate the increased load, the City will be proceeding with full knowledge of the
documented risks. We are not seeking to block the project through litigation at this time.
Instead, we are establishing a clear public record so that, if future ground settlement,
infrastructure failure, or related damage occurs, the City cannot claim ignorance of these
foreseeable consequences. This notice preserves our right to hold the City accountable should
it choose to proceed without adequate safeguards. We respectfully request that: 1. This letter
be included in the official project record and considered as part of the entitlement review
process. 2. The City require independent geotechnical and infrastructure capacity studies as a
condition of any approval, separate from the limited-scope EIR. 3. These concerns be
addressed at the April 21, 2026 public scoping meeting. Thank you for your attention to this
matter. We remain available to discuss these issues constructively and look forward to the
City’s thoughtful consideration of the very real risks facing our shared community

Sincerely,

David and Barbara De La Torre
927 Busch Drive

Vista, CA 92081

760.224.3241

From: Barbara DelaTorre

Sent: Thursday, April 16, 2026 12:08 PM

To: Manuel Baeza

Cc: Steve Burke ; Oscar Romero ; James Knowlton ; Manuel Baeza ; Brian Thomas ; Benjamin Grenis
Subject: NOP Comment Letter — SkyHaven Apartments Project (D25-00010 / D825-00007)

Dear Mr. Baeza and To Whom It May Concern,

This letter is submitted in response to the Notice of Preparation (NOP) dated March 27, 2026,
for the SkyHaven Apartments Project (D25-00010 / DB25-00007).

While the City has determined that the project qualifies for a statutory exemption under
Public Resources Code Section 21080.66, except for a single condition related to biological
resources, substantial evidence in the record indicates that the project has the potential to
result in multiple independent environmental impacts beyond biological habitat. Accordingly,
the scope of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) must not be limited to biological
resources alone.

1. Improper Limitation to a “Single Condition”



The NOP asserts that biological habitat is the sole condition requiring CEQA review and that
the project “does not have the potential to result in any other environmental impacts.” This
conclusion is not supported by the known site conditions or project design.

Under CEQA, a “single condition” EIR is only permitted where no other environmental impacts
exist. If substantial evidence supports any additional impact, full CEQA review is required.

Substantial evidence exists that the project introduces multiple independent environmental
impact pathways.

The City’s conclusion that only biological impacts exist is contradicted by evidence of:

e Hydrology Impacts

e Flooding risk

e Landslides/geotechnical instability
e Septic/public health conflict

e Hillside policy inconsistency

Hydrology and Flooding Impacts (Buena Vista Creek
Under existing conditions, runoff from the hillside occurs as diffuse overland flow with
opportunities for infiltration and attenuation. The proposed project would fundamentally alter
this condition by collecting runoff from impervious surfaces and discharging it through a storm
drain system into a concentrated discharge into Buena Vista Creek.

This represents a fundamental change in hydrologic behavior.
This change of concentrated discharge has the potential to:

e |ncrease peak flow intensity at the discharge point

e Alter the time of concentration and hydrograph timing

e FExacerbate downstream flooding conditions

The receiving creek channel is heavily vegetated and contains debris and is downhill from the
project. It carries substantial flows during storm events and has a history of overtopping into
an adjacent mobile home park, including flooding of at least one residence. Concentrated
discharge into this system introduces a foreseeable risk of increased flood frequency and
severity. We have not seen that a retention basis is required for this project.

These impacts are separate and independent from biological resource impacts and must be
evaluated in the EIR.

3. Erosion, Scour, and Downstream Stability
The project proposes to discharge storm water into a natural creek system downslope of a

landslide-prone area. Increased peak discharge rates and concentrated flows can result in:
e Channel erosion and scour
e Undermining of slope toe support

e |ncreased landslide susceptibility in landslide prone terrain. The previous Geotechnical
report (8/31/2015) for this site (regarding Landslide 1 of the 2 well documented



landslides on the property) states “This landslide is approximately 20-50 feet thick
beneath the original site grades. The northern limits of the landslide appear to extend
offsite and the toe may be located near Buena Vista Creek” (emphasis mine).

These are well-established geotechnical and hydraulic impact mechanisms and cannot be
dismissed as speculative and cannot be excluded from CEQA review. The City’s prior
statements minimizing scour based on distance or elevation differences do not address
localized outfall conditions or channel capacity constraints.

4. Geotechnical and Landslide Risk

The site contains a known landslide complex requiring stabilization. Changes in surface and
subsurface water movement—including concentrated runoff and potential increases in
groundwater recharge in localized areas—can materially affect slope stability.

The EIR must evaluate:
e Post-development groundwater conditions and pore pressure changes
e |nteraction between storm water infrastructure and slope stability

e Effects of extreme storm events and potential system failures

These omissions create significant uncertainty and risk. These impacts are independent of
biological habitat and require full CEQA analysis.

5. Improper Exclusion from Hillside Development Standards

The City has indicated that the project may not be subject to the City of Oceanside Hillside
Development Standards and Guidelines. This conclusion is inconsistent with the physical
characteristics of the site.

The applicant’s second project submittal’s newly added statement states that:

“A Hillside Development Plan has been prepared for the project... [reflecting] 0.01 acres of the
site with slopes greater than 40%... [and] no areas with a slope greater than 20% with a slope
differential above 50 feet.”. They assert that hillside development standards do not apply
because only 0.01 acres of the site exceed certain slope thresholds. However, the same
document confirms that the project includes split-grade three- and four-story buildings,
extensive cut-and-fill grading (over 90,000 cubic yards combined), manufactured slopes, and
perimeter retaining walls up to approximately 17 feet in height.

This statement raises significant concerns and does not resolve the applicability of the City’s
Hillside Development standards, nor does it address the project’s documented geologic
hazards or extensive grading impacts.

Specifically:

1. Hillside applicability is not determined solely by isolated slope percentages.
The project proposes split-grade buildings, manufactured slopes, extensive cut-and-fill
grading, and perimeter retaining walls up to approximately 17 feet in height. These
features are classic indicators of hillside development and trigger hillside review
regardless of how slope areas are selectively calculated.



2. Re-grading cannot be used to avoid hillside regulations.
Courts and planning precedent are clear that hillside standards cannot be circumvented

by modifying existing topography to redefine slope thresholds. The need for over
90,000 cubic yards of grading, retaining walls, and structural slope stabilization confirms
that this site is being developed because it is a hillside.

3. Prior City records contradict the applicant’s characterization.
Previous City staff reports for this site acknowledge approximately 100 feet of elevation

change across the property and identify extensive grading as necessary for
development. These facts are inconsistent with the implication that hillside impacts are
minimal or de minimis.

4. Geologic hazard conditions remain unaddressed.
The presence of two documented ancient landslides, combined with proposed grading,

drainage modification, and stormwater concentration, presents a known geologic
hazard. These conditions constitute a “specific, adverse environmental condition” that
cannot be resolved through conclusory statements in a submittal narrative.

5. County septic setbacks and public health coordination remain unresolved.
As previously communicated, San Diego County Environmental Health staff confirmed

that a 100-foot setback from our septic reserve area is required due to slope and
grading conditions. The second submittal does not address this requirement, nor does it
indicate that formal coordination with the County has occurred.

In addition, the second submittal does not address:
e The presence of documented ancient landslides underlying the site
e Stormwater routing and infiltration impacts on landslide-prone terrain

e Required coordination with San Diego County Environmental Health regarding the
confirmed 100-foot septic setback affecting adjacent properties

Given the above, | respectfully request clarification as to whether the City agrees with the
applicant’s assertion that hillside standards do not apply, and the factual and legal basis for
any such determination. In addition, | respectfully request confirmation of the project’s
current processing status and anticipated next review milestones, including whether
discretionary review or additional environmental analysis is required.

These are threshold issues affecting public safety, environmental review obligations, and
project eligibility under state housing laws. | am seeking clarity on the City’s position and next
steps so that affected property owners can meaningfully participate before the project
advances further.

Excluding the project from these requirements allows critical safeguards related to slope
stability, grading limitations, erosion control, and environmental protection to be bypassed.

The EIR should evaluate:



e Whether the project meets the definition of hillside development under City standards
e Whether the exclusion determination is supported by substantial evidence

e The environmental impacts associated with large-scale slope alteration

e Consistency with hillside protection policies intended to reduce geotechnical and visual

impacts

Failure to apply or properly evaluate these standards raises independent environmental
concerns that must be analyzed under CEQA.

6. Conflict with County Septic System Setback Requirements

Adjacent properties are located within unincorporated San Diego County and rely on septic
systems regulated by the County Department of Environmental Health and Quality.

County of San Diego Senior Environmental Health Specialist, Scott Rosecrans, has reviewed
the applicant’s second submittal grading plans (that we supplied to him) and confirmed the
same conclusions he had when we supplied the first submittal of grading plans to him:

e The County has not been contacted regarding this project despite its direct interface
with County-regulated septic systems

e The proposed grading and retaining wall placement appear to be inconsistent with
required setback standards from septic systems and designated reserve areas

e The current plans are not acceptable with respect to proximity to the property line and
septic field

The project proposes grading and structural improvements in close proximity to septic system
components and reserve areas, which introduces potential risks including:

e Damage or impairment of existing septic systems
e Loss of required reserve areas

e Public health and environmental risks associated with septic system failure

These issues represent jurisdictional conflicts and independent environmental impacts that
must be evaluated in the EIR.

At a minimum, the EIR should include:
e Coordination with San Diego County Department of Environmental Health and Quality
e \erification of required septic system setbacks and compliance
e Analysis of potential impacts to septic systems and reserve areas

e |dentification of mitigation measures or project redesign if conflicts exist

Failure to address these issues would result in public health risk, jurisdictional conflict and an



incomplete environmental analysis.

7. Biological Impacts Extend to Downstream Ecological Resources

The City has identified biological resources as the sole condition requiring CEQA review.
However, the scope of that analysis must include hydrologically connected downstream
habitats, including the Buena Vista Creek Ecological Reserve.

The Project proposes to collect and concentrate large amounts of runoff from previously
pervious hillside conditions and discharge it via storm drain infrastructure into Buena Vista
Creek, approximately 600 feet downslope of the site. Buena Vista Creek flows directly into the
Buena Vista Creek Ecological Reserve, located less than three miles downstream.

Buena Vista Creek Ecological Reserve is a designated protected habitat established for
conservation and enhancement of riparian ecosystems and wildlife connectivity.

Changes in runoff characteristics—including increased peak flow, altered timing, and
concentrated discharge—have the potential to:

e Convert diffuse hillside runoff into concentrated discharge

e Alter peak flow intensity and timing

e Increase erosion and sediment transport

e Degrade riparian habitat and impact species and habitat stability
e Affect species dependent on stable flow regimes

e Modify channel stability and riparian conditions

e Cause cumulative impacts to the Ecological Reserve.

Failure to analyze these impacts would result in a legally inadequate environmental review.

These are direct biological impacts resulting from project hydrology and must be analyzed
within the EIR.

When a project changes how water enters a protected ecological reserve, that is a biological
impact under CEQA. ORRR Biological impacts are not limited to on-site vegetation or species
presence. They include indirect effects to habitat caused by changes in hydrology and water
quality.

Limiting biological analysis to on-site habitat or immediate project boundaries would fail to
capture the full extent of environmental impacts and would not comply with CEQA. It would
not comply with CEQA’s requirement to evaluate all potentially significant environmental
effects.

Request for Supporting Documents
To allow for meaningful participation in the CEQA process, please provide or direct me to the

following documents:
e Project drainage report and hydrology study

e Storm Water Quality Management Plan (SWQMP)



e Geotechnical reports and slope stability analyses

If available online, a link would be appreciated.

Required Expansion of EIR Scope
Based on the above, the EIR must include, at a minimum:

e Hydrology and water quality analysis

e Drainage and peak flow evaluation

e Flood risk and downstream channel capacity analysis
e Erosion and scour evaluation

e Geotechnical and slope stability analysis

e Septic system and public health impacts

e Hillside development consistency

e Fvaluation of project-induced changes to runoff timing and peak flow

Thank you for our consideration of these comments. | respectfully request that the City
expand the scope of the EIR to fully evaluate all potential environmental impacts associated
with this project.

Sincerely,

Barbara and David De La Torre
927 Busch Drive

Vista, CA 92081

760-224-3241 dltfam@hotmail.com



From: Lisa Farin

To: Manuel Baeza
Subject: Skyhaven Residential Project #D25-00010
Date: Monday, April 27, 2026 10:26:54 AM

EXTERNAL MESSAGE: Use caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or responding.
When in doubt, please contact CustomerCare@oceansideca.org

Hi Manual,

I live in Rancho Calevero Mobile Home Park and my neighbor Becky Reed shared
your email as many of us have concerns regarding this residential project in our
neighborhood. We didn't realize the meeting last week was specific to only
environmental issues.

I have a few concerns, mainly the traffic issue. Getting out onto Emerald from
Skyhaven and to the 78 or wherever you are headed in that direction is challenging
with the current traffic. Within the last 6 months or so they installed stop signs
where the mobile home park is on Emerald which definitely helped with the cars
screaming down Emerald since they now have to stop before getting to the first
traffic light. There is still a lot of traffic that comes down Emerald all day long so
adding to this is not going to be good.

Another concern is the parking for all of these units. From the report it does not
seem like there will be adequate parking spaces for anyone renting that has two cars
with the proposed 1.6 parking spaces per residence. They will have to park out on
Emerald which already happens so there is really no room for more people to park
there, so where will the overflow parking be for these units? I see Skyhaven
mentioned which will be a nightmare as the road is narrow and currently there are no
cars that are parked there, only cars that belong to the people living in the Pacifica
homes and they are parked up by their homes.

Other issues of concern are emergency evacuation, wastewater and run off and
water in general.

I appreciate you bringing these issues to the city of Oceanside on Monday 4/28/26.
It's my understanding that is the NOP deadline.

Thanks,

Lisa Farin

297 Picnic View Ln
Oceanside CA 92056
303-909-6301

Lisa
303-909-6301

Lisa
303-909-6301
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From: DOUGLAS MCCARTNEY

To: Manuel Baeza
Subject: Sky Haven Apartments Residential Project
Date: Monday, April 27, 2026 3:09:30 PM

EXTERNAL MESSAGE: Use caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or
responding. When in doubt, please contact CustomerCare@oceansideca.org

April 27, 2026

Development Services Department
Planning Division

City Hall South Building, 1st Floor
300 North Coast Highway
Oceanside, CA 92054

Attn: Manuel Baeza
Dear Mr. Baeza,

I'm Mary McCartney and reside at 4458 Sapphire Lane, Oceanside in the Emerald Lake Village community right
above the Sky Haven project in question which is now under review by CEQA and others before it is given the go-
ahead for construction.

Several residents of Emerald Lake Village travel Sunset Drive at least twice a day to and from State Route 78. It is
the fastest way to get on the freeway for those of us who still work, as well as those of who need the best way to
run errands or get to a hospital as ours is a 55 and older community.

Sunset Drive is heavily impacted during morning and evening rush hours and at times is backed up all the way
down to the stop sign at Emerald Hollow Way going north and Sky Haven Lane going south, right by the proposed
project's location.

The wait at the stop sign at Sky Haven Lane can last minutes to go up the hill or to get to the freeway, cars need
to be able to pull out fast from the stop sign just to avoid cross-traffic. This intersection is slated to be the main
entry and exit for all those proposed new residents at this proposed project.

Has anyone spoken with CalTrans about the added cars trying to cross the Emerald Drive overpass? Since
Costco added more fuel pumps at its Hacienda Drive location, traffic has increased in the year since it has been
open. The area is so impacted it sometimes takes more than one light, sometimes two or three just to cross the
overpass or to get on the freeway going westbound. More vehicles will make this worse, especially emergency
vehicles that need to get to Tri-City Hospital. It just doesn't make sense for the area's quality of life nor more
importantly, for safety.

Let me add, the hillside on which the project is being built has already been subject to severe erosion and
instability due to a rainstorm in 2023. If allowed to go forward, heavy work vehicles like bulldozers and the like will
be working to shore up the hillside and grade before construction starts and that will alone present another
foreseeable traffic nightmare, probably lasting months if not longer.

| realize the housing needs are great in Oceanside and Tri-City area in particular, but this is definitely not the best
solution, nor the best location for this proposed multi-unit building. It's on a steep hillside. On a windy impacted
street. With no sidewalks. And too much traffic even before a shovel hits the dirt.

Please reconsider this project in the best interests of all who live in, above, and beside this major corridor to and
from the 78 freeway.
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From: Nancy Ferguson

To: Manuel Baeza
Subject: Proposed Sky Haven Residential Project (D25-00010)
Date: Monday, April 27, 2026 4:36:40 PM

EXTERNAL MESSAGE: Use caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or
responding. When in doubt, please contact CustomerCare@oceansideca.org

Mr. Manuel Baeza
Principal Planner
City of Oceanside

Dear Mr. Baeza,

Thank you for leading the public meeting held on Tuesday, 21 April 2026, to
review the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the SkyHaven Residential
Development proposed for the corner of Sky Haven Lane and Sunset Drive in
Oceanside. While the project development and circulation footprints also
cover areas within the City of Vista and unincorporated San Diego County
areas, | understand that the City of Oceanside (the City) is the lead-agency.
Thank you for providing your contact information and the link and
instructions in the use of the Etrakit website.

As I understood it from last Tuesday's meeting, because the proposed project
is considered eligible for State Density Bonus Law (SDBL) consideration
under AB-130, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review will
only encompass environmental issues pertaining to sensitive or listed species
and/or habitats. However, no information regarding on-site biological
resources was provided in the NOP nor could City staff or the Applicant's
consultants (Quarterra) speak to the issue. This concerns me because we,
the public, have been afforded the opportunity to provide comments on only
a single aspect of this project for which no information was provided and we
are not asked to comment on other environmental aspects for which limited
information was provided in the NOP. The NOP contains a link to Etrakit, but
I could find no biological-resource information available there.

Based on public comment at last Tuesday's meeting, it should be abundantly
clear to City staff that larger environmental aspects are of concern to many
area residents including myself, such as view-shed, traffic circulation and
parking, capacity of existing City and/or County sewage systems upon which
the project proponent proposes to solely rely upon for disposal of run-off and
waste-water, existing hydrological conditions and geological conditions. The
NOP (pg. 1) states that although CEQA addressees "physical or regulatory
features of the proposed project or its setting or an effect upon the
environment caused by the project", these aspects are now no longer to be
addressed under CEQA due to SDBL.
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I strongly believe that these aspects of the proposed project certainly affect
our quality of life and public welfare as follows:

Viewshed: Pursuant to the NOP and in the Applicant's documents available
in Etrakit, the "[S] surrounding uses include vacant land, a mobile home
park, and single-family residences to the north and west (within the City of
Vista); a church and rural-residential uses to the south and east (within
unincorporated San Diego County); and vacant land and single-family
residences to the south (within the City of Oceanside)." In fact, there are 3
mobile-home parks (MHPs) within the area likely to be affected by the
proposed action: Green Valley MHP, Santiago Estates MHP, and Rancho
Calevero MHP. These parks provide housing for senior citizens as does the
adjacent Pacifica Ocean Manor single-home residential development fronting
Sky Haven Lane. This area supports primarily single-story residential
development; this includes much of the development off of Hacienda Drive
that can be seen from Sunset Drive. The proposed apartment complex with
multiple 4-story buildings and 14- to 17- foot-high retaining walls surround
it on all sides will drastically change the viewshed in a manner not in keeping
with existing conditions.

Traffic Circulation and Parking: Like my neighbors, I already experience
congestion and delays in accessing Hacienda Dr. or SR-78 from Sunset
Drive; delays which have increased since Costco relocated their gas station in
closer proximity to the intersection with Emerald Drive and the on/off-ramps
to SR-78. The recent installation of a stop-sign in front of the Santiago
Estates MHP causes additional traffic delays. Certainly, the introduction of
almost 200 apartment units with parking for up to 314 vehicles into this area
will only increase congestion. This will not be corrected, but rather
exacerbated, by the installation of yet another traffic signal on Sunset Drive
at the entrance to the proposed project and within a few car-lengths of the
stop-sign at Sky Haven Lane (and this signal proposed for the downhill slope
of Sunset coming around a blind-curve). Even without the proposed project, I
have concerns about my ability to evacuate my neighborhood under
emergency conditions given existing circulation issues and the limited routes
available if there were to be a massive exodus from the residential areas
flanking Lake Boulevard, Sunset Drive and Sky Haven Lane.

In 2023, flooding from upslope (i.e., in the vicinity of proposed project site) created a sink-hole
and washed-out a reach of Sky Haven Lane destroying several mobile homes downslope of Sky
Haven Lane. The road was closed for months creating additional traffic-circulation burdens on
Lake Boulevard. While recognizing that the City has re-zoned the subject property as high-
density residential, the development of this project as proposed seems poorly suited to existing
conditions and resident safety. Incidentally, there is no information available in the documents
on Etrakit to indicate how long Sky Haven and, possibly Sunset Drive, may be closed during
site-preparation (e.g., soil excavation and disposal) and construction.

In addition, the project is to provide on average 1.6 parking places for each residence and there
is no ability for the Applicant to provide guest parking due to limitations created by compliance
with SDBL (Applicant's Description and Justification document; December 2025; p. 5). Where
will residents and guests find off-site parking? There is no parking on Sunset Drive and a



limited stretch of curb fronting the Santiago Estates MHP on Emerald Drive is already

"parked-up" at all times. The only other available curb-space is within the Pacifica Ocean
Manor development which is by-and-large private property with no parking for non-residents.
The exception to this is a short reach of Sky Haven Lane which already contains "traffic-
calming" infrastructure to address existing residents' concerns and safety. Will the City require
permits to park on Sky Haven and will code enforcement be readily available to address
violations? At Rancho Calevero MHP, we already have issues with intrusion and parking by
non-residents and our management has hired a security guard for which we residents are
grateful.

Capacity of Existing City and/or County Sewage Systems: The Applicant's

December 2025 Description and Justification document

and Conceptual Grading and Utility Plans (undated) state that all on-site
waste-water and runoff will be conveyed into the existing cities of Vista and
Oceanside storm drains. When will the respective jurisdictional evaluations
of this proposal be available to the public?

Will project-runoff be discharge into Buena Vista Creek? This Creek has
natural banks and supports large amounts of vegetation in addition to urban
trash and flows into the Buena Vista Creek and Buena Vista Lagoon
Ecological Reserves. Is the City coordinating with the California Department
of Fish and Wildlife regarding potential impacts of additional discharge on
these Reserves? There is only minimal information on Etrakit regarding
drainage proposals, infrastructure and discharge points and no information
on discharge volume(s), erosion potential, and the potential for additional
discharge to mobilize vegetation, sediment and trash. Will the flood-risk
evaluation to adjacent properties be made available to the public?

Existing Hydrological and Geological Conditions: Impacts to streets from
underground water (seemingly a very high water-table) and hillside instability

are also of concern. In addition to the recent slope-collapse and a sinkhole on
Sky Haven Lane, as you must know, a land-slide previously occurred at
Pacifica Ocean Manor resulting in the loss of several homes. In my
neighborhood, Rancho Calevera MHP, our "lake" is in fact fed by
underground springs and we residents are aware of the drainage challenges
on this property which management deals with constantly. I am concerned
that compliance with the SDBL will hamper the jurisdictional evaluation
and/or timely public disclosure of potential project-related risks due to
already-existing hydrology and unstable soil conditions. While this is only
anecdotal, when the City repaired the numerous water-caused pot-holes at
the eastern terminus of Sky Haven Lane at Sunset Drive a few months ago,
the men doing the work told me they were surprised by how much water was
in the area saying that they had just completed repairs at Sky Haven Lane
and Lake Boulevard and that there was excessive moisture under the road-
bed in both locations. I hope that the cities of Vista and Oceanside and
County have, or will, look into this aspect over the entire area of influence
rather than the minimal assessment seemingly circumscribed by AB-130 to
the project footprint and report their findings to the public.



General questions:

Additional clarity regarding the type of development would be helpful. The Apartment Units are
described as Market-Rate Housing (Description and Justification document, pg 2), a term
which typically, and perhaps only, applies to rental properties (HUD 221(d)(4)). The Applicant's
documents nowhere state that this would be rental property. Could you please clarify?

When and how will the results of inter-jurisdictional coordination on traffic, sewer, storm-water
management, emergency-services and other utilities be made available for public review? The
same question applies to technical documents regarding hydrology and soil-stability.

Documents on Etrakit mention additional concessions, waivers and
exemptions as yet to be requested by the developer/granted by the City
under the SDBL (Description and Justification document, pg 9). When will
the public be notified of these and decisions finalized?

Is there a clause in SB-130 that states that if the City fails to make a
determination on this proposed project by a certain date, that the State will
approve this project in the City's stead and irrespective of citizen's input?

Thanking you for your attention to my email,
Nancy Ferguson

81 Lakeside Lane
Oceanside, CA



From: Stephanie K.
To: Manuel Baeza

Cc: Planning Web; plannignquestions@vista.gov; Esther Sanchez; Peter Weiss
Subject: SkyHaven Apartments Residential Project: Development Plan (D25-00010) and Density Bonus (DB25-00007)
Date: Monday, April 27, 2026 9:25:44 AM

EXTERNAL MESSAGE: Use caution when opening attachments, clicking links, or
responding. When in doubt, please contact CustomerCare@oceansideca.org

Mr. Baeza,

We live in the 55+ community Oceanside Manor/Pacifica. Our
community is very close to the

SkyHaven Apartments Residential Project: Development Plan (D25-
00010) and

Density Bonus (DB25-00007).

Our concerns are directed to the City of Oceanside, Planning
commission of Oceanside, the City of Vista
and the county of San Diego.

- Water and Soil stability - Our community has documented water
table issues and soil issues that have resulted

in maintenance of a 1100 long tunnel that is 90 feet below the
surface and 7 foot diameter, 11 wells and reporting to the city of
Oceanside for groundwater discharge.

Our concerns about soil stability, water table and additional building
in the area are real.

- Our community was sued for a sinkhole that happened on SkyHaven
Lane just below the proposed development

site a couple of years ago and it was proven we weren’t at fault. Our
community insurance company

settled and then cancelled us. We then had to find a new insurance
company and they charged us 30% more to be covered.

Traffic- There are four communities (3 of which we believe are 55+)
very close to Sky Haven, Emerald and Sunset. Traffic is very
congested in this area. Recently a stop sign was added to help make
it easier for people exiting the mobile home park. The stop sign has
added more congestion to that area that gets backed up the curve
going up hill toward Sunset. We have concerns regarding first
responders being able to reach us in a timely manner when there is a
two lane street that is already congested a lot of the time. Costco
being in close proximity and freeway on/off ramps haven’t helped the
situation either.

-Is a traffic study going to be performed?

- Are there plans to widen the road?
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- Add a traffic light?

- Utilities - We are concerned how the above development is going to
strain all the utilities and sewer lines.

-Children - 192 apartment homes to be built which consists of 163
market rate units and 29 units available of low income.

Where are the children suppose to play? We don't see a park or
playground on the plans.

- Bond - A bond needs to be secured by ALL the parties directed
above so if a flood, soil movement etc. happens there

is money put aside by all those parties that approved this
development.

We hope ALL the parties involved will think long and hard regarding
our concerns.
Please reply to this email to verify you have received this email.

Thank you for your time.
Paul and Stephanie Kahler

4238 Moonlight Ln.
Oceanside 92056





