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INTRODUCTION TO THE FINAL SEIR

This Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (FSEIR) for the proposed Pacific Coast
Business Park Master Development Plan Revision complies with all criteria, standards, and
procedures of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 (California Public
Resources Code, Sections 21000 et. seq.), and the City’s implementation guidelines. As directed
by Section 15132 of the CEQA Guidelines, this FSEIR includes the chapters listed below:

Chapter A: Executive Summary.

Chapter B: Public comment letters on the Draft SEIR and responses by the City of Oceanside.

Chapter C: Modifications to the project during public review.

Chapter D: A Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program, as required by Section 21081.6 of
the Public Resources Code and supported by Section 15091 (a)( 1) of the CEQA Guidelines has been
prepared.

When making Findings that change or alter, or which have been incorporated into the project that
mitigate or avoid significant environmental effects, the City of Oceanside, as the CEQA Lead
Agency, is required to adopt a reporting or monitoring program. The program ensures compliance
with these changes or conditions of approval during project implementation.

The Draft SEIR (DSEIR) for the proposed Pacific Coast Business Park Master Development Plan
Revision (SCH No. 2004071011) and associated Appendices are included in this FSEIR.

A Notice of Preparation (NOP) identifying the scope of issues for the SEIR was circulated by the
City of Oèeanside for public review between May 29, 2009 and June 29, 2009. The NOP and
response letters are included in Appendix A of the DSEIR. The 30-day public review period for the
DSEIR extended from July 24, 2009, to August 24, 2009. The DSEIRwas circulated to Responsible
public agencies. Ten (10) copies of the DSEIR were sent to the State Clearinghouse along with the
required Notice of Completion (NOC). Due to a clerical error, the State Clearinghouse noticed a
45-day review period, with the start of review July 30, 2009, and end of review September 14, 2009.
Copies of the DSEIR notifications are included in Chapter B of this FSELR. Notices of the
availability of the DSEIR were published in the local newspaper at the same time. The DSEIR was
made available for review at the City’s Planning Division and at the Downtown Oceanside Library.

Comment letters were received from the San Luis Rey Band of Luiseno Mission Indians and from
the Department of Toxic Substances Control. One letter was received from the general public.
Copies of all the letters, along with written responses to each comment, are included in Chapter B
of this FSEIR.

The Oceanside Planning Commission will consider whether to certify the FSEIR as complete and
in compliance with CEQA. If the project is approved, a Notice of Determination (NOD) will be
filed with the State Clearinghouse and the County Clerk.
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CHAPTER A

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEW) addresses the environmental effects
associated with the implementation of the proposed Pacific Coast Business Park Master
Development Plan Revision.

The Pacific Coast Business Park project was fully analyzed in a Final Environmental Impact
Report (FEIR) that was certified in August of 2005. The primary purpose of this draft
Supplement to that EIR is to satisfy CEQA requirements by fully disclosing any changes in
impacts that may occur as a result of modifications to the project since certification of the 2005
FEIR. These project revisions include the following changes to the projected land use
allocation:

1. Reduce Industrial Park use (from 1,100,000 square feet to 901,500 square feet)
2. Increase Commercial Office use (from 400,000 square feet to 518,000 square feet)
3. Reflect the approved Medical Office use (80,500 square feet)

These revisions to allocation of uses do not affect the total square footage of projected building
area, which remains at 1,500,000 square feet.

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

TRAFFIC

Impact. The Pacific Coast Business Park Master Development Plan Revision is projected to
generate 4797 trips on a daily basis. The am peak hour is projected at 397 trips, and the pm peak
hour is projected at 559 trips. Four impact scenarios were analyzed:

Year 2010 Traffic Conditions without the Project

Year 2010 Traffic Conditions with the Project

Year 2020 Traffic Conditions without the Project

Year 2020 Traffic Conditions with the Project



Year 2010 Traffic Conditions without the Project.

Roadway Segments. Under Year 2010 conditions, without the project, analyses found the ten
contiguous roadway segments of College Boulevard between Mesa Drive and SR-78 did not
operate at LOS C or better. Eight contiguous segments of SR-76, between 1-5 and Old Grove
Road did not operate at LOS C or better.

Intersections. Under Year 2010 conditions, without the project, analyses found the intersection
of SR-76 and Foussat Road did not operate at LOS D or better in the pm peak hour.

Year 2010 Traffic Conditions with the Project.

Roadway Segments. The addition of the proposed project’s traffic resulted in an increase of
volume/capacity ratio of greater than 0.02 on a stretch of College Boulevard (composed of two
contiguous segments) that did not operate at LOS C or better:

• College Boulevard between Old Grove Road and Avenida de Ia Plata
• College Boulevard between Avenida de la Plata and Oceanside Boulevard

Intersections. The intersection of SR-76 and Foussat Road would continue to operate below an
LOS of D in the pm peak hour, as it is projected to do without the project. The increase in delay
ascribed to the project does not exceed 2.0 seconds, and is therefore not considered a significant
impact.

Year 2020 Traffic Conditions without the Project.

Roadway Segments. Analyses found six street segments that did not operate at LOS C or better:

• College Boulevard between Avenida de la Plata and Oceanside Boulevard

• College Boulevard between Oceanside Boulevard and Olive Drive

• College Boulevard between Vista Way and SR-78

• Oceanside Boulevard between College Boulevard and Arroyo Avenue

• El Camino Real between Fire Mountain Road and Las Rosas

• SR 76 between Airport Road and El Camino Real



Intersections. One intersection would operate at an unacceptable level, less than LOS D. The
intersection of Mesa Drive and Ivey Ranch Road would operate at LOS E in the am peak hour.

Year 2020 Traffic Conditions with the Project.

Roadway Segments. The same six roadway segments identified to operate deficiently without
the project would continue to operate deficiently with the project. Project traffic does not
increase the v/c ratio more than 002 and is therefore not considered a significant impact.

Intersections. The intersection of Mesa Drive and Ivey Ranch Road would continue to operate at
LOS E in the am peak hour. Project traffic does not result in an increased delay of two seconds
or more, and thereby does not exceed the significance criteria.

Peak Hour Roadway Segment Level of Service Analysis.

For Year 2010 analyses, two corridors are projected to operate at LOS D or worse:

• College Boulevard between Mesa Drive and SR-78
• SR-76 between 1-5 and Old Grove Road

The College Boulevard corridor does operate at at least LOS D in both directions at both peak
hours. The SR-76 corridor operates at less than LOS D (LOS E) in the eastbound peak hour,
both with and without the proposed project. The decrease in speed attributed to the proposed
project does not exceed the one mile-per-hour significance criterion.

For Year 2020 analyses, five corridors are projected to operate at LOS D or worse:

• College Boulevard between Avenida de la Plata and Olive Drive
• College Boulevard between Vista Way and SR-78
• Oceanside Boulevard between College Boulevard and Arroyo Avenue
• El Camino Real between Fire Mountain Road and Via las Rosas
• SR-76 between Airport Road and El Camino Real

Roadway segments of these corridors do operate at at least LOS D in both directions at both
peak hours, with two exceptions:

• College Boulevard between Vista Way and SR-78, which operates at LOS E in the
northbound direction during the am peak hour, and at LOS F northbound and LOS E
southbound in the pm peak hour.

• Oceanside Boulevard between College Boulevard and Arroyo Avenue, which operates at
LOS F eastbound in both the am and pm peak hours.



The decrease in speed attributed to the proposed project does not exceed the one mile-per-hour
significance criterion for either of these segments.

Significant Impacts to Traffic

Roadway Segments. The addition of the proposed project’s traffic resulted in an increase of
volume/capacity (v/c) ratio of greater than 0.02 on a stretch of College Boulevard (composed of
two contiguous segments) that did not operate at LOS C or better:

• College Boulevard between Old Grove Road and Avenida de la Plata
• College Boulevard between Avenida de la Plata and Oceanside Boulevard

An increase of v/c ratio greater than 0.02 on a roadway segment not operating at LOS C or better
is considered a significant impact.

Mitigation. The City of Oceanside’s Circulation Element does require that “creative measures
must be provided to increase capacity if the roadway segment level of service falls below LOS
C. These creative measures are to be provided as mitigation regardless of the peak period
showing acceptable levels of service or not.” The City of Oceanside has identified creative
mitigation measures than can be provided to increase capacity for the deficient segments, and
this project will be responsible for paying a fair share toward these mitigation measures.
Although there are other roadway segments forecasted to operate below LOS C, the contribution
of traffic from this project would not change the v/c ratio, and therefore no creative measures are
necessary on those segments.

The proposed project will be conditioned to contribute on a fair-share basis to the following
improvements:

• Widening / capacity enhancements along College Boulevard between Avenida de Ia Plata
and Olive Drive.

• Widening of the westbound approach of Oceanside Boulevard to the intersection of
Oceanside Boulevard and College Boulevard.



College Boulevard is impacted under all scenarios with or without this project. Mitigation is
proposed above as creative measures to reduce these impacts, but the impacts cannot be reduced
to below a level of significance. The General Plan noted the situation in 1995:

“While strong attempts should be made to construct the full 6-lane facilities [on
College Boulevard], existing development on most segments makes such
upgrading unlikely. Accordingly, the 4- and 6-lane designations are made with
the knowledge that peak-hour congestion will occur. College Boulevard will be a
strong candidate for special capacity-enhancing treatment.” (City of Oceanside,
Circulation Element, General Plan, 1995).

Mitigation Implementation and Monitoring. Traffic mitigation measures shall be reviewed and
approved by the Engineering Division and the Planning Division, and shall be made conditions
of approval of the Revised Master Development Plan. The fair share amounts will be paid in full
prior to approval of the first Development Plan under the proposed Master Development Plan
revision. As part of the Master Development Plan revision, there is a tracking system
documented for allocation of building uses and trips. Monitoring to assure payment of the fair
share mitigation amounts would occur by City staff as part of the site development plan review
and approval.

CUMULATIVE ]MPACTS OF GREENHOUSE GASES

Global climate change is a term used to refer to changes in average climatic conditions on Earth
as a whole, including temperature, wind patterns, precipitation and storms. In an effort to reduce
the amount of greenhouse gases produced each year, the State of California has adopted various
regulations and standards that address the sources of the emissions.

Since the approval of Pacific Coast Business Park in 2005, new regulations have been
established addressing global climate change and greenhouse gases. For this reason, a Global
Climate Change Evaluation has been prepared for this Supplemental ER. As global climate
change was not evaluated in the 2005 Pacific Coast Business Park FER, the study evaluates the
entire business park, not just the project that is currently proposed by this SEIR. The study was
conducted to analyze potential global climate change impacts associated with the development,
and addresses the potential for greenhouse gas emissions during construction and after full
buildout.



Greenhouse gases emissions associated with the entire Pacific Coast Business Park were
evaluated separately for four categories of emissions:

• Construction
• Energy use (including electricity and natural gas usage)
• Water consumption
• Transportation

There is a potential for a contribution to significant cumulative impacts from greenhouse gases.
Measures to reduce greenhouse gas emissions are included.



CHAPTER B

LETTERS OF AND RESPONSES TO PUBLIC COMMENT



CHAPTER B

LETTERS OF AND RESPONSES TO PUBLIC COMMENTS

As noted in the Introduction to this FSEIR, the State Clearinghouse noticed the review period as
closing September 14, 2009. During the review period, three letters were received on the Pacific
Coast Business Park Master Development Plan Revision DEIR (SCH No. 2004071011).

The City received an additional two letters via e-mail on October 7, 2009. As these were received
well beyond the close of public review, they do not require inclusion in the formal Responses to
Comments with this FSELR. In the interest of providing a complete public record for the decision
makers, and because the FSEIR had not yet been printed, these letters are included and responded
to here.

Each letter is reprinted in this section along with written responses from the City of Oceanside. On
the following pages, comment letters are provided on the left, with specific comments identified by
number in the left-hand margin. Responses to the comments are provided on the right side of the
page, and are numbered to correspond with the comment.
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JUL 3o20a9
1*.

NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY
iDRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT City of Oceanside

Subject: Pacific Coast Business Park Master Development Plan Revision; to address
the enviromental effects associated with the implementation of the proposed
Pacific Coast Buisness Park Master Development Plan revision to reduce
industrial park use and increase commercial office use.

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the City of Oceanside has caused to be prepared a Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the subject project. The DEIR identifies potential
effects with respect to aesthetics, biological resources, cultural resources, geology, hazards,
hydrology/water quality, land use, noise, public services, transportation, and utilities, The
DEIR also includes proposed mitigation measures that will ensure that the proposed project
will not result in any significant, adverse effects on the environment. The City’s decision to
prepare a DEIR should not be construed as a recommendation of either approval or denial of
this project. The DEIR public review period is from July 24, 2009 to Auqust 23, 2009. The
City invites members of the general public and local, state, and federal agencies to review
and comment on this environmental documentation. Copies of the DEIR and supporting
documents are available for public review and comment at the Planning Division counter
located in the CMc Center at 300 N. Coast Hwy., or by calling Jerry Hittleman, the City’s
project manager at (760) 435-3520.

If you challenge this project in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or
someone else raised at the public hearing described in this notice or in written
correspondence delivered to the City at, or prior to, the public hearing. This project may be
one of several to be considered and may be heard after the beginning of the meeting. You
are invited to attend the public hearing to be heard in favor of or in opposition to this
project, either by speaking or submitting written comments to the Commission. If you
cannot attend the hearing and have questions about or comments on the project, please
contact the project manager noted above.

By order of JerrfHitlleman,
City Planner
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

GOVERNOR’S OFFICE ofPL4NING AND RESEARCH
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNrr

CrItXA BZ.’r
DiRCrOR

September 1 , 2009

Scott Nightingale
City of Oceanside
300 North Coast Highway
Oceanside, CA 92054

Subject:
P

SCHi’: 4990100 2q 7 f9 If

Daar Scott Nightmgaie:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to sciecred stare agencies for review. On
the cnclosd Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agencies that
reviewad your document The review period closed on September 14, 2009, and the comments from the
reponding agency (ies) is (are) enclosed. If this comment package is not in order, please notify the State
Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project’s ten-digit Stare Clearinghouse mimber in future
correspoi:dence so that we may respond promptly.

Please note that Section 21104(c) of the California Public Resources Code states that:

“A responsible or other public agency shall otily mz3cc substantive comments regarding those
activities involved in a project which are within an area ofepcrtise of the agency or which are
required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those conimerns shall be supported by
specific documcntatior

These comments are forwarded for use lit preparing your inal nvironmcntal document. Should you need
more information or cIarjcation of the enclosed comnents, we recommend that you contact the
commenting agency directly.

This letter acknowledges that you have complied wtth the State Clearinghouse review requirements for
draft environrncntal documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the
State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regardiag the environmental teview
process.

Sincerely,

Scott Morgan
Actiug Director, State Clearinghouse

Enclosures
cc: Resources Agency

1400 !Oth Street P0. Box 3044 Sacramento, California 95812-3044
(916) 445-.0613 FAX (916) 323-3018 ww.op•.gov

AR$OLD SCHwA GOe
GoVnOR
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State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 1QDO44Q6

Lead Agoruy Oceanside, City of ‘°

Type EIR raftR

Description The Pacific Coast Business Par1 Master Deveiopment PanRe’Lsicn proposes the reallocation of land
uses within an approved, graded and partiaLy dev&oped business park. Reduction f Indutri Park
use, increase of General OffIce use and inclusion of approved Medical Office space, as proposed by
the project, will result in moie jobS than ,inder the previously approved business park conditions, The
project would support the goals of the City of Oceanside’s Economic Sustain ability Study (City of
Oceanside, 2008), According to the study, the jobs to housing balance is ‘sign:ificantly betow the
regional average. nsufficiont jobs force the commute of ocal residents, indvcng “clogged roads.

Lead Agency Contact
Name Scott Nightingale

Agency City of Oceanside
Phone 760-435-3520 Fax
email

Address 300 North Coast Highway
City Ocearside State CA Zip 92054

Project Location
County San Diego

City Oceanside
Rion

Lat/Long
Cross Streets CoHege Blvd & Old Grove

Parcel Na. 161 51 2.0900
Township Range SecUon Base

Proximity to:
Highways 76 and 78

Airports
Railways NCTD Springer Line

Waterways Loma Afta Creeks
Schools

Land Use Raricho del Oro Specific Plan

Project Issues Air Quality; Cumulative Effects; oise; Traffic/Circulation

RevioWing Resources Agency; Department of fish and Game, Reg;on 5; Department of Parks and Recreaton:
Agencies Department of Watør esources: California Highway Patrol; Caltrans, District 11; Integrated Waste

Management Board; Regional Wator Qvality Control Board, Region 9; Department of Toxic
Substances Control: Native American Heritage Commission

Data Rocaived 07/30/2009 Start of Review 0713012009 End of RV1W 09/1412009

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficior: information provided by iead agency.

B-6



S
A

N
L

U
IS

R
E

Y
B

A
N

D
O

F
L

U
IS

E
?O

M
JS

S
IO

N
IN

D
IA

N
S

18
89

S
u
n
se

t D
ri

ve
•

V
is

iti
,

C
al

if
or

ni
a

92
08

1
76

0-
72

4-
85

05
‘F

A
X

76
0-

72
4-

21
72

w
w

w
.s

lr
m

is
si

on
in

di
an

.s
.o

rg

A
ug

us
t

21
,

20
09

Je
rr

y
H

itt
le

m
an

C
ity

Pl
an

ne
r

V
IA

F
A

X
(7

60
)

7
S

4
-2

9
5

C
it

y
of

O
ce

an
si

de
30

0
N

or
th

C
oa

st
H

ig
hw

ay
O

ce
an

si
de

,C
A

92
05

4

R
E

:
C

om
m

en
ts

on
D

E
IR

fo
r

th
e

Pa
ci

fi
c

C
oa

st
B

us
In

es
s

P
ar

k
M

as
te

r
D

ev
el

op
m

en
t

P
la

n
R

ev
is

io
n,

SC
H

N
o.

I9
9t

09
10

06

D
ea

r
M

r.
H

it
tl

em
an

:

A
ft

er
a

th
or

ou
gh

re
vi

ew
o
f

th
e

C
it

y
o
fO

ce
an

si
de

’s
(T

he
C

ity
’s

”>
N

ot
ic

e
of

D
ra

ft
E

nv
ir

on
m

en
ta

l
Im

pa
ct

R
ep

or
t

fo
r

th
e

P
ac

if
ic

C
oa

st
B

us
in

es
s

Pa
rk

M
as

te
r

D
ev

el
op

m
en

t
1

1
.

T
ha

nk
‘o

u
fo

r
yo

ur
re

vi
ew

of
th

e
D

ra
ft

E
nv

ir
on

m
en

ta
l

Im
pa

ct
R

ep
or

t
fo

r
th

e
Pa

ci
fi

c
Pl

an
R

ev
is

io
n

(“
P

la
n”

),
th

e
Sa

n
L

ui
s

R
ey

B
an

d
of

L
ui

se
ño

M
is

si
on

In
di

an
s

ha
ve

C
oa

st
B

us
in

es
s

Pa
rk

M
as

te
r

l)
ev

el
op

m
en

t
Pl

an
R

ev
is

io
n.

de
te

rm
in

ed
th

at
th

ey
ar

e
no

t
op

po
se

d
to

th
e

Pl
an

pr
oc

ee
di

ng
.

A
s

yo
u

ar
e

aw
ar

e,
w

e
ar

e
a

Sa
n

D
ie

go
C

ou
nt

y
T

ri
be

w
ho

se
tr

ad
it

io
na

l
te

rr
ito

ry
in

cl
ud

es
th

e
cu

rr
en

t
ci

ti
es

o
fO

ce
an

si
de

,
C

ar
ls

ba
d,

V
is

ta
,

an
d

E
sc

on
di

do
,

am
on

g
ot

he
rs

.
A

s
yo

u
al

so
kn

ow
,

w
e

ar
e

al
w

ay
s

co
nc

er
ne

d
ab

ou
tt

he
pr

es
er

va
tio

n
an

d
pr

ot
ec

ti
on

of
cu

ltu
ra

l,
ar

ch
ae

ol
og

ic
al

an
d

hi
st

or
ic

al
si

te
s

w
ith

in
th

e
C

it
y’

sj
ur

is
di

ct
io

n.
A

t
th

is
tim

e,
w

e
do

no
t

be
lie

ve
th

at
th

e
Pl

an
w

ill
ha

ve
an

y
im

pa
ct

to
cu

ltu
ra

l
re

so
ur

ce
s.

T
o

ou
r

kn
ow

le
dg

e
th

e
pr

oj
ec

t
ar

ea
is

a
si

te
fo

r
re

al
lo

ca
ti

on
o
f

la
nd

us
e

an
d

ha
s

pr
ev

io
us

ly
be

en
su

bj
ec

tt
o

gr
ad

in
g

an
d

pa
rt

ia
l

de
ve

lo
pm

en
t.

It
is

al
so

ou
r

un
de

rs
ta

nd
in

g
th

at
no

de
ve

lo
pm

en
th

as
be

en
pr

op
os

ed
at

th
is

ti
m

e.

W
e

ap
pr

ec
ia

te
th

is
op

po
rt

un
it

y
to

pr
ov

id
e

co
m

m
en

ts
on

th
e

P
ac

if
ic

C
oa

st
B

us
in

es
s

Pa
rk

Pl
an

.
W

e
th

an
k

yo
u

fo
r

yo
ur

co
nt

in
ui

ng
as

si
st

an
ce

in
pr

ot
ec

ti
ng

ou
r

in
va

lu
ab

le
L

ui
se

fl
o

cu
lt

ur
al

re
so

ur
ce

s.
If

in
th

e
fl

itu
re

pl
an

s
fo

r
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t
an

d/
or

co
ns

tr
uc

tio
n

ar
e

pr
op

os
ed

fo
r

th
is

ar
ea

,
w

e
as

k
th

at
yo

u
pl

ea
se

no
ti

f’
us

im
m

ed
ia

te
ly

.

Si
nc

er
el

y,

M
er

n
L

op
ez

-K
ei

fe
r

T
ri

ba
l

L
eg

al
C

ou
ns

el

cc
:

M
el

vi
n

V
er

no
n,

T
ri

ba
l

C
ap

ta
in

C
an

ne
n

M
oj

ad
o,

S
ec

re
ta

ry
o
fG

ov
er

nm
en

tR
el

at
io

ns
an

d
P

re
si

de
nt

o
f

Sa
vi

ng
Sa

cr
ed

S
it

es



D
ep

ar
tm

en
t

of
T

ox
ic

S
ub

st
an

ce
s

C
on

tr
ol

M
az

ia
r

M
ov

as
sa

9h
A

ct
in

g
D

ir
ec

to
r

rX
5

S.
A

da
m

s
57

96
C

o
p

o
ra

te
A

se
nu

e
A

nu
S

S
c
h

w
€

n
e
g

e
r

Se
cm

ts
’y

C
yp

re
ss

,
C

al
fo

rn
ia

90
63

0
G

ov
er

no
r

E
n
v
o
o
n
m

en
ta

l
Pt

O
t5

C
tQ

fl

A
ug

us
t

31
,

20
09

ft
c’

S
E

2
[J

U
9

M
r.

Sc
ot

t
N

ig
ht

in
ga

le
,

P
la

nn
er

II
C

ity
of

O
ce

an
si

de
D

ep
ar

tm
en

t
of

Pu
bl

ic
W

or
ks

30
0

N
or

th
C

oa
st

H
w

y.
O

ce
an

si
de

,
C

al
if

or
ni

a
92

05
4

D
R

A
FT

SU
PP

L
E

M
E

N
T

A
L

E
N

V
IR

O
N

M
E

N
T

A
L

IM
PA

C
T

R
E

P
O

R
T

FO
R

T
H

E
P

R
O

P
O

S
E

D
PA

C
IF

IC
C

O
A

ST
B

U
SI

N
E

SS
PA

R
K

M
A

ST
E

R
D

E
V

E
L

O
PM

E
N

T
PL

A
N

,
PR

O
JE

C
T

,
(S

C
H

#
19

98
09

10
06

),
C

IT
Y

O
F

O
C

E
A

N
SI

D
E

,
SA

N
D

IE
G

O
C

O
U

N
T

Y

D
ea

r
M

r.
N

ig
ht

in
ga

le
:

T
he

D
ep

ar
tm

en
t

of
T

ox
ic

S
ub

st
an

ce
s

C
on

tr
ol

(D
T

SC
)

ha
s

re
ce

iv
ed

yo
ur

su
br

nt
te

d
dr

af
t

S
up

pl
em

en
t

E
nv

ir
on

m
en

ta
l

Im
pa

ct
R

ep
or

t
(S

E
IR

)
fo

r
th

e
ab

ov
em

en
ti

on
ed

pr
oj

ec
t.

T
he

fo
llo

w
in

g
pr

oj
ec

t
de

sc
ri

pt
io

n
is

st
at

ed
in

yo
ur

do
cu

m
en

t:
T

h
e

pr
im

ar
y

pu
rp

os
e

of
th

is
dr

af
t

S
up

pl
em

en
t

is
to

sa
ti

sf
y

C
E

Q
A

re
qu

ir
em

en
ts

by
fu

lly
di

sc
lo

si
ng

an
y

ch
an

ge
s

in
2

2
T

ha
nk

y
o
u

fo
r

yo
ur

re
v
ie

w
o
f

th
e

D
ra

ft
En

vi
ro

nm
en

ta
l

Im
pa

ct
R

ep
or

t
fo

r
th

e
P

ac
th

c
im

pa
ct

s
th

at
m

ay
oc

cu
r

as
a

re
su

lt
of

m
od

if
ic

at
io

ns
to

th
e

pr
oj

ec
ts

in
ce

ce
rt

if
ic

at
io

n
of

C
oa

st
B

u
si

n
es

s
Pa

rk
M

as
te

r
D

ev
el

op
m

en
t

Pl
an

R
ev

is
io

n.
th

e
fin

al
EI

R
,

T
he

se
re

vi
si

on
s

in
cl

ud
e

th
e

fo
llo

w
in

g
ch

an
ge

s
to

th
e

pr
oj

ec
te

d
la

nd
us

e
al

lo
ca

tio
n:

1.
R

ed
uc

e
In

du
st

ri
al

P
ar

k
us

e
(f

ro
m

1,
10

0,
00

0
sq

ua
re

fe
et

to
90

1,
50

0
sq

ua
re

fe
et

)
2.

In
cr

ea
se

C
om

m
er

ci
al

O
ff

ic
e

us
e

(f
ro

m
40

0,
00

0
sq

ua
re

fe
et

to
51

8,
00

0
sq

ua
re

fe
et

)
3.

R
ef

le
ct

th
e

ap
pr

ov
ed

M
ed

ic
al

O
ff

ic
e

us
e

(8
0,

50
0

sq
ua

re
fe

et
)

T
he

se
re

vi
si

on
s

to
al

lo
ca

tio
n

of
u

se
s

do
no

t
af

fe
ct

th
e

to
ta

l
sq

ua
re

fo
ot

ag
e

of
pr

oj
ec

te
d

bu
ild

in
g

ar
ea

,
w

hi
ch

re
m

ai
ns

at
1,

50
0,

00
0

sq
ua

re
fe

et
.

D
T

SC
al

re
ad

y
pr

ov
id

ed
co

m
m

en
ts

on
th

e
pr

oj
ec

t
dr

af
t

E
nv

ir
on

m
en

ta
l

Im
pa

ct
R

ep
or

t
(E

IR
)

on
O

ct
ob

er
8,

20
08

,
D

T
SC

ha
s

no
fu

rt
he

r
co

m
m

en
ts

on
th

e
dr

af
t

SE
IR

be
ca

us
e

th
is

SE
IR

ad
d

re
ss

es
th

e
en

vi
ro

nm
en

ta
l

ef
fe

ct
s

as
so

ci
at

ed
w

ith
th

e
im

pl
em

en
ta

tio
n

of
th

e
pr

op
os

ed
Pa

ci
fi

c
C

oa
st

B
us

in
es

s
P

ar
k

M
as

te
r

D
ev

el
op

m
en

t
Pl

an
R

ev
is

io
n.

P
o

rt
ed

o
r

R
ec

yc
’e

d
P

ap
er



If
ne

ce
ss

ar
y,

D
TS

C
ca

n
pr

ov
id

e
gu

id
an

ce
fo

r c
le

an
up

ov
er

si
gh

t t
hr

ou
gh

an
E

nv
ir

on
m

en
ta

l
O

ve
rs

ig
ht

A
gr

ee
m

en
t (

EO
A

) f
or

go
ve

rn
m

en
t a

ge
nc

ie
s

w
hi

ch
ar

e
no

t
re

sp
on

si
bl

e
pa

rt
ie

s,
or

a
V

ol
un

ta
ry

C
le

an
up

A
gr

ee
m

en
t(

V
CA

)
fo

r
pr

iv
at

e
pa

rt
ie

s,
Fo

r
ad

di
tio

na
l

in
fo

rm
at

io
n

on
th

e
E

O
A

or
V

G
A

,
pl

ea
se

se
e

w
w

w
.d

ts
cc

a.
go

v/
S

it
eC

le
an

up
/B

ro
w

nf
ie

ld
s,

or
co

nt
ac

t
M

s.
M

ar
ya

m
T

as
nh

f-
A

bb
as

i,
D

T
SC

’s
V

ol
un

ta
ry

C
le

an
up

C
oo

rd
in

at
or

,
at

(7
14

)
48

4-
54

89
.

In
fu

tu
re

C
E

Q
A

do
cu

m
en

ts
,

pl
ea

se
pr

ov
id

e
yo

ur
e-

m
ai

l
ad

dr
es

s,
so

D
T

SC
ca

n
se

nd
yo

u
co

m
m

en
ts

bo
th

el
ec

tr
on

ic
al

ly
an

d
by

m
ai

l.

If
yo

u
ha

ve
an

y
qu

es
ti

on
s

re
ga

rd
in

g
th

is
le

tte
r,

pl
ea

se
co

nt
ac

t
M

r.
R

af
iq

A
hm

ed
,

Pr
oj

ec
t

M
an

ag
er

,
at

ra
hm

ed
(d

ts
c.

ca
.c

io
v

or
by

ph
on

e
at

(7
14

)
48

4-
54

91

Si
nc

er
el

y,

G
re

g
ol

m
es

U
ni

t
C

hi
ef

B
ro

w
nf

ie
hd

s
an

d
E

nv
ir

on
m

en
ta

l
R

es
to

ra
ti

on
Pr

og
ra

m

cc
;

G
ov

er
no

r’
s

O
ff

ic
e

of
Pl

an
ni

ng
an

d
R

es
ea

rc
h

S
ta

te
C

le
ar

in
gh

ou
se

P
0

.
B

ox
30

44
S

ac
ra

m
en

to
,

C
al

if
or

ni
a

95
81

2-
30

44
st

at
e.

cl
ea

ri
n
g

h
o

u
se

(o
r.

ca
.g

o
v

C
E

Q
A

T
ra

ck
in

g
C

en
te

r
D

ep
ar

tm
en

to
f

T
ox

ic
S

ub
st

an
ce

s
C

on
tr

ol
O

ff
ic

e
of

E
nv

ir
on

m
en

ta
l

Pl
an

ni
ng

an
d

A
na

ly
si

s
10

01
IS

tr
ee

t,
22

nd
Fl

oo
r,

M
S

.
22

-2
S

ac
ra

m
en

to
,

C
al

if
or

ni
a

95
81

4
g

m
o

sk
at

S
d

ts
cc

a
qo

v

C
E

Q
A

#
26

72



S
co

tt
N

ig
h
tn

g
aI

e

M
r

N
ig

ht
in

ga
le

P
le

as
e

re
pl

y
to

co
nf

Ir
m

re
ce

ip
t

an
d

ad
d

th
es

e
co

m
m

en
ts

on
th

e
P

ac
if

ic
C

o
as

t
B

u
si

n
es

s
Pa

rk
D

ev
el

op
m

en
t

Pl
an

R
ev

is
io

n
D

EI
R

(D
-l

7-
04

re
v

08
)

to
th

e
pu

bl
ic

re
co

rd
an

d
co

ns
id

er
th

e
ch

an
ge

s
re

co
m

m
en

de
d

pr
io

r
to

an
y

fu
rt

he
r

ap
pr

ov
al

s
of

th
is

pr
oj

ec
t.

It
is

ou
r

un
de

rs
ta

nd
in

g
th

at
si

nc
e

th
e

po
st

ed
co

m
m

en
t

pe
rio

d
fo

r
th

is
pr

oj
ec

t
oc

cu
rr

ed
on

a
Su

nd
ay

th
at

co
m

m
en

ts
su

bm
itt

ed
on

th
e

fo
llo

w
in

g
bu

si
ne

ss
da

y
wi

ll
be

co
ns

id
er

ed
tim

el
y.

Tr
af

fic T
he

pr
oj

ec
t

as
pr

op
os

ed
ha

s
fa

ile
d

to
pr

ov
id

e
ad

eq
ua

te
m

iti
ga

tio
n

fo
r

si
gn

if
ic

an
t

tr
af

fi
c

im
pa

ct
s.

T
he

D
E

IR
st

al
es

th
at

pr
ov

id
in

g
fa

ir
-s

ha
re

co
nt

ri
bu

tio
ns

to
th

e
fo

llo
w

in
g

fu
tu

re
pr

oj
ec

ts
wi

lt
pr

ov
id

e
ad

eq
ua

te
m

iti
ga

tio
n

fo
r

im
pa

ct
s

at
th

os
e

lo
ca

tio
ns

:

-
W

id
en

in
gi

ca
pa

ci
ty

en
ha

nc
em

en
ts

al
on

g
C

ol
le

ge
B

ou
le

va
rd

be
tw

ee
n

A
ve

ni
da

de
Ia

P
ts

t
an

d
O

liv
e

D
riv

e

-
W

id
en

in
g

of
th

e
w

es
tb

ou
nd

ap
pr

oa
ch

of
O

ce
an

si
de

B
ou

le
va

rd
to

th
e

in
te

rs
ec

tio
n

of
O

ce
an

si
de

B
ou

le
va

rd
an

d
C

ol
le

ge
B

ou
ie

va
rd

.

Pa
ym

en
t

of
fis

es
do

es
no

t r
es

ul
t

in
an

y
re

du
ct

io
n

in
tra

ff
ic

co
ng

es
tio

n.
T

he
re

m
us

t b
e

so
m

e
pr

op
or

tio
na

te
re

du
ct

io
n

in
tr

af
fi

c
c
o
n
g
e
st

io
n

b
e
fo

re
th

e
m

iti
ga

tio
n

m
ea

su
re

ca
n

be
co

n
si

d
er

ed
ad

eq
u
at

e-
an

d
th

is
w

ilt
no

t
oc

cu
r

un
It

th
e

im
p
ro

v
e
m

e
n
ts

ar
e

co
ns

tr
uc

te
d.

T
he

re
n

ee
d

s
to

be
re

al
re

du
ct

io
ns

in
tr

af
fi

c-
fr

om
th

e
tim

e
th

e
pr

ol
ec

tb
e
g
in

s
to

ad
d

to
tr

af
fi

c
co

ng
es

ti
on

in
th

is
ar

ea
T

hi
s

co
ul

d
be

ac
co

m
pl

is
he

d
by

se
ve

ra
l

m
et

ho
ds

su
ch

as
w

ith
hl

di
ng

oc
cu

pa
nc

y
pe

rm
its

un
til

im
pr

ov
em

en
ts

ar
e

co
ns

tr
uc

te
d,

id
en

tif
yi

ng
in

te
ri

m
ac

ti
on

s
to

re
du

ce
tr

af
fi

c
im

pa
ct

s
un

til
th

e
im

pr
ov

em
en

ts
ar

e
bu

ilt
.

su
ch

as
m

an
da

to
ry

TD
M

m
ea

su
re

s
or

pu
bl

ic
tr

an
si

t
su

bs
id

ie
s

fo
r

se
rv

ic
e

al
on

g
C

ol
le

ge
B

ou
le

va
rd

.
T

he
m

iti
ga

tio
n

m
ea

su
re

as
pr

op
os

ed
d
o
es

no
t

m
ee

t
th

e
C

E
Q

A
re

qu
ir

em
en

ts
to

re
du

ce
th

is
im

pa
ct

to
be

lo
w

a
le

ve
l

of
sr

gn
if

ic
an

ce
.

T
he

m
iti

ga
tio

n
fu

r
si

gn
if

ic
an

t
im

pa
ct

s
al

on
g

C
ol

le
ge

B
ou

le
va

rd
do

es
no

t
in

di
ca

te
an

y
se

ri
ou

s
el

f C
et

at
m

in
im

iz
at

io
n

T
he

la
ng

ua
ge

fr
om

th
e

C
ity

of
O

ce
an

si
de

,
C

ir
cu

la
tio

n
E

le
m

en
t.

G
en

er
al

P
ta

n
19

95
ha

s
no

w
be

en
us

ed
fo

r
14

ye
ar

s
to

ju
st

if
y

co
nt

in
ue

d
ad

v
er

se
im

pa
ct

s
al

on
g

th
is

m
aj

or
re

gi
on

al
tr

an
sp

or
ta

ti
on

co
rr

id
or

,
It

sa
ys

C
ol

le
ge

B
ou

le
va

rd
is

a
st

ro
ng

ca
nd

id
at

e
fo

r
sp

ec
ia

l
ca

pa
ci

ty
-e

nh
an

ci
ng

tr
ea

tm
en

t.
P

le
as

e
ex

pl
ai

n
ho

w
sa

yi
ng

a
ro

ad
se

gm
en

t
is

a
st

ro
ng

ca
nd

id
at

e
fo

r
so

m
e

un
sp

ec
if

ie
d

fu
tu

re
im

pr
ov

em
en

t
th

at
is

un
fu

nd
ed

an
d

fo
r

w
hi

ch
no

da
te

is
pr

ov
id

ed
co

ns
ti

tu
te

s
an

y
re

al
ef

fo
rt

to
m

in
im

iz
e

th
es

e
ad

ve
rs

e
tra

ff
ic

im
pa

ct
s.

T
ra

ff
ic

co
ng

es
tio

n
at

on
g

C
ot

te
ge

B
ou

le
va

rd
co

nt
in

ue
s

to
in

cr
ea

se
.

T
hi

s
pr

oj
ec

t
w

ilt
ad

d
si

gn
if

ic
an

t
ad

di
ti

on
al

co
ng

es
ti

on
.

T
he

C
ir

cu
la

tio
n

E
te

rn
en

t
sa

ys
th

at
cr

ea
ti

ve
m

ea
su

re
s

w
ill

be
ap

pl
ie

d
iii

su
ch

ca
se

s,
T

hi
s

pr
oj

ec
t

pr
op

os
es

no
cr

ea
ti

ve
m

ea
su

re
s.

Fa
fa

re
to

m
ee

t t
he

m
in

im
um

co
nd

it
io

ns
of

th
e

C
ir

cu
la

tio
n

E
le

m
en

t
an

d
fa

ilu
re

to
ta

ke
ac

ti
on

to
re

du
ce

th
es

e
ad

v
er

se
im

pa
ct

s
ar

e
bo

th
C

E
Q

A
vi

ol
at

io
ns

.
W

e
ur

ge
yo

u
to

pu
t

in
a

se
ri

ou
s

ef
fo

rt
to

re
du

ce
th

e
A

D
T

of
th

is
pr

oj
ec

t
an

d
to

ad
d
re

ss
its

re
al

co
nt

ri
bu

tio
n

to
in

cr
ea

si
ng

tr
af

fi
c

co
ng

es
ti

on
in

th
is

co
rr

id
or

,

S
ev

er
at

su
ch

m
ea

su
re

s
w

er
e

id
en

tif
ie

d
in

T
ab

le
V

tt-
5

as
po

te
nt

ia
t

m
ea

su
re

s
to

re
du

ce
G

H
G

.
A

pp
ly

in
g

su
ch

TD
M

m
ea

su
re

s
as

pa
rk

in
g

re
du

ct
io

ns
,

pa
rk

in
g

pr
ic

in
g

st
ra

te
gi

es
an

d
tr

an
si

t
p
as

se
s

w
ou

ld
ad

d
re

ss
bo

th
th

e
tra

ffi
c

im
pa

ct
s

an
d

6.
th

e
0

8
0

im
pa

ct
s

of
th

is
pr

oj
ec

t.
It

is
no

t
su

ff
ic

ie
nt

to
in

cl
ud

e
th

es
e

as
pa

rt
of

a
lis

t
of

po
te

nt
ia

l
ac

ti
oo

ns
-

th
er

e
ne

ed
s

to
be

a
qu

an
tif

ie
d

re
du

ct
io

n
in

au
to

tri
ps

C
um

ul
at

iv
e

Im
pa

ct
s

I
)P

le
as

e
ve

rif
y

th
at

ev
er

y
m

ea
su

re
id

en
tif

ie
d

on
T

ab
le

V
ll-

4
ha

s
be

en
ap

pl
ie

d
to

th
e

en
ti

re
pr

oj
ec

t
(m

uc
h

of
w

hi
ch

is
al

re
ad

y
bu

ilt
)

an
d

w
ill

ap
pl

y
to

th
is

ne
w

re
vi

si
on

po
rt

io
n

of
th

e
pr

oe
cl

.
E

xp
la

in
ho

w
th

es
e

af
te

r-
th

e-
fa

ct
m

ea
su

re
s

es
ll

be
m

on
it

or
ed

an
d

en
fo

rc
ed

ov
er

th
e

lif
e

of
th

e
p

ro
je

ct
.

pa
rt

ic
ul

ar
ly

th
in

gs
lik

e
in

st
al

lin
g

dr
ou

gh
t

re
si

st
an

t
pl

an
ts

in
-l

ie
u

of
tu

rf
an

d
pr

ov
id

in
g

tr
an

si
t

se
rv

ic
e

he
ad

w
ay

s.

3
‘(‘

he
id

en
ti

fi
ed

i’n
itt

r.t
al

ro
n

or
ea

si
tr

es
ar

e
ap

p
ro

p
ri

at
e

fu
r

th
e

p
ri

e
d

fu
r

se
ve

ra
l

rC
as

on
s.

Sp
ec

tic
itt

ip
ro

s
C

oi
C

tit
s

ar
e

id
en

ti
lie

d
th

at
w

ou
ld

re
du

ce
tr

af
fi

c
co

ng
es

ti
on

at
th

e
im

pa
ct

ed
lo

ca
tio

ns
.

tic
is

ed
on

lir
e

cu
m

ul
at

iv
e

n
at

u
re

of
th

e
pr

ot
ec

t
Im

pa
ct

s,
re

qu
ir

in
g

pa
ym

en
t

of
’ a

fa
ir

sh
ar

e
to

w
ar

ds
th

os
e

tm
pr

ov
et

ne
nt

s
pr

ov
id

es
m

iti
tz

at
io

n
ti

la
t

is
p
ro

p
o
rt

io
n
al

to
th

e
pr

oj
ec

t
im

pa
ct

s.

S
cc

ti
on

i-I
o
f

th
e

tr
ea

ti
se

Pr
ac

tic
e

ti
nd

er
C

II
Q

A
(K

o
st

k
a

an
d

i.
rs

cl
rk

c.
20

(1
5)

.
w

ri
tt

en
by

Z
is

cl
ik

c.
di

sc
us

se
s

th
e

us
e

ol
’f

rc
-b

as
ed

m
it

ig
at

io
n

pr
og

ra
ri

rs
fo

r
cu

rm
il

al
is

e
im

p
ac

ts
(s

ec
ti

on
14

. t
O

).
‘‘

Fe
c—

ba
se

d
p
ro

g
n
im

s.
su

ch
ris

p
ro

g
ra

m
s

th
at

w
ill

fu
nd

in
fr

a
sl

i-
u

c
tu

re
as

m
it

it
ai

ti
on

,
ca

rt
he

pa
rt

ic
ul

ar
ly

u
se

fu
l

w
he

n
th

e
im

pa
cl

s
re

su
lt

fr
om

cu
m

ul
at

iv
e

co
nd

it
io

ns
an

d
m

it
so

le
ly

t’r
on

r
11

w
de

vc
lo

pm
cn

l
o
fa

si
ng

le
pr

oj
ec

t,”
L

is
ch

ke
h4

.i
9.

ci
ti

ng
N

ap
a

(i
li

zc
n

s/
o

r
ll

or
m

,t
(;o

r’
’t

V
ap

ei
&

i
(2

01
.1

1)
1)

1
(:

A
4t

Ir
34

2.
36

3.
“F

ai
r—

sh
ar

e
co

n
tr

ib
u
ti

o
n
s

to
ri

m
iti

ou
tio

n
lim

O
ar

c
ad

eq
ua

te
m

it
ig

at
io

n
it’

th
ey

‘a
re

pa
n

of
’

a
rc

ri
si

.ii
ra

bl
e

pl
an

o
f

ac
tu

al
tn

rt
ig

al
io

rt
th

at
th

re
le

v
an

t
st

ie
tc

v
co

ir
ttn

its
it%

Cl
l

to
im

pl
em

en
ti

ng
.’

Z
is

cl
rk

e
14

.1
0.

ci
ti

ng
,‘t

nd
c’

i’s
on

F
ir

st
C

vi
ili

lio
,i

r’.
C

‘o
r

it
!

.it
nr

je
i’,

om
12

00
5)

I3
(1

(‘
A

4l
h

I
I7

l,
II

87
:

si
c’

rt
/w

,S
3
’

(I
ra

’
P

en
Im

ul
a

G
ui

ta
r.

v.
kI

on
t’

rc
’r

’
(0

1
0
1
(1

’
lii

i
11

/
.S

U
/k

’l
’V

1
sr

il
’i

(2
11

1)
1)

87
(‘

A
41

h
99

,
14

1.

li
re

lii
ir

sh
ar

e
ty

pe
o

f
pa

ym
en

t
is

di
f’

fl
rr

en
t

fr
om

a
“l

ee
’’

in
th

at
a

sp
ec

il
ie

pr
o.

ie
cl

ha
s

be
en

id
en

ti
fi

ed
.

lir
e

C
ity

ha
s

co
ll

ec
te

d
oI

lie
r

G
ir

sh
ar

e
pa

Y
m

en
ts

to
w

ar
ds

th
e

im
pr

ov
em

en
ts

.
ur

n)
hi

ts
a

pl
an

(‘o
r

im
pl

ct
ri

cn
tr

ii
ta

r
o

f
th

os
e

im
pr

ov
em

en
ts

.
T

he
tit

ir
sh

at
’e

pa
ym

en
ts

w
ill

be
“p

ro
d

in
c
o

ir
ir

e
e
tl

o
ir

tb
zr

rc
rr

so
ir

ab
lc

, r
l

tin
t c

ea
bi

e
p
la

n
fu

r
ir

ut
ig

al
jo

lt
th

at
is

su
ff

ic
ie

nt
ly

ti
ed

to
ac

tu
al

m
it

ig
at

io
n

ot
’t

he
’’

t’
ro

le
c
t.

Z
is

h
k

c
14

. 1
9.

ci
lii

rg
,‘l

nc
k’

i’s
im

Ii
i’

s,
C

oa
li

ti
on

i’,
(‘

liv
of

.lr
,c

li’
es

os
12

00
51

13
11

(‘
A

4t
h

11
73

.
T

he
re

ar
c

tw
o

pl
an

s
fo

r
im

pl
em

en
tr

iti
ot

t:

‘l’
iic

w
de

rr
in

g
a
n

d
ca

pa
ci

ty
en

lr
ar

ic
’e

rr
re

nt
s’

ai
or

rg
C

u!
le

ge
B

ou
le

va
rd

b
et

w
ei

r
A

s
en

id
a

de
ha
ttla

m
an

d
O

li
v
e

D
ri

v
e
.

T
he

se
im

p
ro

v
e
m

e
n
ts

w
e
re

o
ri

g
in

a
ll

y
id

et
ir

iti
ed

w
ith

th
e

O
ce

an
R

an
ch

pr
oj

ec
t,

at
rd

th
e

C
ily

ha
s

co
ll

ec
te

d
fu

nd
s

fo
r

lh
c

im
pr

ov
em

en
ts

fr
om

th
ai

P1
’o

,lc
Cl

an
d

ot
he

rs
,

in
cl

ud
in

g
th

e
or

ig
in

al
P

ir
tie

C
oa

st
B

us
in

es
s

Pa
rk

.
ill

se
p
a
ra

te
(‘

o
p
a
c
it

y
E

nh
ai

rc
et

ne
nl

a
c
c
o
u
n
ts

.
l’i

se
(‘

by
is

c
u

rr
e
ir

tl
u

do
in

g
a

Pr
oj

ec
t

St
ud

y
R

ep
or

t
w

hi
ct

r
is

c
v

a
lt

ir
it

in
g

w
id

e
n
in

g
a
lt

e
rn

a
ti

v
e
s,

in
cl

ud
in

g
th

is
se

gm
en

t
of

’C
ol

le
ge

lit
nt

tlc
va

rd
.

rin
d

tt
t

C
ap

ac
’it

s’
[i

nh
an

ce
iii

ei
rt

ac
co

un
t

fu
nd

s
w

ill
be

us
er

!
10

pr
ep

al
’c

c
o
n
st

ru
c
ti

o
n

dr
aw

in
gs

an
d

nu
ak

e
tIr

e
pi

w
si

ca
l

tm
pr

cr
ve

ln
em

s
th

at
ar

c
de

tc
ri

ni
in

ed
to

im
pl

em
en

t
tir

e
ne

ce
ss

ar
y

ca
pa

ci
tY

en
ha

nc
em

en
t

m
ea

su
re

s.
T

ir
e

p
ro

je
c
t’

s
fa

ir
sh

ar
e

w
ou

ld
he

ad
de

d
to

Ib
is

ac
co

un
t,

2.
W

id
en

in
g

of
th

e
ca

sl
le

g
(w

es
tb

ou
nd

ap
pr

oa
ch

)
ol

’O
cc

an
si

de
B

ou
le

va
rd

to
lir

e
rr

tr
ei

’s
ec

lio
ti

ol
’O

ce
ai

rs
rd

c
hi

or
ile

va
nd

rin
d

C
ol

le
ge

l3
ou

lc
s

ar
d

.
T

hi
s

im
pr

or
er

ne
ir

t,
or

li
ur

sh
ar

e
co

nl
i’

ih
ul

to
tr

ha
s

he
ci

t
re

qu
ir

ed
as

a
co

nd
it

io
n

ol
’s

ev
er

al
pr

oi
,e

et
s

iii
th

e
pa

st
fe

w
ye

ar
s.

T
he

c
o
ti

st
ri

ic
li

o
ir

dr
aw

in
gs

ar
e

cu
rr

en
tl

y
be

in
g

pr
ep

ar
ed

as
a

co
nn

lil
io

n
o

f
th

e
O

ce
an

si
de

M
ar

ke
tp

la
ce

pr
oj

ec
l.

an
ud

th
e

C
ity

cu
rr

en
tl

y
ha

s
co

li
ec

ie
d

ad
di

ti
on

al
fu

r
sh

a
t

Ij
iti

ds
to

sv
:ir

i,t
s

th
is

im
pr

ov
em

en
t

th
at

w
ill

be
us

ed
to

w
ar

ds
co

ns
tr

uc
ti

on
.

T
he

is
r’i

ul
cc

t’s
fa

ir
sh

ar
e

w
ir

ir
ld

be
ri

dd
ed

to
th

is
ac

co
un

t,

In
th

e
C

R
/A

G
ui

de
li

ne
s

li
tt

le
14

.
(‘

al
iic

rr
ni

a
C

od
e

01
’R

cg
ul

at
io

ir
s,

C
ha

pt
er

3
G

ui
de

li
ne

s
fo

r
Im

pl
em

en
ta

ti
on

of
th

e
C

al
il

dr
ni

a
E

nv
ir

on
m

en
ta

l
Q

ua
li

ty
A

cI
l,

S
ec

ti
on

5
l2

fn
.4

(4
1(

h)
sl

at
es

‘“
l’h

c
nr

li
g
a
ti

o
n

m
e
a
su

re
1)

05
1

b
e

‘r
cr

u
g

li
iy

pr
op

or
ti

on
al

’
to

tir
e

itl
ip

ac
ls

o
f

th
e

pr
oj

ec
t.’

’
(‘

nu
ns

ha
ve

no
te

d
th

at
a

‘‘
le

ad
ag

en
cy

nu
ry

no
t

in
si

st
th

at
lh

c’
de

ve
lo

pe
rs

it
t’

a
si

ng
le

pr
oj

ec
t

sh
ou

ld
er

th
e

bu
lk

ii
i

th
e

ex
pe

ns
e

fo
r

nn
fl

g
al

ri
g

ci
si

gn
nl

ic
ai

rt
cu

nr
ti

lt
tL

x
C

im
pa

ct
.

Z
is

ch
ke

t4
,2

11
.

ci
tin

g
/‘

.‘
il

p
a

C
‘iO

ee
irr

/0
,’

i/
on

es
!

(io
r’’

F
i’.

N
p
ii

C
’o

un
tr

lid
.
n

,
S

u
1tr

’i
’i

’i
sr

rr
,c

(2
00

11
91

C
A

4t
h

34
2.

36
4.

Fr
om

:
S

en
t:

T
o: C
c:

S
ub

je
ct

:

D
ia

ne
N

yg
aa

rd
L

da
nd

d2
pe

op
le

pc
.c

om
)

M
on

da
y,

A
ug

us
t

24
,

20
09

10
23

A
M

Sc
ot

t
N

ig
ht

in
ga

le
M

ar
y

C
la

rk
e;

D
av

e
G

ru
bt

i
C

om
m

en
ts

on
D

EI
R

-
Pa

ci
fi

c
C

oa
st

B
us

in
es

s
Pa

rk
D

ev
el

op
m

en
t

Pl
an

R
re

vi
si

on

3’ 4. 5. 7.

I
.4

1’
S



[h
e

te
x
ts

ta
te

st
h
at

ap
p
ly

rn
g
th

em
ea

su
re

sf
ro

m
ta

b
le

s
V

ll
-4

an
d

th
e

po
te

nt
ia

lly
ap

pl
ic

ab
le

rn
ea

su
re

st
ro

m
T

ab
le

V
H

-5
4.

m
st

at
em

en
t

on
(I

D
A

re
qu

ir
cn

w
tl

ts
5
1
1
0
1

co
rr

ec
t.

T
he

C
E

O
.’\

G
ui

de
li

ne
s

no
te

th
e

‘w
ou

ld
re

du
ce

G
H

G
em

is
si

on
s

to
th

e
ex

te
nt

fe
as

ib
le

’
Y

et
T

ab
le

V
ll-

5
is

id
en

tif
ie

d
as

on
ly

po
te

nt
ia

ll
y

fe
as

ib
le

,
th

er
e

is
no

8
rn

s
’

o
(
’
F

(
4

in
S

‘t
in

e
1

0
tP

‘i
’

in
di

ca
tio

n
w

hi
ch

of
th

e
m

ea
su

re
s

w
ill

be
ap

pl
ie

d,
an

d
m

or
e

im
po

ita
nt

ly
,

th
er

e
is

no
ob

lr
ga

tio
n

to
in

cl
ud

e
an

y
of

th
em

.
T

hi
s

I
‘

1
is

a
ia

un
dy

lis
t o

f
w

ha
t

m
ig

ht
be

co
ns

id
er

ed
T

he
pr

oj
ec

t
m

us
t

be
co

nd
iti

on
ed

to
ad

d
re

ss
th

e
ve

ry
re

al
si

gr
itf

ic
an

t
cu

m
ul

at
iv

e
im

pa
ct

s
to

gl
ob

al
w

ar
ni

ng
.

Sp
ec

if
ic

m
iti

ga
tio

n
m

ea
su

re
s

m
us

t
be

in
cl

ud
ed

w
hi

ch
in

co
m

bi
na

ti
on

w
ill

ac
hi

ev
e

“B
as

ic
P

ur
po

se
s

ol
(‘

U
Q

A
.

[‘
he

ba
si

c
pu

rp
os

es
ol

(‘
I’

Q
A

ar
e

to
:

lir
e

re
qu

ir
em

en
ts

of
A

B
32

’
30

%
le

ss
th

an
“b

us
in

es
s-

as
us

ua
V

’

I
I n

fi
sr

m
go

ve
rn

m
et

lt
a

de
ej

si
ni

r
m

ak
er

s
an

d
th

e
pu

bl
ic

ab
ou

t
th

e
po

te
nt

ia
l.

T
ha

nk
yo

u
fo

r
yo

ur
co

ns
id

er
at

io
n

of
th

es
e

co
m

m
en

ts
.

si
gn

if
ic

an
l

et
sv

ir
or

im
en

(a
I

e
it

ir
e
l

o
f

p
ro

p
o
se

d
ac

hy
iti

C
s.

C
o_

C
ha

ir
M

H
C

P
/M

S
C

P
T

as
k

F
or

ce
,

S
an

D
ie

go
Si

er
ra

C
iu

b
2.

Id
en

tif
y

il
te

w
ay

s
th

at
en

vt
ro

nm
en

tl
da

ni
rt

ge
ca

n
he

av
oi

de
d

or
si

gt
ti

fi
ca

nt
ly

re
du

ce
d.

3
Pr

ev
en

t
si

gn
i(

le
an

t,
av

oi
da

bl
e

da
m

ag
e

to
th

e
en

v
io

n
m

er
it

by
re

qu
ir

i r
ig

ch
an

ge
s

in
pr

oj
ec

ts
lh

[o
tig

h
th

e
us

e
01

’a
lt

er
n
at

iv
es

ot
’

m
it

ig
at

io
n

tu
ca

su
re

s
w

he
ti

th
e

gi
w

er
nr

rr
cs

nl
a

Ia
qe

ni
ry

hi
nd

s
th

e
ch

an
ge

s
to

he
fe

as
ib

le
.

4.
D

is
cl

o
se

to
th

e
pu

bl
ic

th
e

re
as

o
n
s

w
hy

a
go

ve
rn

m
en

ta
l

ag
en

cy
ap

pr
ov

ed
th

e
pr

oj
ec

t
m

di
e

m
an

ne
r

th
e

ag
en

cy
ch

os
e

II’
si

gn
if

ic
an

t
en

vi
ro

nm
en

ta
l

itr
rp

ae
ts

ar
e

in
vo

lv
ed

A
dr

lrt
io

in
rs

lly
,
u
d
r

C
’t

Q
A

G
ui

de
li

ne
s

15
37

0.
nr

dt
ig

at
iit

n
in

cl
ud

es
(b

)
‘‘

M
in

im
iz

in
g

in
tp

ac
tc

by
nu

tt
in

g
llt

c
d
eg

re
e

or
iir

ag
nt

tu
de

ot
’ t

he
ae

tio
ts

an
d

ils
ttt

tp
le

tit
et

tia
tr

on

TI
re

D
L

IR
ha

s
m

et
Il

ie
se

pu
rp

os
es

by
in

cl
ud

in
g

it
tt

o
rm

at
io

tl
ot

t
it

em
s

1
3.

S
ec

ti
or

IV
.A

of
’ t

he
l)

L
IR

ha
s’

,i
se

ct
io

n
tit

le
d

‘‘
Im

pa
ct

s
N

ot
M

it
ig

at
ed

to
H

el
m

s
A

L
ev

el
o

f
Si

gm
ril

ic
an

m
ce

”
(p

ag
e

31
ff,

tio
tin

g
th

e
im

pa
ct

s
ca

nn
ot

be
re

du
ce

d
to

be
lo

w
a

le
ve

l
<>1

’
si

gn
if

ic
an

ce
.

S
ec

ti
on

V
Il

l
c,

l’
th

e
H

E
IR

(p
ag

e
57

)
is

ti
tl

ed
U

na
vo

id
ab

le
S

ig
ni

(k
an

t
Im

pa
ct

s,
an

d
ag

ai
n

id
en

ti
fi

es
th

e
si

gn
if

ic
an

t
im

pa
ct

s
to

tr
af

fi
c,

S
ec

ti
on

V
II

I
al

so
st

al
es

if
th

e
pr

op
os

ed
pr

oj
ec

t
or

ni
rc

dn
tc

ci
li

is
c

al
te

rn
at

i
C

is
ap

pr
ov

ed
,

fi
nd

in
gs

st
ill

be
i’e

qu
ire

rl
as

w
ill

a
St

iit
ct

ne
ir

t
of

’O
ve

rr
id

in
g

c’
oi

ts
td

cr
ii

tt
oi

t,
as

re
qu

it
ed

un
de

r
m

t
4

5,
Pl

ea
se

se
e

R
es

po
tta

c
(I

)
C

om
m

en
t

r13
.

T
he

(‘
ity

ha
s

m
ad

e
a

nu
m

be
r

of
lt’

an
sp

or
ta

tio
tr

am
id

la
nd

us
e

pl
an

ni
ng

de
ci

si
on

s
w

hi
ch

ha
ve

Io
ni

c
rc

eo
m

cn
t,e

d
th

at
th

e
hu

il
do

ut
co

nd
m

in
on

s
on

(f
o
ll

eg
e

B
ou

le
va

rd
w

ill
tn

v
o

l
e

op
er

atm
on

m
at

le
ss

th
an

id
ea

l
lc

ye
ls

ot
’s

er
s

cc
.

p
ar

ti
cu

la
rl

y
nu

rit
m

g
pe

ak
ho

ur
s

T
he

w
td

eu
it

rg
ar

id
ca

pa
ci

ty
en

hs
m

ce
im

rc
nt

s
al

on
g

C
ol

le
ge

B
ou

le
va

rd
be

tw
ee

n
A

ve
ir

td
a

do
1st

Pl
an

t
ar

id
O

lm
v

H
it

s
e

ar
e

tlt
em

ns
el

ve
s”

cr
ea

tn
se

m
ea

su
re

s”
de

si
gn

ed
to

en
ha

ttc
c

th
e

fl
ow

ot
’ t

ra
ff

ic
an

d
m

m
pt

’o
vc

ca
pa

ci
ty

ap
pr

oa
ch

in
g

ci
ke

y
in

te
rs

e
c
ti

o
it

.
II

is
un

de
rs

to
od

lin
t

as
th

e
C

ity
c
o
ti

ti
n
u
c
s

to
bu

ild
ou

t,
tr

af
fi

c
vo

lu
m

es
an

d
c
o
n
g
e
s
ti

o
n

w
ill

co
nt

in
ue

Ii
i

in
cr

ea
se

on
ar

ea
st

re
et

s,
m

itc
lu

di
ng

C
ol

le
ge

B
ou

le
va

rd
.

as
pr

oi
cc

te
d.

TI
m

e
pr

op
os

ed
t’e

ie
ci

is
lo

ca
i.c

d
ne

ar
tin

mi
re

S
pr

in
te

r
ra

il
lin

e
an

d
co

n
n
ec

ti
n
g

bu
s

tr
at

is
it.

L
oc

at
in

g
u

s
e
s

th
at

w
il

l
p
ro

v
id

e
ad

di
ti

on
al

tu
bs

w
it

h
in

th
is

p
o
rt

io
n

of
O

cc
an

r.
id

e.
tt

h
eo

m
rv

cim
ien

ht
ac

ce
ss

to
tr

an
si

t
th

en
im

ue
s

is
de

sn
ra

bl
e

to
et

ne
ou

i’a
ge

th
e

us
c

01
’

a
It

cr
tr

at
e

m
od

es
o

f
tr

an
sp

oi
la

tK
il

t.

B
-i

l



6.
Pa

ci
fi

c
C

oa
st

B
us

in
es

s
l’a

rk
is

fti
llv

gr
ad

ed
w

ith
m

aj
or

in
fr

as
tr

uc
tu

re
st

re
et

s
an

d
on

hu
es

)
in

pl
ac

e.
an

d
ap

pr
ov

im
at

el
y

Il
pe

rc
en

t
of

th
e

lo
ts

ar
e

bu
ilt

or
L

in
de

r
co

ns
tr

uc
ti

on
at

th
is

tit
tie

.
A

n
ad

di
ti

on
al

5
pe

rc
en

i
ha

re
ci

tt
il

le
m

en
t

ap
pr

ov
al

s
bu

t
ha

ve
no

t
st

ar
te

d
co

ns
tr

uc
ti

on
‘I

he
PC

B
I’

pr
oj

ec
t

ha
s

in
co

rp
or

at
ed

a
va

ri
et

y
of

im
pr

ov
em

en
ts

to
su

pp
or

t
11

w
nv

il
ab

il
ii

v
an

d
us

e
of

’a
li

en
ia

le
tr

an
sp

or
ta

ti
on

m
od

es
in

cl
ud

in
g

pu
bl

ic
tr

an
si

t,
bi

cy
cl

e
an

d
pe

de
st

ri
an

ro
ut

es
.

T
h
sc

in
cl

ud
e

pr
ov

is
io

ns
fo

r
bu

s
st

op
s.

w
id

en
ed

pa
rk

w
ay

s
so

vi
de

o
aI

ls
ar

ea
s

ar
e

m
or

e
in

vi
ti

ng
fo

r
ls

es
le

st
ri1

in
s,

bi
cy

cl
e

la
ne

s
an

d
on

si
te

bi
cy

cl
e

pa
rk

lu
g

re
qu

ir
en

te
m

s.
T

he
pr

op
os

ed
pr

cc
i

w
ou

ld
al

lo
w

b
r

ad
di

ti
on

al
of

li
cc

us
es

w
ith

in
a

b
u
si

n
s

pa
rls

al
rc

ad
de

si
gn

ed
to

su
pp

or
t

al
te

rn
at

e
m

od
es

of
tr

an
sp

or
ta

ti
on

,
an

d
in

cl
os

e
pr

ox
im

it
y

to
a

re
gi

on
al

tr
an

si
t

ar
te

ry
(S

pr
in

te
r

R
ai

l
lin

e)
as

ne
il

as
es

ta
bl

is
he

d
bi

ts
ro

ut
es

.
[t

ar
in

g
th

es
e

tr
a
n

si
t,

bi
cy

cl
e

an
d

pe
de

st
ri

an
op

ti
on

s
av

ai
la

bl
e

ca
n

en
co

ur
ag

e
fe

w
er

ve
hi

cl
e

tr
ip

s
by

fu
tu

re
us

er
s,

bu
t

it
is

ito
)

po
ss

ib
le

to
qu

an
ti

fy
su

ch
re

du
ct

io
ns

.
Si

nc
e

th
e

sp
ec

if
ic

re
dr

ie
t i

on
in

tr
ip

s
ca

nn
ot

be
de

te
rm

in
cd

,
th

e
El

R
an

al
ys

is
us

ed
re

rt
io

na
l

tr
ip

ge
ne

ra
ti

on
ra

te
s

fo
r

th
e

pl
an

ne
d

us
es

so
its

no
t

to
un

de
rs

ta
te

im
pa

ct
s.

T
ra

ns
po

rt
at

io
n

D
ei

tr
at

id
M

au
ta

ge
ni

en
t

(T
D

M
)

re
fe

rs
to

va
ri

ou
s

st
ra

te
gi

es
tu

tu
ch

an
ge

ho
w

.
w

he
n

an
d

w
he

re
pe

op
le

tr
av

el
in

or
de

r
to

in
cr

ea
se

tr
an

sp
or

t
sy

st
en

I
ef

fi
ci

en
cy

an
d

ac
hi

ev
e

sp
ec

if
ic

pl
an

ni
tr

a
ob

je
ct

iv
es

.

M
an

y
ta

ct
or

s
af

fe
ct

pe
op

le
’s

ti
an

sp
or

t
de

ci
si

on
s

in
cl

ud
in

g
th

e
re

la
tiv

e
co

nv
en

ie
nc

e
an

d
sa

fe
ty

of
[r

av
el

m
od

es
ls

ue
h

as
w

he
th

er
st

re
et

s
ha

ve
si

de
w

al
ks

an
d

bi
ke

pa
th

s,
an

d
th

e
qu

al
it

y
of

tr
an

si
t

se
rv

ic
es

av
ai

la
bl

e)
,

pr
ic

es
lt

ra
ns

it
fa

re
s

an
d

th
e

pr
ic

e
of

pa
rk

in
g

at
de

st
in

at
io

ii
sg

an
d

la
nd

us
e

ih
et

or
s

(s
uc

h
as

w
he

th
er

or
no

t
sc

ho
ol

s,
p
al

ks
an

d
sh

op
s

ar
e

lo
ca

te
d

cl
os

e
irs

re
si

de
nt

ia
l

ne
ig

hb
or

ho
od

s)
.

Ir
iu

is
po

rt
at

io
n

D
et

iu
tu

id
M

a
na

ge
m

en
i

st
ra

te
gi

es
in

llu
ei

uc
e

th
es

e
fa

ct
or

s
to

en
co

ur
ag

e
m

or
e

et
li

ci
en

i
tr

av
el

pa
ti

en
ts

,
su

ch
as

sh
if

is
ho

rn
pe

al
s

to
o

ff
p

ea
k

pe
ri

od
s.

fr
om

au
to

m
ob

il
e

to
al

te
rn

at
iv

e
ni

od
es

.
an

d
fr

om
di

sp
er

se
d

to
cl

os
er

de
st

in
at

io
ns

.

‘[
he

re
ar

e
nu

m
er

ou
s

T
D

M
st

ra
te

gi
es

us
in

g
ar

io
us

ap
pr

oa
ch

es
to

in
t1

nn
ce

tr
av

el
de

ci
si

on
s.

S
om

e
im

pr
ov

e
th

e
tr

an
sp

or
t

op
ti

on
s

av
ai

la
bl

e
(e

.g
.

ti
an

si
t

im
pr

ov
em

en
ts

.
no

n—
m

ot
or

ic
ed

im
pr

ov
em

en
ts

.
ri

de
sh

ar
e

pr
og

ra
in

sh
so

m
e

pi
’o

vi
de

tt
ic

en
tt

ve
s

to
ch

an
ge

tr
av

el
m

od
e,

tim
e

or
de

st
in

at
io

n
(e

.g
.

ro
ad

pr
ic

in
g,

pa
rk

in
g

pr
ic

in
g.

fu
el

ta
x

in
cr

ea
se

s)
;

ot
he

rs
im

pr
ov

e
la

ud
us

e
te

ce
ss

ib
il

ity
(e

.g
.

sm
ar

t
gr

ov
vt

ii,
tr

an
si

t
or

ie
nt

ed
st

ev
el

op
in

en
t.

ir
a

fl
it

ca
lm

in
g)

;
so

m
e

m
vc

m
lv

e
tr

an
sp

or
t

po
li

cy
re

fo
rm

s
an

d
ne

ss
pr

og
ra

m
th

at
pr

ov
id

e
a

fo
un

da
tio

n
fis

r
T

O
M

(e
.g

.
eo

m
m

ui
e

ti-
ill

te
du

ct
io

n.
T

O
M

m
ar

ke
ti

ng
.

ra
ni

pt
is

or
f’

re
ig

ht
tr

an
sp

or
t

in
an

itg
et

ne
itt

) -

A
lth

ou
gh

m
an

y
T

O
M

st
ra

te
gi

es
ha

ve
m

od
es

t
im

pa
ct

s,
on

ly
af

f’
ec

tin
g

ii
fe

w
pe

rc
en

t
of

to
ta

l
tr

ip
s.

th
ei

r
im

pa
ct

s
ar

e
cu

m
ul

at
iv

e
an

d
s

ne
rg

is
ti

c.
M

an
of

th
e

iit
ea

si
tie

s
in

T
ab

le
V

ll—
4

th
at

ar
e

he
iti

g
im

pl
em

en
te

d
by

PC
I3

P
ar

e
ie

co
gn

iz
ed

FD
M

si
ni

te
gi

cs
T

tt
tit

e
ex

te
tli

tin
y

ad
di

ti
on

al
T

O
M

st
ra

te
gi

es
ls

uc
h

as
th

os
e

no
te

d
ii

i
th

e
co

m
m

en
t)

ca
n

he
im

pl
em

en
te

d
iii

th
e

fu
tu

re
,

th
ey

m
ar

fu
rt

he
r

ad
d

to
th

e
ef

fe
ct

iv
en

es
s

of
’t

ra
ve

l
ef

li
ci

et
ic

ie
s

an
d

tr
ill

ue
du

ct
io

ns
.

th
ou

gh
it

sv
ot

ild
to

t
be

po
ss

ib
le

to
re

li
ab

ly
qi

ua
nt

it
tr

ip
i’

ed
uc

tio
ns

fo
r

th
os

e
m

ea
su

re
s.

T
he

ad
di

ti
on

al
m

ea
su

re
s

ii
i

T
ab

le
V

hI
-5

ar
e

no
t

fe
as

ib
le

to
im

pl
em

en
t

as
pa

rt
of

’t
in

s
Pr

oj
ee

i.
as

th
e

P
ro

je
ct

ap
pl

ic
an

t
do

es
no

t
ha

ve
sp

ec
if

ic
op

er
at

io
na

l
co

nt
ro

l
os

-e
r

li
on

th
e

pa
rc

el
s

w
ill

he
de

ve
lo

pe
d

or
bu

ilt
.

7,
T

he
m

ea
su

re
s

lis
te

d
in

T
ab

le
V

ll—
4

sr
-c

rc
lis

te
d

be
ci

ti
se

th
ey

ha
ve

be
en

or
w

ill
be

im
pl

en
ie

nt
ei

l
by

th
e

pr
oj

ec
t

de
si

gn
.

T
hi

s
ta

ttl
e

is
re

pr
od

uc
ed

he
re

w
iih

i
an

ad
di

ti
on

al
co

lu
m

n
ex

pl
ai

ni
ng

th
e

ba
si

s
ta

r
sh

oo
in

g
th

es
e

fe
at

ur
es

as
be

in
g

in
cl

ud
ed

in
ih

e
pr

oj
ec

t
de

si
gn

.



8.
A

s
de

sc
ri

be
d

i
th

e
D

E
IR

,
n
d

iii
R

eg
on

se
45

.
m

ea
su

re
s

in
T

ab
le

V
ll

-4
w

er
e

ba
se

d
on

m
ea

su
re

s
th

at
ar

e
al

re
ad

y
in

co
rp

or
at

ed
in

to
th

e
de

si
gn

an
d

co
ns

tr
uc

ti
on

o
f

th
e

PC
B

P
pr

ot
ec

t,
or

ar
e

as
su

re
d

th
ro

ug
h

ex
is

ti
ng

re
gu

la
to

ry
m

ec
ha

ni
sm

s
fo

r
th

e
pr

oj
ec

t
(t

ls
cl

o
p

m
cn

t
st

an
da

rd
,

pe
r

th
e

\i
as

te
e

Pl
an

an
d!

or
ex

is
ti

ng
C

ity
or

di
na

nc
es

sr
itl

i
w

hi
ch

al
l

pr
oj

ec
ts

in
PC

Ih
P

m
us

t
co

m
pl

y)
.

A
s

de
sc

ri
be

d
in

th
e

D
L

IR
(p

ag
e

4(
j)

an
d

it
t

th
e

G
lo

ba
l

C
li

m
at

e
C

ha
ng

e
E

sa
lu

at
io

n
(A

pp
en

di
x

C
,

pa
ce

s
23

—
26

),
th

e
m

in
im

um
re

du
ct

io
ns

as
so

ci
at

ed
w

ith
pr

ot
ec

t
de

si
gn

m
ea

su
re

s
id

ei
it

il
ie

d
in

fa
bl

e
V

lt—
4.

in
ro

m
bi

tt
at

io
ti

w
ith

th
e

re
du

ct
io

ns
as

so
ci

at
ed

w
ith

fe
de

ra
l

an
d

st
at

e—
in

du
ce

d
m

ea
su

re
s

w
o
u
ld

aC
co

m
pl

is
h

to
ta

l
G

H
G

em
is

si
on

s
40

%
be

lo
w

‘b
us

in
es

s
as

us
ua

l”
le

ve
ls

.
T

he
m

ea
su

re
s

of
Fa

bl
e

V
hl

-4
w

ou
ld

re
su

lt
ii

i
a
rd

u
ti

o
ol

()
[I

G
em

is
si

on
s

o
il

2%
—

77
%

,
A

D
I4

43
(P

av
le

v
[h

ill
is

pr
oj

ec
te

d
to

re
su

lt
in

a
re

du
ct

io
n

of
cl

im
at

e
ch

an
ge

cm
is

si
on

s
by

IS
’i,

—
27

%
.

E
xe

cu
ti

se
O

rd
er

S—
tI

1—
07

in
cl

ud
es

n
ea

si
tt

es
to

ed
uc

e
em

is
si

on
s

by
an

es
ti

m
at

ed
I0

%
A

ss
um

in
g

th
e

ab
so

lu
te

m
m

im
ut

tts
of

th
es

e
th

re
e

(I
2%

Ih
%

10
%

).
a

re
du

ct
io

n
of

40
%

is
es

tim
at

ed
.

S
ho

ul
d

an
y

in
di

vi
du

al
m

ea
su

re
or

an
y

co
nt

l,i
na

ti
on

o
f

th
es

e
tii

en
sm

m
rC

s
re

su
lt

in
a

re
du

ct
io

n
gr

ea
te

r
th

an
th

e
jn

tr
ttt

uu
m

.
d
ie

ov
er

al
l

re
du

ct
io

n
w

oi
tld

be
pr

ot
ec

te
d

to
be

in
ex

ce
ss

of
th

e
40

%
.

A
s

th
is

ex
ce

ed
s

th
e

go
al

of
30

%
le

ss
th

an
bu

si
ne

ss
-a

s-
us

ti
al

.”
no

ad
di

ti
on

al
m

it
ig

at
io

n
m

ea
su

re
s

ar
e

ne
ce

ss
ar

y

It
is

ag
re

ed
th

at
th

er
e

is
no

ob
li

ga
tt

on
to

in
cl

tid
c

th
e

m
ea

su
re

s
in

T
ab

le
VU

—
S

—
th

at
ta

bl
e

w
as

in
cl

ud
ed

to
im

id
ic

at
e

ad
di

ti
on

al
om

ea
su

re
s

th
at

a
re

no
t

m
an

da
te

d,
an

d
ar

e
ite

m
s

w
he

re
th

e
Pr

oi
ec

t
ap

pl
ic

an
t

do
es

ito
t

ha
ve

sp
cc

it
ic

op
er

at
io

na
l

co
nt

ro
l

ov
er

ho
w

th
e

pa
rc

el
s

w
ill

he
de

ve
lo

pe
d

or
bu

ilt
.

T
he

m
ea

su
re

s
of

’ T
ab

le
VI

h—
5

ar
e

no
t

re
qu

ir
ed

an
d

a
rc

rio
t

tte
ce

ss
ar

y
to

ac
co

m
pl

is
h

th
e

ab
ov

e—
st

at
ed

—
go

al
s

of
re

du
ct

io
n

N
ev

er
th

el
es

s,
so

m
e

o
f

th
es

e
m

ea
su

re
s

m
ay

be
in

co
rp

or
at

ed
in

to
in

di
vi

du
al

dc
v

cl
op

ni
cn

ts
w

ith
in

th
e

bu
si

ne
ss

pa
rk

.
an

d
w

m
ild

pr
ov

id
e

ad
di

ti
on

al
be

ne
fi

ts
to

w
ar

ds
G

H
G

re
du

ct
io

ns
.

B
y

w
ay

o
f

ex
am

pl
e,

to
da

te
.

th
e

th
re

e
itt

di
vi

du
im

l
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t
pr

oi
ec

ts
bu

il
t

om
un

de
r

co
ns

tr
uc

ti
on

w
ith

in
PC

B
P

ha
ve

ea
ch

in
co

rp
or

at
ed

so
m

e
cit

th
es

e
m

ea
su

re
s,

in
cl

ud
in

g
on

e
de

st
gn

ed
to

be
co

m
e

a
i,E

I’,
I)

IL
em

lc
rs

lm
m

p
in

E
ne

rg
y

ar
id

E
ri

vi
ro

nn
ie

nt
ri

l
D

es
ig

n)
ce

rt
if

ie
d

pr
oj

ec
t.

R
-1



-
O

ri
gi

na
l

M
es

sa
ge

F
ro

m
:

D
ia

ne
N

yç
js

ar
d

T
o:

S
co

tt
N

er
ni

ri
ga

te
C

c:
M

ke
B

uS
oc

S
M

ar
y

C
la

rk
e

S
en

t:
W

ed
ne

sd
ay

.
O

ct
ob

er
07

.
20

09
12

:1
4

A
M

S
ub

je
ct

:
C

om
m

er
ts

on
Pa

ci
fi

c
C

oa
st

B
us

in
es

s
Pa

rk
Su

pl
le

m
er

ita
l

E
IR

M
r

N
ig

ht
hh

ig
at

e

P
le

as
e

co
ns

id
er

th
es

e
co

m
m

en
ts

on
th

e
su

pp
le

m
en

ta
l

SI
R

fo
r

th
e

P
a
c
if

ic
C

oa
st

B
us

in
es

s
Pa

rk

P
ub

li
c

co
m

m
en

t
pe

ri
od

It
ap

pe
ar

s
th

at
th

e
co

m
m

en
t

pe
rio

ct
on

th
is

co
nc

lu
de

d
45

da
ys

al
te

r
M

ay
27

,
20

09
.

C
ar

,
yo

u
p

le
as

e
ve

ri
ty

th
at

al
l

of
th

e
re

qu
ir

ed
pu

bl
ic

no
t

ce
s

w
er

e
is

su
ed

in
a

tim
el

y
m

an
n

er
a5

w
e

w
er

e
no

t
aw

ar
e

ol
th

is
pr

oj
ec

t
n
ti

I
A

ug
us

t.

-
in

su
ft

ic
ie

nt
de

ta
il

on
pr

op
os

ed
tr

af
fi

c
m

iti
ga

tio
n

E
xa

ct
ly

w
ha

t
c:

ap
ac

ity
en

ha
nc

em
en

ìt
s

ar
e

pr
op

os
ed

fo
r

C
ol

le
ge

an
d

O
cr

ua
ri

si
d

B
lv

ct
s?

T
he

re
fe

re
nc

ed
ta

ttl
e

tfi
al

sh
ow

s
th

e
de

ta
il

ed
co

m
pu

ta
ti

on
of

fa
ir

-s
ha

re
co

st
s

sti
ll

pr
ov

id
es

no
es

pt
an

at
io

n
of

w
ha

t
th

e
ac

tu
al

m
iti

ga
tio

n
pr

oj
ec

ts
co

ns
is

t
of

or
w

he
n

th
ey

w
ilt

be
co

ns
tr

uc
te

d.
T

he
qu

ot
e

fr
om

th
e

19
95

C
ir

cu
la

tio
n

E
le

m
en

t
sp

ec
if

ic
al

ly
ta

lk
s

ab
ou

t
th

e
ex

is
tin

g
fa

ilu
re

of
C

ol
le

ge
B

lv
d

an
d

th
e

di
ff

ic
ul

ty
in

w
id

en
in

g
it,

B
ut

th
er

e
is

no
th

in
g

th
at

sa
ys

w
ha

t
is

be
in

g
pr

op
os

ed
in

st
ea

d
of

ro
ad

w
ay

w
id

en
in

g.

It
is

no
t

po
ss

ib
le

to
ju

dg
e

th
e

ad
eq

ua
cy

ol
th

e
m

iti
ga

tio
n

w
ith

ou
t

kn
ow

in
g

w
ha

t
is

be
in

g
pr

op
os

ed
an

d
w

he
n

it
wi

ll
be

in
ef

fe
ct

.

-
in

su
ff

ic
ie

nt
tr

af
fi

c
m

iti
ga

tio
n

pr
op

os
ed

T
hi

s
pr

oj
ec

t
Cl

iii
ha

s
un

m
it

ig
at

ed
tr

af
fi

c
im

p
ac

ts
F

ur
th

er
m

ea
su

re
s

to
re

du
ce

th
es

e
im

pa
ct

s
ar

e
re

as
on

ab
le

,
fe

as
ib

le
,

an
d

sh
ou

ld
ha

ve
be

en
co

ns
id

er
ed

T
hi

s
in

cl
ud

es
a

fu
ll

ra
ng

e
of

T
ra

ns
po

rt
at

io
n

D
em

an
d

M
an

ag
em

en
t

m
ea

su
re

s
su

ch
as

:

Ir
ii

pr
os

ct
Ir

in
sp

ur
t

It
io

n
up

ri
on

s

—
C

tt
rp

ro
li

ng
:r

id
e

el
ta

ie
v:

tt
rp

oi
rl

pr
og

ra
it

te
—

P
ub

li
c

tr
:t

ns
il

—
to

m
e

an
d

fr
eq

ue
nc

y
itn

pr
ov

ct
ue

nt
e.

sl
iu

llk
’s

—
B

ic
yc

le
s

-
rr

te
ks

an
d

lo
ek

er
si

re
se

it
u

e
ea

ti
be

us
ed

to
lu

nd
ot

he
r

al
te

rn
at

iv
e

pr
og

ra
m

s)
-

W
al

ki
ng

-
ac

ce
ss

ar
id

li
gh

ti
ng

ln
ec

tn
tiv

cs
to

us
e

al
te

rn
at

iv
e

tw
o&

s
ot

’ t
ra

ns
po

rt
at

io
n

—
Ir

at
is

it
pa

ss
er

V
su

be
rd

lc
s

—
tc

le
co

m
rn

ul
in

g
an

d
fl

ex
ib

le
w

or
k/

cl
as

s
sc

he
du

le
s

-
pa

rk
in

g
pr

ic
in

g
st

ra
te

gi
es

Pa
r’

ki
itg

ilr
ai

na
ge

nr
en

l

—
Pa

rk
in

g
ca

ti—
ou

l
ar

id
un

bu
ttd

lc
d

pa
rk

in
p

-
La

tid
u
sc

pl
an

ni
ng

—
Pa

rk
iti

ii
ri

de
lo

ts
—

O
tt—

sit
e

pa
rk

itt
g

10
1

ut
ili

sa
tio

tt
an

al
ys

es
—

Pa
rk

itt
g

sp
ac

e
pr

io
rt

ti
zt

rt
io

n’
pr

el
r’

re
cl

pa
rk

in
gr

el
nx

rg
e

b
r

p
ro

x
u
n
rt

y
pa

rk
in

g

Po
lic

y
ro

d
ni

st
itu

tio
rn

al
pr

og
ra

m
s

—
Pa

rt
ic

ip
at

io
n

in
T

ra
ns

po
rt

at
io

n
M

an
ag

ei
l’

ie
nt

A
ss

oc
ia

ti
on

s
—

E
nl

ir
re

et
ne

nt
ar

id
ed

uc
at

io
n

pr
og

ra
m

s
—

A
tte

nd
S

\N
D

A
(,

i
m

ce
lm

gs
ot

t
fe

le
co

rn
nt

iit
m

g
-

in
su

ff
ic

ie
nt

m
iti

ga
tio

n
fo

r
ai

r
qu

al
ity

an
d

gr
ee

n
ho

us
e

ga
s

em
is

si
on

s

T
he

N
ot

ic
e

o
f

P
re

pa
ra

ti
on

W
tL

S
ct

rc
ttl

tit
rt

d
w

ith
a

p
u
b
li

c
re

vi
ew

pe
ri

od
be

tw
ee

tt
M

ay
29

.
A

A
2(

1(
19

. a
nd

Ju
ti

e
29

,
2(

1(
19

.
‘U

he
D

ra
b

S
up

pl
em

en
ta

l
bI

R
pu

bl
ic

re
vi

ew
pe

ri
od

w
it

s
fr

om
Ju

ly
24

,
20

09
.

to
A

ug
us

t
24

.
20

(1
9.

‘t
he

D
S

L
IR

w
as

ci
rc

u
la

te
d

in
R

es
po

ns
ib

le
pu

bl
ic

ag
en

ci
es

.
Te

rn
(1

0>
co

pi
es

o
f

th
e

D
SE

IR
rv

ei
e

sC
nt

to
lit

e
St

al
e

C
le

ar
in

gh
ou

se
al

on
g

w
ili

t
th

e
re

qu
ir

ed
N

ot
ic

e
of

(.
ot

tt
pl

et
io

n
IN

O
C

).

B
Pl

ea
se

se
e

R
es

po
ns

e
Icr

C
on

tm
er

,l
P3

.
T

he
C

ity
de

te
rm

in
ed

sI
le

et
le

w
id

ei
tin

g
an

d
ca

p
ac

It
y

en
h

an
ce

m
en

t
ir

tt
pr

ov
en

te
rt

ts
to

C
o
ll

eg
e

B
o
u
le

v
ar

d
.

w
lt

ic
ir

w
er

e
tlt

e
su

bj
ec

t
o

fa
se

p
ar

at
e

E
1R

re
g
ar

d
in

g
C

o
ll

eg
e

B
oi

rlc
.s

’a
rc

l
w

id
en

in
g

co
nd

it
io

ns
E

rr
tir

e
O

ce
an

R
an

ch
pr

oj
ec

t.
C

on
st

ru
ct

io
n

pl
an

s
tb

r
th

e
im

pr
ov

em
en

ts
to

th
e

w
ts

tb
ou

m
l

ap
p
ro

ac
h

o
f

O
ce

an
si

de
B

ou
le

va
rd

to
th

e
in

te
rs

e
c
ti

o
n

w
ilh

C
ol

le
ge

i.l
ou

le
va

rd
ar

c
vu

rt
’e

it
tl

y
be

rn
g

pt
’e

pa
re

ri
A

s
ou

te
d

p
re

v
io

u
sl

y
.

tl
te

(‘
fl

y
hi

tis
be

en
co

ll
ec

ti
ng

fu
nd

s
on

ii
O

u
r

sh
ar

e
ba

si
s

to
w

ar
ds

bo
th

o
f

th
es

e
sp

e
c
ie

im
p
ro

v
em

er
il

s
as

m
it

ig
a
ti

o
n

m
ea

su
re

s
fo

r
va

ri
ou

s
r’

oi
ec

ts
inn

th
e

v
tc

tn
it

s.
T

he
C

ity
ha

s
es

ta
b
li

sh
ed

th
es

e
ni

np
ro

ve
nn

en
nt

s
as

th
e

a
p
p
ro

p
rr

a
te

m
e
a
su

re
s

no
im

pr
ov

e
ci

rc
ul

at
io

n
an

d
lim

it
co

ng
es

tio
ti

at
tin

es
e

im
p
ac

te
d

lo
ca

tio
ns

,
T

he
P

ro
ic

et
is

be
in

g
co

nd
il

io
ne

d
tO

ifs
C

ur
sh

ar
e

to
w

ar
ds

th
os

e
im

pr
ov

em
en

ts
fo

r
th

e
in

cr
em

en
ta

l
in

cr
ea

se
in

tr
af

fi
c

vo
lu

m
es

it,
th

es
e

lo
ca

tio
ns

,

C
Pl

ea
se

se
e

R
es

po
ns

e
to

C
om

m
et

n
bE

.
A

s
di

sm
is

se
d

m
or

e
fu

lly
in

th
e

H
R

.
tr

af
fi

c
im

pa
ct

s
sv

ih
i

re
m

ai
n

ei
gn

ht
ir

at
rt

w
ith

or
w

ith
ou

t
tIr

e
[‘

ro
je

ct
.

T
he

lis
t

of
T

D
M

tr
ea

su
re

s
pr

ov
id

ed
it

,
li

re
co

m
fu

et
it

in
cl

ud
es

it
em

s
w

hi
ch

ar
e

al
re

ad
y’

in
co

rp
or

at
ed

in
o

tir
e

P
ac

il
)c

C
oa

st
l3

us
ir

rc
ss

Pa
rk

re
gu

la
ti

on
’.

su
ch

as
im

p
ro

v
ed

Ir
au

sl
li.

m
rta

lio
ii

op
tio

ns
,

w
ith

pr
os

’
sH

irt
s

fo
r

bi
cy

cl
e

ra
ck

s.
en

lia
itc

e-
d

pe
de

sn
rt

ai
t

ac
ce

ss
.

at
id

ca
rp

oo
l

pa
rk

itm
g

de
sn

gn
an

io
n&

as
w

el
l

as
th

e
ve

ry
lc

m
ca

tio
tr

o
f

tIr
e

Pr
oj

ec
t

w
hi

ch
w

ill
pr

ov
id

e
in

cr
ea

se
d

r,
fl

ic
e

us
es

in
cl

os
e

ri
’o

m
m

ro
p
u
b
li

c
w

an
rs

it
5c

r’
ic

es
pi

’o
vn

dd
by

tIn
e

S
pr

in
te

r
ra

il
lin

e
an

d
hr

.rs
se

rv
ic

e.
1

he
ad

di
ti

on
al

ni
ei

ns
vi

re
s

lis
te

d
ir

e
no

t
re

,is
ut

tti
bl

e
or

fe
as

ib
le

as
pa

rt
o

f
th

is
sp

ec
if

ic
P

ro
je

ct
,

as
th

ey
ar

e
be

vo
tid

th
e

co
n
tr

o
l

o
f

th
e

ap
pl

ic
at

it
as

pn
trl

ot
th

is
i’

ro
ie

ct
ac

ti
on

.
M

tt
ny

o
f

th
es

e
nm

ne
as

ur
es

ti
re

tr
ai

le
rs

ol
pu

bl
ic

po
lic

y
i.

e.
it

ip
ro

ve
ri

rc
is

le
in

p
u
b
li

c
Ir

’a
nn

si
l

ro
u
te

s
an

d
ft

’e
qu

et
ic

y>
o

r
ar

c
ap

pr
op

ri
at

e
to

im
pl

em
en

t
on

a
ln

trg
cr

sc
al

e
th

an
th

is
in

il
iv

id
ua

l
bu

si
ne

ss
pa

rk
(i

.e
.

p:
tr

k
an

d
n
id

lo
ts

I.
o
r

ar
c

te
n
a
n
t;

li
se

r
co

nt
ro

ll
ed

as
pa

rt
of

op
er

:r
tio

ir
s

th
at

ca
nn

ot
he

kn
os

vn
at

th
is

lim
e

(i
nc

lu
di

ng
op

ti
on

s
su

ch
as

pr
ov

id
in

g
tr

an
si

t
p
a
ss

e
s

te
le

co
tn

m
u
tn

n
g

o
r

l1
si

h
h

c
w

or
k

sh
ed

u1
cs

.
p
ar

k
in

g
m

an
ag

ct
in

en
n
l.

tr
an

sp
or

la
im

ot
i I

1
A



P
le

as
e

se
e

th
e

pr
ev

io
us

ly
su

bm
itt

ed
A

ir
Q

ua
ty

St
ud

y
fo

r
th

e
R

ob
er

ts
on

R
an

ch
pr

oj
ec

t
fo

r
nu

m
er

ou
s

fe
as

ib
le

m
ea

su
re

s
D

D
.

T
he

co
m

m
en

t
is

no
ns

pe
ci

li
e

re
ga

rd
in

g
w

hi
ch

m
ea

su
re

sa
e

he
in

g
su

gg
es

te
d

ba
se

d
on

to
re

du
ce

th
es

e
im

pa
ct

s
M

an
y

of
th

es
e

w
er

e
in

co
rp

or
at

ed
as

m
iti

ga
tio

n
m

ea
su

re
s

fo
r

th
e

El
C

or
az

on
pr

oj
ec

t
M

an
y

of
ea

al
ua

li
ou

s
fo

r
th

es
e

oI
lie

r
pr

oj
ec

ts
.

“R
et

i
w

er
s

sh
ou

ld
ex

pl
ai

n
th

e
h

a
si

fo
r

th
ei

r
th

es
e

ar
e

di
re

ct
ly

re
le

va
nt

fo
r

th
is

pr
oj

ec
t

as
w

ol
f.

io
m

m
en

tv
an

d
%

ho
ul

t
su

bm
it

da
ta

01
ri,

,n
i.

c
tt

Ii
i

ta
s

is
on

ab
li,

as
’,u

m
tI

O
11

T
ha

nk
yo

u
fo

r
co

ns
de

ri
ng

th
es

e
co

m
m

en
ts

.
ba

se
d

O
fl

b
et

s,
or

ex
pe

rt
op

in
io

n
su

pp
or

t
by

fa
ct

s
in

S
tm

p
o
rt

of
th

e
co

m
m

en
ts

.
C

E
Q

A
G

ui
de

li
ne

s
I5

21
t4

(c
))

L
ea

d
ag

en
ci

es
m

ay
re

ce
t

eo
ut

m
ct

tt
s

ri
ot

fo
cu

se
d

as
re

co
m

m
en

de
d

Di
or

e
N

jq
a’

ir
d

h
tb

,
(I

Q
G

ui
tk

li
ne

s
If

I
G

A
G

um
dL

lm
nr

,s
I

()
1

(G
I

Il
e,

I
1k

tom
(li

i,
P(

H
P

P
io

le
U

M
H

C
PI

M
SC

P
T

as
k

Fo
rc

e.
S

D
.

C
ha

pt
er

Si
er

ra
C

lu
b

in
cl

ud
es

a
sp

ec
if

ic
es

al
ua

m
io

n
of

’G
lo

ha
l

C
lim

rm
ie

C
ha

ng
e

ef
fe

ct
s

an
d

in
cl

ud
es

m
ea

su
re

s
to

re
du

ce
gr

ee
nh

ou
se

ga
s

em
it

st
ot

ts
.

N
o

ad
di

ti
on

al
m

ea
su

re
s

ar
e

re
qu

ir
ed

.
T

he
ad

eq
ua

cy
of

’
th

e
E

lk
is

de
te

rm
in

ed
in

te
rm

s
of

w
ha

t
is

re
as

o
n

ah
l

th
as

ib
le

,
in

lig
ht

of
fi

ic
to

rs
su

ch
as

th
e

m
ag

ni
tu

de
of

th
e

pr
oj

ec
t

at
is

su
e,

th
e

se
ve

rt
tv

o
f

its
li

ke
ly

er
m

vi
ro

nm
ei

tta
l

im
pa

ct
s,

an
d

th
e

ge
og

ra
ph

ic
sc

op
e

of
’t

he
pr

oj
ec

t.
t(

’E
Q

A
G

ui
de

li
ne

s
15

21
)4

(a
t)

.
T

hu
s,

un
li

ke
th

e
co

m
m

eu
le

r
su

ng
ea

ts
.

m
it

ig
at

io
n

m
ea

su
re

s
fr

om
ot

he
r

p
ro

je
ct

ca
nn

ot
he

au
to

m
at

re
al

ly
ap

pl
ie

d
to

th
is

pr
oj

ec
t

i
i

c



F
ro

m
:

M
ik

e
bu

llo
ck

[m
ai

tt
o:

m
ik

eb
ul

lo
ck

©
ea

rt
hl

in
k.

ne
t]

S
en

t:
W

ed
ne

sd
ay

,
O

ct
ob

er
07

,
20

09
12

:0
0

PM
T

o:
S

co
tt

N
ig

ht
in

ga
le

C
c:

M
ar

y
C

la
rk

e;
D

ia
ne

N
yg

aa
rd

S
u

b
je

ct
:

R
e:

C
om

m
en

ts
on

Pa
ci

fl
c

C
oa

st
B

us
in

es
s

Pa
rk

Su
pt

le
m

en
ta

l
EI

R

M
r

N
ig

ht
in

ga
le

.

Ia
g

re
e

w
ith

al
to

f
M

s.
N

yg
as

rd
’s

co
m

m
en

ts
an

d
lo

ok
fo

rw
ar

d
to

se
ei

n
g

th
e

an
sw

er
s

to
th

e
qu

es
ti

on
s

sh
e

ha
s

as
ke

d.
Iw

ou
ld

lik
e

to
ad

d
th

e
to

ll
ow

in
g

os
m

rn
eu

ts
.

“I
nd

us
tr

ia
l

Pa
rk

”
ty

pe
de

ve
lo

pm
en

ts
,

by
th

ei
r

ve
ry

na
tu

re
,

te
nd

to
be

“d
ri

ve
to

”
lo

ca
tio

ns
.

T
he

dr
iv

in
g

th
at

re
su

lt
s

is
th

e
en

vi
ro

nm
en

ta
l

d
eg

ra
d

at
io

n
th

at
m

us
t

he
m

it
ig

at
ed

W
id

en
in

g
ro

ad
s

is
no

t
su

it
ab

le
m

it
ig

at
io

n
b
ec

au
se

it
ex

as
p
er

at
es

th
e

pr
ob

le
m

0f
to

o
m

uc
h

dr
iv

in
g

T
ra

ns
po

rf
et

io
r

D
em

an
d

M
an

ag
em

en
t

(T
O

M
)

is
th

e
pr

op
er

m
it

ig
at

io
n

If
in

du
st

ri
al

pa
rk

ty
pe

d
ev

el
o
p
in

en
ls

ar
e

go
in

g
to

be
ap

pr
ov

ed
,

th
ey

m
us

t
h
av

e
ex

ce
ll

en
t

T
O

M
pr

og
ra

m
s

in
pl

ac
e,

so
th

at
,

ov
er

tim
e,

th
ey

ca
n

sh
ed

pa
rk

in
g

an
d

re
p
la

ce
it

w
ith

ho
us

in
g

ar
id

co
m

m
er

ci
al

d
ev

el
o
p
m

en
ts

,
to

re
su

lt
in

th
e

w
is

ed
u
se

d
ev

el
o
p
m

en
ts

th
at

w
e

ac
tu

al
ly

n
ee

d

P
ar

ki
ng

po
lic

y
is

th
e

ke
y.

O
nl

y
12

0
ca

rs
ca

n
be

pa
rk

ed
on

an
en

ti
re

ac
re

of
su

rt
ac

e
pa

rk
in

g.
T

hi
s

m
ea

n
s

th
at

pa
rk

in
g

is
ex

p
en

si
v
e

to
pr

ov
id

e.
C

ha
rg

in
g

no
th

in
g

fo
r

ca
r

pa
rk

in
g

ai
td

gi
vi

ng
no

n•
m

ot
or

is
ts

no
th

in
g

fo
r

th
ei

r
tr

ou
bl

e
is

ex
ac

tl
y

th
e

w
ro

ng
th

in
g

to
do

.
ta

r
m

an
y

re
as

o
n
s.

Is
w

el
l

u
n
d
er

st
o
o
d

th
at

th
e

pr
ic

in
g

of
ca

r
pa

rk
in

g
is

o
n
e

of
th

e
b

es
t

T
O

M
m

ea
su

re
s

to
en

co
u

ra
g

e
al

te
rn

at
iv

es
to

dr
iv

in
g.

Fo
r

ex
C

m
pl

e.
lo

tm
an

y
y

ea
rs

,
th

e
V

ic
to

ri
a

T
ra

n
sp

o
rt

In
st

it
ut

e
(V

T
I)

l’
rs

be
en

re
co

gn
iz

ed
as

a
so

ur
ce

of
re

lia
bl

e
in

fo
rm

at
io

n
on

TO
M

.

Fr
om

ht
tp

’e
’s

ss
w

.v
tp

i.o
rç

gt
dr

r.
id

m
72

M
m

f,
,P

ri
ce

,,.
Pa

rk
ie

g’

E
ve

n
a

re
la

ti
ve

ly
sm

al
l

pa
rk

in
g

te
e

ca
n

ca
u
se

si
g
n
if

ic
an

t
tr

av
el

im
p

ac
ts

an
d

p
ro

v
id

e
si

g
n

if
ic

an
t

T
O

M
be

ne
fi

ts
S

ta
rt

in
g

fr
om

th
at

ba
si

c
id

ea
,

go
od

po
lic

y
ca

n
he

d
ev

is
ed

to
r

th
is

pr
oi

ec
t

In
fa

d
,

in
or

de
r

to
co

nf
or

m
10

C
E

Q
A

la
w

,
th

is
w

as
n

ec
es

sa
ry

tm
m

th
e

st
ar

t.

E
E

il
te

C
oI

llF
llC

fl
te

r
S

O
fi

li
tl

O
ti

s
a
rc

tt
o
le

d
,

P
le

a
se

se
e

‘e
sp

on
se

to
C

o
m

m
e
it

t
i6

.
T

he
Pr

o
ee

l
cs

ah
tl

cd
th

e
im

pa
ct

s
ot

’i
ra

l’
fi

c
O

dl
ie

rS
tir

tit
fr

om
th

e
p
ro

p
o
se

d
cr

ea
se

in
of

fi
ce

u
se

s
m

il
lt

if
l

th
is

e
x

ts
ti

n
a

tn
du

at
ri

al
;b

us
in

es
s

T
he

C
ity

zo
n
ii

tg
fo

r
th

is
p
ro

p
er

ty
d
o
e
s

n
o
t

e
lf

ic
ip

a
re

fi
.i

ti
ir

c
ho

us
in

g
an

d
co

m
m

er
ci

al
d
ev

el
o
p
m

en
ts

w
it

hi
n

a
m

ix
ed

—
us

c
co

nf
ig

ur
at

io
n

El
th

is
pt

rt
le

ul
E

ir
at

’e
a.

F.
F.

P
le

as
e

se
e

R
es

p
o
n
se

s
to

(i
im

m
en

ls
‘iS

an
d

dO
.

P
ar

k
in

g
po

li
cy

is
on

e
ot

fr
an

n
p
o
i’

ta
ti

o
n

D
em

at
ir

l
M

an
ag

em
en

t.
bu

t
it

no
t

ad
d
re

ss
ed

co
m

pi
’e

he
ns

iv
el

y
ui

td
cI

ty
—

ss
td

e
(o

r
ev

en
re

gi
ot

t—
w

id
cl

,
ha

s
th

e
p
o
re

lt
ft

tl
to

cr
ea

te
a

ne
n—

co
tt

tp
ct

tt
is

e
et

lv
lr

0i
li

tt
ct

tt
fo

r
th

e
ve

ry
b
u
si

n
es

se
s

th
e

(‘
ii>

’
is

tr
vt

nt
z

to
ci

tc
oi

tr
ag

e.
T

D
M

m
ea

su
re

s
be

yo
nd

th
os

e
al

re
ad

y
m

eo
rp

o
ra

te
d

in
to

th
e

p
ro

je
ct

ar
e

no
t

ne
ce

ss
ai

’y
to

co
nf

or
m

to
C

E
Q

A
la

w
,

(C
’E

Q
A

G
u
id

el
it

ie
s

15
31

)7
(h

i)
.

Th
e

P
ro

je
ct

S
L

IR
it

tc
lu

dc
s

a
P

ro
je

ct
—

sp
ec

if
ic

ev
al

u
at

io
n

o
f

tr
af

fi
c

an
ti

g
re

en
h
o
u
se

ga
s

im
pa

ct
s

w
it

h
ap

p
ro

p
ri

at
e

m
it

ig
at

io
n

m
ea

su
re

s
d
en

ti
ti

ed
.

It
h
as

ne
ve

r
b
ee

n
m

or
e

im
po

rt
an

t
to

ob
ey

C
E

Q
A

la
w

,
T

he
Ju

ne
20

08
is

su
e

of
S

ci
en

ti
fi

c
A

m
er

ic
an

(T
he

E
th

ic
s

Q
f

C
lim

at
e

C
h
an

g
e,

by
P

ro
fe

ss
o

r
Jo

h
n

B
ro

om
e)

re
po

rt
s

th
at

P
a
g

e
2

01
3

th
e

le
ve

ls
of

G
H

G
ex

pe
ct

ed
ri

20
ye

ar
s

w
ill

re
su

lt
in

a
5%

ch
an

ce
of

a
1
4
4

d
eg

re
e

F
ah

re
n
h
ei

t
in

cr
o
as

e
ri

th
ea

rt
h’

s
te

m
pe

ra
tu

re
an

d
tt

s
w

ou
ld

be
an

“u
tt

er
ca

ta
st

ro
p

h
e”

an
d

C
re

at
e

th
e

po
ss

ib
ili

ty
of

a
“d

ev
as

ta
ti

ng
co

ll
ap

se
of

th
e

hu
m

an
po

pu
la

ti
on

,
p

er
h

ap
s

ev
en

to
ex

ti
nc

ti
on

.’

A
cc

o
rd

in
g

to
th

e
gr

ee
n

ho
us

e
ga

s
(G

H
G

)
in

ve
nt

or
y

st
ud

y.
pe

rf
or

m
ed

by
E

P
IC

,
fo

r
SA

N
D

A
G

,
42

%
of

S
ai

l
D

ie
go

C
ou

nt
y’

s
G

H
G

em
is

si
on

s
co

m
e

fr
on

t
ca

rs
an

d
lig

ht
-d

ut
y

tr
uc

ks
,

W
or

ke
rs

sh
ou

ld
en

jo
y

th
e

ec
on

om
ic

fr
ee

do
m

of
pa

yi
ng

fo
r

pa
rk

in
g

on
ly

w
tie

n
th

ey
ch

oo
se

to
us

e
th

e
pa

rk
in

g.
T

oo
ot

te
n,

th
e

co
st

of
ca

r
pa

rk
in

g
lo

w
er

s
w

or
ke

rs
pa

y,
w

ith
ou

t
th

ei
r

kn
ow

le
dg

e
or

co
ns

en
t

P
le

as
e

ca
ll

m
e

it
yo

u
w

ou
ld

lik
e

m
or

e
de

ta
il

s
on

h
o

w
to

se
t

up
a

pr
og

ra
m

to
un

bu
nd

le
th

e
co

sl
s

of
p
ar

k
in

g
tr

o
rn

p
eo

p
le

’s
p
a
y
c
h
e
c
k
s.

T
ha

nk
yo

u
fo

r
th

is
op

po
rtu

ni
ty

to
co

m
m

en
t,

Ia
po

lo
gi

ze
fo

r
no

tc
o
m

m
en

ti
n
g

so
o
n
e
r,

H
ig

he
st

re
ga

rd
s.

\‘
Ii

k
c

tt
u
tl

o
c
k

S
Il

l)
t,

3
;i

v
h
er

ry
D

ri
s

O
ce

an
si

de
.

(‘
a

d2
05

4
76

11
-7

54
-5

02
5

S
ie

rr
a

(
lo

ts
S

an
D

ie
g
o
”

lr
:i

ii
sp

o
i’

ta
ti

o
n

(i
r:

ui
S

ie
rr

a
(‘

la
b

C
al

rf
tr

ri
ti

a’
s

t’
ii

er
g,

y—
C

li
tn

al
c

(o
m

il
ti

tl
e
e

R
1
1



CHAPTER C
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CHAPTER C

MODIFICATIONS MADE DURING THE PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD

No modifications were made during the public review period.
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CHAPTER D

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM





MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

This document identifies mitigation measures which would reduce or eliminate potential
environmental impacts of the proposed development. The City of Oceanside is required to
implement all adopted mitigation measures. To ensure compliance, the following Mitigation
Monitoring Program and checklist is provided. This program is to be adopted by the Lead and
Responsible agencies upon formulation of Findings, to comply with Assembly Bill 3180 (Public
Resources Code Section 21080.6).

The Planning Division and Public Works Division of the City of Oceanside will administer the
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. Authorization to commence any on-site activity
occurs only after concurrence of the respective City Divisions.

Information contained within the following checklist identifies the mitigation measure, the
conditions required to verify compliance, the division responsible for determining compliance, and
the monitoring schedule. The City of Oceanside determines which measures are applicable to the
specific discretionary actions identified in the monitoring schedule.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) addresses the environmental effects
associated with the implementation of the proposed Pacific Coast Business Park Master
Development Plan Revision.

The Pacific Coast Business Park project was fully analyzed in a Final Environmental Impact
Report (FEIR) that was certified in August of 2005. The primary purpose of this draft
Supplement to that EIR is to satisfy CEQA requirements by fully disclosing any changes in
impacts that may occur as a result of modifications to the project since certification of the 2005
FEIR. These project revisions include the following changes to the projected land use
allocation:

1. Reduce Industrial Park use (from 1,100,000 square feet to 901,500 square feet)
2. Increase Commercial Office use (from 400,000 square feet to 518,000 square feet)
3. Reflect the approved Medical Office use (80,500 square feet)

These revisions to allocation of uses do not affect the total square footage of projected building
area, which remains at 1,500,000 square feet.

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

TRAFFIC

Impact. The Pacific Coast Business Park Master Development Plan Revision is projected to
generate 4797 trips on a daily basis. The am peak hour is projected at 397 trips, and the pm peak
hour is projected at 559 trips. Four impact scenarios were analyzed:

Year 2010 Traffic Conditions without the Project

Year 2010 Traffic Conditions with the Project

Year 2020 Traffic Conditions without the Project

Year 2020 Traffic Conditions with the Project
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Year 2010 Traffic Conditions without the Project.

Roadway Segments. Under Year 2010 conditions, without the project, analyses found the ten
contiguous roadway segments of College Boulevard between Mesa Drive and SR-78 did not
operate at LOS C or better. Eight contiguous segments of SR-76, between 1-5 and Old Grove
Road did not operate at LOS C or better.

Intersections. Under Year 2010 conditions, without the project, analyses found the intersection
of SR-76 and Foussat Road did not operate at LOS D or better in the pm peak hour.

Year 2010 Traffic Conditions with the Project.

Roadway Segments. The addition of the proposed project’s traffic resulted in an increase of
volume/capacity ratio of greater than 0.02 on a stretch of College Boulevard (composed of two
contiguous segments) that did not operate at LOS C or better:

• College Boulevard between Old Grove Road and Avenida de la Plata
• College Boulevard between Avenida de Ia Plata and Oceanside Boulevard

Intersections. The intersection of SR-76 and Foussat Road would continue to operate below an
LOS of D in the pm peak hour, as it is projected to do without the project. The increase in delay
ascribed to the project does not exceed 2.0 seconds, and is therefore not considered a significant
impact.

Year 2020 Traffic Conditions without the Project.

Roadway Segments. Analyses found six street segments that did not operate at LOS C or better:

• College Boulevard between Avenida de la Plata and Oceanside Boulevard

• College Boulevard between Oceanside Boulevard and Olive Drive

• College Boulevard between Vista Way and SR-78

• Oceanside Boulevard between College Boulevard and Arroyo Avenue

• El Camino Real between Fire Mountain Road and Las Rosas

• SR 76 between Airport Road and El Camino Real
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Intersections. One intersection would operate at an unacceptable level, less than LOS D. The
intersection of Mesa Drive and Ivey Ranch Road would operate at LOS E in the am peak hour.

Year 2020 Traffic Conditions with the Project.

Roadway Segments. The same six roadway segments identified to operate deficiently without
the project would continue to operate deficiently with the project. Project traffic does not
increase the v/c ratio more than 0.02 and is therefore not considered a significant impact.

Intersections. The intersection of Mesa Drive and Ivey Ranch Road would continue to operate at
LOS E in the am peak hour. Project traffic does not result in an increased delay of two seconds
or more, and thereby does not exceed the significance criteria.

Peak Hour Roadway Segment Level of Service Analysis.

For Year 2010 analyses, two corridors are projected to operate at LOS D or worse:

• College Boulevard between Mesa Drive and SR-78
• SR-76 between 1-5 and Old Grove Road

The College Boulevard corridor does operate at at least LOS D in both directions at both peak
hours. The SR-76 corridor operates at less than LOS D (LOS E) in the eastbound peak hour,
both with and without the proposed project. The decrease in speed attributed to the proposed
project does not exceed the one mile-per-hour significance criterion.

For Year 2020 analyses, five corridors are projected to operate at LOS D or worse:

• College Boulevard between Avenida de la Plata and Olive Drive
• College Boulevard between Vista Way and SR-78
• Oceanside Boulevard between College Boulevard and Arroyo Avenue
• El Camino Real between Fire Mountain Road and Via las Rosas
• SR-76 between Airport Road and El Camino Real

Roadway segments of these corridors do operate at at least LOS D in both directions at both
peak hours, with two exceptions:

• College Boulevard between Vista Way and SR-78, which operates at LOS E in the
northbound direction during the am peak hour, and at LOS F northbound and LOS E
southbound in the pm peak hour.

• Oceanside Boulevard between College Boulevard and Arroyo Avenue, which operates at
LOS F eastbound in both the am and pm peak hours.
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The decrease in speed attributed to the proposed project does not exceed the one mile-per-hour
significance criterion for either of these segments.

Significant Impacts to Traffic

Roadway Segments. The addition of the proposed project’s traffic resulted in an increase of
volume/capacity (v/c) ratio of greater than 0.02 on a stretch of College Boulevard (composed of
two contiguous segments) that did not operate at LOS C or better:

• College Boulevard between Old Grove Road and Avenida de la Plata
• College Boulevard between Avenida de Ia Plata and Oceanside Boulevard

An increase of v/c ratio greater than 0.02 on a roadway segment not operating at LOS C or better
is considered a significant impact.

Mitigation. The City of Oceanside’s Circulation Element does require that “...creative measures
must be provided to increase capacity if the roadway segment level of service falls below LOS
C. These creative measures are to be provided as mitigation regardless of the peak period
showing acceptable levels of service or not.” The City of Oceanside has identified creative
mitigation measures than can be provided to increase capacity for the deficient segments, and
this project will be responsible for paying a fair share toward these mitigation measures.
Although there are other roadway segments forecasted to operate below LOS C, the contribution
of traffic from this project would not change the v/c ratio, and therefore no creative measures are
necessary on those segments.

The proposed project will be conditioned to contribute on a fair-share basis to the following
improvements:

Widening / capacity enhancements along College Boulevard between Avenida de la Plata
and Olive Drive.

Widening of the westbound approach of Oceanside Boulevard to the intersection of
Oceanside Boulevard and College Boulevard.
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College Boulevard is impacted under all scenarios with or without this project. Mitigation is
proposed above as creative measures to reduce these impacts, but the impacts cannot be reduced
to below a level of significance. The General Plan noted the situation in 1995:

“While strong attempts should be made to construct the full 6-lane facilities [on
College Boulevard], existing development on most segments makes such
upgrading unlikely. Accordingly, the 4- and 6-lane designations are made with
the knowledge that peak-hour congestion will occur. College Boulevard will be a
strong candidate for special capacity-enhancing treatment.” (City of Oceanside,
Circulation Element, General Plan, 1995).

Mitigation Implementation and Monitoring. Traffic mitigation measures shall be reviewed and
approved by the Engineering Department and the Planning Department, and shall be made
conditions of approval of the Revised Master Development Plan. The fair share amounts will be
paid in full prior to approval of the first Development Plan under the proposed Master
Development Plan revision. As part of the Master Development Plan revision, there is a tracking
system documented for allocation of building uses and trips. Monitoring to assure payment of
the fair share mitigation amounts would occur by City staff as part of the site development plan
review and approval.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS OF GREENHOUSE GASES

Global climate change is a term used to refer to changes in average climatic conditions on Earth
as a whole, including temperature, wind patterns, precipitation and storms. In an effort to reduce
the amount of greenhouse gases produced each year, the State of California has adopted various
regulations and standards that address the sources of the emissions.

Since the approval of Pacific Coast Business Park in 2005, new regulations have been
established addressing global climate change and greenhouse gases. For this reason, a Global
Climate Change Evaluation has been prepared for this Supplemental EIR. As global climate
change was not evaluated in the 2005 Pacific Coast Business Park FEIR, the study evaluates the
entire business park, not just the project that is currently proposed by this SEIR. The study was
conducted to analyze potential global climate change impacts associated with the development,
and addresses the potential for greenhouse gas emissions during construction and after full
buildout. There is a potential for a contribution to significant cumulative impacts from
greenhouse gases. Measures to reduce greenhouse gas emissions are included.
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Greenhouse gases emissions associated with the entire Pacific Coast Business Park were
evaluated separately for four categories of emissions:

• Construction
• Energy use (including electricity and natural gas usage)
• Water consumption
• Transportation
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I INTRODUCTION

This Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) addresses the environmental effects
associated with the implementation of the proposed Pacific Coast Business Park Master
Development Plan Revision.

The ER has been prepared by professional environmental consultants according to the requirements
of the City of Oceanside and with Section 21000 et seq. of the California Environmental Quality Act
of 1970, as amended (CEQA) and the State CEQA guidelines (California Code of Regulations,
Section 15000 et seq.). It is an informational document intended for use by the City of Oceanside’s
decision-makers and the public.

The Pacific Coast Business Park proj ect was fully analyzed in a Final Environmental Impact Report
(FEIR) that was certified in August of 2005. The primary purpose of this draft Supplement to that
ER is to satisfy CEQA requirements by fully disclosing any changes in impacts that may occur as
a result ofmodifications to the project since certification of the 2005 FEIR. These project revisions
include the following changes to the projected land use allocation:

1. Reduce Industrial Park use (from 1,100,000 square feet to 901,500 square feet)
2. Increase Commercial Office use (from 400,000 square feet to 518,000 square feet)
3. Reflect the approved Medical Office use (80,500 square feet)

These revisions to allocation ofuses do not affect the total square footage ofprojected building area,
which remains at 1,500,000 square feet.

Discretionary actions necessary for the development which are addressed in the ER include a
revision to the Industrial Master Development Plan.

Background and Previous CEQA Approvals

When an Environmental Impact Report has been prepared for a project, a subsequent or
supplemental EIR is required only if “substantial changes” in the project or its circumstances will
result in new or substantially more severe impacts that require additional analysis (CEQA, §21166.).
A subsequent or supplemental document is required if one or more of the following applies:

1. Substantial changes are proposed in the project that will require major revisions of the EIR
due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase of
the severity of previously identified significant effects.

2. Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the proj ect is being
undertaken which will require major revisions in the EIR due to the involvement of new
significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously
identified significant effects.
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3. New information, which was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR
was certified as complete, becomes available. New information includes:

• The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous
Em;

• Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown
in the previous Em;

• Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact
be feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the
project, but the City declines to adopt them; or

• Mitigation measures or alternatives, which are considerably different from those
analyzed in the previous EIR, would substantially reduce one or more significant
effects on the environment, but the City declines to adopt them. (CEQA Guidelines,
§15162(a)).

Section 15163 of the CEQA Guidelines states that a lead agency may choose to prepare a
“supplement” to an EIR rather than a “subsequent” EIR ifany of the above conditions would require
the preparation of a subsequent EIR, and only minor additions or changes would be necessary to
make the previous EIR adequately apply to the project in its revised condition.

Since the additional analysis required for the revised project components did not require major
revisions to the previous EIR, a supplement to the previous EIR is the appropriate document for the
revisions to the previously approved project.

Development of the site was analyzed by the 2005 Pacific Coast Business ParkFEIR. The following
document is hereby incorporated by reference:

Final Environmental Impact Reportfor Pacfic Coast Business Park SCH#20040 71011),
cert,fied by the Oceanside Planning Commission on August 22, 2005, Resolution
Number2005-P46.

This SEIR contains only the supplemental information necessary to update the 2005 FEIR to assure
CEQA compliance for the proposed Pacific Coast Business Park Master Development Plan
Revision.

The Lead Agency for this EIR is the City of Oceanside. A Notice of Preparation (NOP) addressing
the project determined that the proposed revision may have a significant effect on the environment.
A focused SEIR has therefore been prepared addressing the following potentially significant issue:
transportation/traffic. The NOP, responses and Initial Study are attached as Appendix A.

Chapter IV of this SEER discusses the potentially significant environmental effects associated with
traffic and transportation. The SEER contains a discussion of the existing conditions, an assessment
of potential impacts, thresholds of significance, and recommended mitigation measures for all
impacts identified as significant. Chapter V lists effects found not to be significant; Chapter VI
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discusses project alternatives; Chapter VII analyzes cumulative impacts, including potential
greenhouse gas impacts; Chapter VIII lists all unavoidable significant impacts; and Chapter IX
discusses growth inducing impacts. References cited and persons involved in the preparation of the
SEIR are included in Chapters X and XI, respectively. Technical reports and supporting
documentation discussed and cited in the text are located in the Appendices to the SEIR. Such
materials and additional data are available for review at the City’s Planning Department during
normal business hours.

Comments from agencies and individuals are invited during public review regarding the information
contained in this SEIR. Respondents are requested to provide information they feel the SEIR lacks
or to indicate where the information can be found. All comments on this SEW should be sent to:

Scott Nightingale, Project Planner
City of Oceanside
Planning Division

300 North Coast Highway
Oceanside, CA 92054

Comments should focus solely on the Draft SEIR and not the prior EIR. The Pacific Coast Business
Park EW was certified in 2005; all comments were addressed in the FEIR for the project prior to
approval. This Draft SEW analyzes only those minor changes that have been made to the project
since approval in 2005; therefore any and all comments should pertain to those revisions alone.

Following a 45-day period for circulation and review of the draft EIR, all comments and the
responses to comments will be incorporated in the final EIR prior to certification of the document
by the City of Oceanside.
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II ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The site of the Pacific Coast Business Park Master Development Plan Revision is located on
approximately 124 acres in the City of Oceanside (Figure 11-1). The site is bounded by College
Boulevard to the east, and Old Grove Road to the north. The site is on the USGS 7.5’ San Luis Rey
topographic quadrangle, largely in the southwestern quarter of Section 15, Township 11 South,
Range 4 West (Figure 11-2). The original Pacific Coast Business Park proj ect extended Avenida del
Oro north to Old Grove Road. Since approval of the project in 2005, the site has been graded and
divided into large parcels, with streets and infrastructure in place to facilitate pending build out. An
aerial view of the property and surrounding areas is shown in Figure 11-3.

The property is located within the Rancho del Oro Specific Plan Area. It is immediately north of
the original Rancho del Oro Technology Park, with the Ocean Ranch industrial development
(existing and planned) adjacent to the west. Residential uses (Rancho del Oro Village III and the
currently vacant Village XII) exist north of the site, and there are also residential uses east across
College Boulevard (Rancho del Oro Villages I and II)(Figure 11-3).

General Plan use for the site is S-1-84 (Rancho del Oro Specific Plan). Zoning is PD-i, Rancho del
Oro Planned Industrial. Land uses for the site were originally regulated through the Rancho del Oro
Industrial Master Development Plan, adopted in 1982. This was prior to the City’s current zoning
regulations. A new Industrial Master Development Plan for the Pacific Coast Business Park was
prepared for the original Pacific Coast Business Park project in 2005. Changes from the original
Rancho del Oro Master Development Plan were made to reflect the changes in the industrial and
business park market, the evolution of land use regulations for industrial and business parks since
1982, and design goals for the original Pacific Coast Business Park project.

A revised Industrial Master Development Plan (prepared in November of2008) is the subj ect of this
analysis; upon City approval, it will be applicable to this property. The proposed revisions are
consistent with the City of Oceanside’s General Plan and will implement the zoning requirements
with the Industrial Master Development Plan.
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HI PROJECT DESCRIPTION

A. Project Objective

The Pacific Coast Business Park Master Development Plan Revision proposes to modify the
Industrial Master Development Plan for Pacific Coast Business Park to increase the amount ofoffice
use within the project and allow for additional traffic trips to accommodate that change.

Market demand for high quality office space has grown since initial analysis of the project. The
intent of the revised project is to redistribute the land among uses consistent with IL zoning to better
accommodate current market demand, thereby maximizing property use/utilization.

The Pacific Coast Business Park Master Development Plan Revision proposes the reallocation of
land uses within an approved, graded and partially developed business park. Reduction of Industrial
Park use, increase of General Office use and inclusion of approved Medical Office space, as
proposed by the project, will result in more jobs than under the previously approved business park
conditions. The project would support the goals ofthe City of Oceanside’s Economic Sustainability
Study (City of Oceanside, 2008). According to the study, the jobs to housing balance is
“significantly below the regional average”. Insufficientjobs force the commute of local residents,
inducing “clogged roads”. The study includes the following goals to reverse the existing imbalance:

• New office sites to be located to house higher paying employment opportunities

• Maintain the integrity of office and industrial zoned property to secure land for the
implementation of quality employment opportunities

• Increase the jobs to housing ratio to at least 1:1

• Increase office space per capita to 8 square feet per capita over a 5 year period

• Promote development that would maximize economic growth potential such as the
attraction of more office jobs and related industries

The study further concluded that warehouse and distribution uses allowed within business parks
consume larger spaces and produce fewerjobs at lower wage rates than officejobs. Office uses will
create jobs at a ratio of 1 job per 300 square feet versus 1 job per 500 square feet or more for
industrial/warehouse/distributionjobs. Officej obs also pay higher wages and are therefore a greater
benefit to the City. The study points out that the overutilization of non job producing uses in the
business parks will continue to erode the jobs to housing ratio.

The proposed reallocation of land uses presented by the project would allow a change in up to
198,500 square feet from Industrial Park space to Office space (including both general and medical
office space). The project would therefore promote the goals of the City’s Economic Sustainability
Plan. The Economic Sustainability Study can be found on file at the City’s Economic & Community
Development Division.
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B. Project Features

The project site and surrounding area are shown in Figure 11-3. The gross area within the industrial
site boundaries is approximately 124 acres. This area is part ofthe industrially-designed area within
the central portion of the City of Oceanside.

The project analyzed in this SEW is the revision to the Industrial Master Development Plan for
Pacific Coast Business Park. The property is currently graded and divided into 30 industrial parcels
(Figures 111-1 and 111-3), with maj or streets, internal roadways and infrastructure in place to facilitate
pending buildout (Figures 111-2 through 111-4). A portion of the property is already developed with
medical office buildings (Figures 111-4 and 111-5). The site is designed to accommodate a broad
range of product types in the business market, from multi-tenant and small single-used buildings to
larger manufacturing and warehouse uses. The site layout is designed to allow flexibility in
combining two or more adjacent parcels to accommodate build-to-suit, lot sales and leased spaces.

College Boulevard is the eastern boundary of the site, while Old Grove Road forms the northern
boundary. Project access from the north is via two points along Old Grove Road; one with the
intersection of Avenida del Oro, and the second with the intersection of Trestles Street, between the
Avenida del Oro intersection and College Boulevard. The project area is also accessible from the
south from Oceanside Boulevard by way ofAnita de la Plata and Avenida del Oro. Avenida del Oro
runs north through the property to connect to Old Grove Road. Blacks Beach Street intersects
Avenida del Oro via Windansea Street to provide access to individual industrial lots on the western
portion of the project. Rocky Point Drive also connects to Avenida del Oro by way of Windansea
Street, and to Old Grove Road through Trestles Street, to provide access for the eastern part of the
site (Figure 11-3).

The Pacific Coast Business Park Master Development Plan Revision proposes the following changes
to the projected allocation of land use within the business park:

• Reduction of Industrial Park land use from 1,100,000 to 901,500 square feet (-198,500
square feet)

• Increase in General Office use from 400,000 to 518,000 square feet (+ 118,000 square feet)

• Addition of 80,500 square feet of Medical Office space (+80,500 square feet)

The proposed revisions to land use allocation do not expand the development area of the previously
approved Pacific Coast Business Park. This project is for adjustments to the land use mix only.
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

A. Transportation/Traffic

The original traffic study for Pacific Coast Business Park was prepared by Kimley-Horn and
Associates in 2005, and assessed impacts associated with the projected 16,800 average daily trips
(ADT). All traffic mitigation measures required for that project have been implemented, including
onsite and offsite improvements and fair share contributions. Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. has
prepared a new traffic impact analysis for the current project (Kimley-Horn and Associates, 2009).
This EIR section is based on information in that analysis. The current traffic study evaluates the
changes in traffic conditions that would be caused by the additional trips generated by increased
office development at Pacific Coast Business Park. The Kimley-Horn study analyzed 49 roadway
segments and 40 intersections. This EIR section has focused on the roadway segments and
intersections that presently have or are projected to have significant impacts to traffic flow. The
Kimley-Horn analysis report included here as Appendix B provides details of analyses. The volume
of supporting calculations is available for review at the City’s Division of Planning during regular
business hours.

EXISTING CONDITIONS

The roadways and intersections analyzed are shown in Figure IV.A-1. College Boulevard is a four-
lane Major Arterial extending from State Route (SR) 76 southerly to Waring Road, and south of
Lake Boulevard. It is constructed as a six-lane Major Arterial north of SR-76, and from Waring
Road south to Lake Boulevard. In the project area College Boulevard is designated a six-lane Major
Arterial in the City’s Circulation Element except from Old Grove Road south to Lake Boulevard.

Oceanside Boulevard is a six-lane Prime Arterial between El Camino Real and College Boulevard.
The segment between College Boulevard and Arroyo Avenue to the east is currently a five-lane
section consisting of three eastbound lanes and two westbound lanes.

El Camino Real is identified on the Congestion Management Plan as a Strategic Regional Arterial.
It is a north-south roadway connecting northern Oceanside to the City of Carlsbad to the south. El
Camino Real is a four-lane Major Arterial between Mission Avenue and Oceanside Boulevard. It
becomes a six-lane Prime Arterial between Oceanside Boulevard and SR-78.

Mesa Drive is a four-lane Secondary Arterial in the study area. It is an east-west roadway
facilitating flow to major arterials such as El Camino Real, Rancho del Oro Drive, and College
Boulevard.

Old Grove Road is a four-lane Secondary Arterial. Old Grove Road facilitates traffic flow to major
arterials such as SR-76 and College Boulevard.

23



S
O

U
R

C
E

:
K

IM
L

E
Y

-H
O

R
N

A
N

D
A

S
S

O
C

IA
T

E
S

,
IN

C
.,

20
09

A
ff

in
is

N
O

T
TO

SC
A

LE

R
O

A
D

W
A

Y
S

A
N

D
IN

T
E

R
S

E
C

T
IO

N
S

IN
P

R
O

JE
C

T
V

IC
IN

IT
Y

FI
G

U
R

E
IV

.A
-1

0 2

S
ha

do
w

V
al

le
y

C
en

te
r

84
7

Ja
m

ac
ha

R
oa

d
El

C
aj

on
.

C
A

92
01

9



Rancho del Oro Drive is a four-lane Major Arterial in the study area. This roadway provides north-
south access in central Oceanside. An interchange at SR-78 is included in the Circulation Element;
that interchange is not assumed in these traffic analyses.

SR-76 is a four-lane Expressway between Interstate 5 and Meirose Drive. It is a four-lane highway
that transitions to a two-lane highway east of Melrose Drive.

SR-78 is a state Freeway running east-west across southern Oceanside.

Vista Way is a four-lane Secondary Arterial that parallels SR-78. It facilitates traffic flow to major
arterials such as College Boulevard, Rancho del Oro Drive, and El Camino Real.

Roadway Segments

Level of Service (LOS) is a measure of performance, and for street segments it is based on density
— the number of cars per mile per lane. Although speed is a major indicator of service quality to
drivers, freedom to maneuver and proximity to other vehicles are equally noticeable concerns, and
these are related to density (Highway Capacity Manual, 2000). Level-of-Service is determined with
specific calculations (Appendix B; Highway Capacity Manual, 2000). The following descriptions
give a general feel for the different LOS designations for road segments:

LOS A describes free-flow operations, with vehicles largely unimpeded in their ability to
maneuver, and the effects of incidents or breakdowns are easily absorbed.

LOS B has reasonably free-flow operations, with only slightly restricted maneuvering.
Effects of minor incidents and breakdowns are still easily absorbed.

LOS C has flow with speeds at or near the free-flow point, with maneuverability noticeably
restricted. Minor incidents can still be absorbed, but a lessening of service will occur.
Backups would be expected behind any significant blockage.

LOS D is the level at which speeds begin to decline slightly with increasing traffic flow, and
freedom to maneuver is more noticeably limited. Even minor incidents will cause backups
because there is little space to absorb disruptions.

LOS E at its highest densities represents a street segment operating at capacity. There is
little room to maneuver, with any disruption (vehicles entering the roadway, vehicles
changing lanes) resulting in effects throughout the entire traffic flow. Any incident can
cause extensive backups.

LOS F describes breakdowns in flow, with backups forming behind breakdown points.
These breakdown points include traffic incidents, congestion areas, and locations where the
peak-hour flow rate exceeds the estimated capacity.
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Per the City of Oceanside, roadway segments are analyzed in a two-tier process. The initial analysis
compares the daily traffic volume to that segment’s LOS C capacity threshold (volume to capacity -

v/c ratio). If the LOS level is unacceptable, the segment is analyzed for the morning and afternoon
peak hours of traffic, using the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) arterial analysis methodology.
This HCM methodology is considered to give more accurate LOS results than does the initial
comparison.

In addition to City of Oceanside requirements, traffic studies must comply with the San Diego
Association of Governments (SAI’DAG) Congestion Management Plan (CIvIP). The CMP
Guidelines require the geographic area analyzed in a traffic study must include:

• All local roadway segments, intersections, and mainline freeway locations where the
proposed project will add fifty or more peak hour trips in either direction to existing traffic

• All freeway entrance and exit ramps where the proposed project will add a significant
number of peak hour trips to cause any traffic queues to exceed ramp storage capacities

Such CMP facilities in the study area include 1-5, SR-76, SR-78, and El Camino Real.

For this project, a total of 49 roadway segments were analyzed:

• Fourteen contiguous segments of College Boulevard between SR-76 and SR-78

• Five contiguous segments of Oceanside Boulevard between El Camino Real and Arroyo
Avenue.

• Six contiguous segments of Mesa Drive between El Camino Real and College Boulevard

• Four contiguous segments of Old Grove Road between SR-76 and College Boulevard

• Four contiguous segments of El Camino Real between Vista Oceana and Via Las Rosas

• Four contiguous segments of Rancho del Oro between Mission Avenue and Oceanside
Boulevard

• Twelve contiguous segments of SR-76 between 1-5 and Santa Fe Avenue

These roadway segments are listed in Table IV.A.1, and shown on Figure WA-i.
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Intersections

Intersections were analyzed with the applicable HCM methodology. In the HCM methodology,
Level of Service (LOS) is determined on the basis of average delay at the intersections. Six LOS
categories are defined for signalized intersections:

LOS A — control delay of 10 seconds or less
LOS B — control delay of between 10 and 20 seconds
LOS C — control delay of between 20 and 35 seconds
LOS D — control delay of between 35 and 55 seconds
LOS E — control delay of between 55 and 80 seconds
LOS F — control delay of greater than 80 seconds

The forty intersections included in the traffic analysis are listed in Table IV.A-2 and shown on
Figure IV.A-1.

IMPACT

The Pacific Coast Business Park Master Development Plan Revision is projected to generate 4797
trips on a daily basis. The am peak hour is projected at 397 trips, and the pm peak hour is projected
at 559 trips. The traffic analyses include the traffic improvements that were conditioned on the
approved original Pacific Coast Business Park and Pavilion projects, and the improvements that are
recommended to be made by the El Corazon project. These improvements are discussed in
Appendix B.

Four impact scenarios were analyzed:

• Year 2010 Traffic Conditions without the Project

• Year 2010 Traffic Conditions with the Project

• Year 2020 Traffic Conditions without the Project

• Year 2020 Traffic Conditions with the Project

Year 2010 Traffic Conditions without the Project.

By Year 2010, approved and pending projects in the vicinity of the proposed project are estimated
to generate 120,084 daily trips, with 9361 duringthe morning peak hour and 12,661 trips duringthe
afternoon peak hour. The following projects were included in these analyses; and are discussed in
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more detail in Appendix B:

El Corazon Master Plan
Ventana Residential
Oceanpointe Multi-Family
Ocean Terrace Medical Office
Vista Pacific Condominiums
Ambulatory Care Facility
Seagate Corporate Center
Hi Hope Ranch
Pacific Coast Business Park
North River Village (NCTD Mixed Use)

Douglas Mission Retail
Mesa Ridge Condominiums
Vista Way Medical Office
Vista del Oro Medical Office
APN: 165-013-07 Retail
Terraza Residential
Oceanside Marketplace
VUSD Magnet School
Alta Loma Office/Warehouse
Oceanside Pavilion

Prescott Industrial Park (approximately 60% occupied)
Monarch (Piazza) Del Oro (approximately 50% occupied)
Morro Hills (approximately 75% occupied)
Ocean Ranch (approximately 70% built and approximately 50% occupied)
Wilmont Ranch (approximately 90% occupied)

Roadway Segments. Under Year 2010 conditions, without the project, analyses found the ten
contiguous roadway segments of College Boulevard between Mesa Drive and SR-78 did not operate
at LOS C or better. Eight contiguous segments of SR-76, between 1-5 and Old Grove Road did not
operate at LOS C or better. LOS for these segments is shaded in Table IV.A- 1.

Intersections. Under Year 2010 conditions, without the project, analyses found the intersection of
SR-76 and Foussat Road did not operate at LOS D or better in the pm peak hour (Table IV.A-2).

Year 2010 Traffic Conditions with the Project.

Roadway Segments. The addition of the proposed project’s traffic resulted in an increase of
volume/capacity ratio of greater than 0.02 on a stretch of College Boulevard (composed of two
contiguous segments) that did not operate at LOS C or better:

College Boulevard between Old Grove Road and Avenida de Ia Plata
College Boulevard between Avenida de Ia Plata and Oceanside Boulevard

These are shaded in Table IV.A-1.

Intersections. The intersection of SR-76 and Foussat Road would continue to operate below an LOS
of D in the pm peak hour, as it is projected to do without the project. The increase in delay ascribed
to the project does not exceed 2.0 seconds, and is therefore not considered a significant impact. The
pm peak LOS for this intersection is shaded in Table IV.A-2.
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Year 2020 Traffic Conditions without the Project.

Traffic volumes for Year 2020 analyses are based on forecasts from the Combined North Cities
Model, which represents a detailing ofthe SANDAG Series 10 regional traffic model (Appendix B).

Roadway Segments. Analyses found six street segments that did not operate at LOS C or better:

• College Boulevard between Avenida de la Plata and Oceanside Boulevard

• College Boulevard between Oceanside Boulevard and Olive Drive

• College Boulevard between Vista Way and SR-78

• Oceanside Boulevard between College Boulevard and Arroyo Avenue

• El Camino Real between Fire Mountain Road and Las Rosas

• SR 76 between Airport Road and El Camino Real

LOS for these segments are shaded in Table IV.A.3

Intersections. One intersection would operate at an unacceptable level, less than LOS D. The
intersection of Mesa Drive and Ivey Ranch Road would operate at LOS E in the am peak hour
(Table IV.A.4).

Year 2020 Traffic Conditions with the Project.

Roadway Segments. The same six roadway segments identified to operate deficiently without the
project would continue to operate deficiently with the project. Project traffic does not increase the
v/c ratio more than 0.02 (Table IV.A.3, shaded values) and is therefore not considered a significant
impact.

Intersections. The intersection of Mesa Drive and Ivey Ranch Road would continue to operate at
LOS E in the am peak hour (Table IV.A.4). Project traffic does not result in an increased delay of
two seconds or more, and thereby does not exceed the significance criteria.
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Table JV.4.3
Roadssav Level of Service

11w Year 2020

No, ol Lanes? LOS E Year 2020 ss/o Project l’CBP j Year 2020 With Project Signif New
Roadwtn Seiimmn Classiflcatian (‘apadts DT j V/C LOS Trips F •DT I LOS I Increase Impact? Impact?

College Boulevard beisseen:
SR.76 and lown (enter 5\ijor 45,001 26.800 0,6)1 A 720 27.520 (161 13 (102 No

owne (‘enter end Fra7ec Road 4\Iejor 40.110(1 29,200 (1,73 C 720 29,92(1 (7 1’ (1)12 No
Frazee Road and Chrome Dove 4.’Msjor 4(1.0)1)1 25,300 0,63 B 720 26.02(1 ((65 13 11.02 No
‘hroma Drive and Mesa Drive 4’M:dor 411.11)11) 26.71)1) ((67 B 720 27,42(1 ((60 II (1.1)2 No

Mesa Drive and Old Grove Road 4.’’01a)ur 40,00)) 25,90)) ((.65 B 950 26,559 1)67 13 002 No —

)IdGrcwe Rd and Avenida tie In PllOa 6Major 5)1.000 36.1)0(1 1)72 C’ (.199 37,199 0.14 C (1.02 No
Avenids da It Plate and Oceanside Blvd 6/Major 511,00)1 43,7)))) ((117 D (.190 44,899 ((9(1 0 0.02 No —

)ceanside Boulevard and Olive Drive 6/Major 50.01)11 53.000 (.06 F 72)) 53,72)) (3)7 F 0,01 No
)live Drive and Thunder Drive 6:Major 50.000 31,301) 1)1/3 13 4(11) 31.780 1(64 B 0,0) No
‘hunder Drive and Marvin Street 1/Major 50.110(1 3 l.lOO 11,02 B 3)14 31.484 1(63 B 0(11 No

Marvin Street and Roselle Street 1/Major 50.000 27.10) ((.54 — A 3(14 27.484 ((55 A 0.01 No
Rosalie Street and BarnardiWaring St 6/Major 50.000 32.600 11.05 — B 2)18 32,8)18 ((61/ B (1.01 No
Barnard/Waring Street and Vista Way 6/Primary 60.000 36,3(1(1 1(61 — B 28)1 36.588 0.6) B 0.00 No
‘ion Way and SR-71( 6/Primary 60(10(1 (13.9(10 1,1)7 — F 201 64)88 (IC F (1.1)1) No —

Oceanside Boulevard Itetween:
El Camino Real and Rancho dcl Oro 6/Pt’iniars 6)1,900 46.9(10 (1.75 C 954 47.859 ((.80 C 111(2 No
Rancho del Oro and Corporate Center 6/Primary 6)1.0(10 39,6)1(1 1(66 B 720 4(1.321) ((.67 B 0.01 No
(‘orporate Center and Avenida del Oro ((Primary 611.1100 33.700 (56 4 4(10 34.18)1 ((57 A 11.01 No
Avetuda dcl Oro and College Blvd 6/Primary 61(001) 45.3)10 1(76 C’ 1.) 45.5)1(1 ((76 C ((MU No
/ollege Boulevard and Arroyo Arc 5./Major 45.00(1 39.91(1) ((.59 0 41(l) 41)38(1 ((.9)) 0 ((.01 No. = —

Mesa Drive between:
El (‘amino Real and Raneho dcl Oro 4!Secondary 34.200 19.701) 1(5)1 13 24)) 9.94(1 ((58 13 01)1 No
Rancho del Oro and Ivey Ranch Road 4/Secondary 34.20(1 19.91(1) 1(58 13 4)11) 20.38)) ((6(1 13 0.01 No
Ivey Ranch Road and Via Rancho Rd 4/Secondary 34.200 22.70)) 1(06 B 48)) 23,00) 1(68 1’ 1)1(1 No
Via Raucho Road and Old Grove Road 4/Secondary 34,20(1 24201(1 0.73 C 4(40 25.25(1 1(73 1’ 0,))) No

Old Grove Road and Via Empresa 4/Secondary 34.211(1 24.601) 1(72 C 1) 24.60)) 072 C 1(00 No
Via Erepresa and College Boulevard 4lSecondary 34.200 23,700 ((.69 C 0 23.71)1) ((69 1 11111) No

Old Grove Road between:
SR.76 and Mission Avenue 4/Secondary 25.0(0 12.88(1 0.52 A 4(40 15.36(1 1(53 A (1.02 No

Mission Avenue and Mesa Drive 4/Secondary 25.000 15.3011) 11,01 B 480 15.7)1(1 063 13 11)12 N
Mesa Drive anti Avenida dcl Oro 4/Secondary 25.00(1 16,7(10 ((67 B 1.919 18.619 1(74 C 11.1)8 No
Avenida dcl Oro and College Blvd 4/Secondary 25.0(1(1 16.700 0.67 B 2.399 19.1199 0.76 C (II)) No
l (‘amino Real between:
Visla Oceana and Mesa Drive 4Major 40.0(10 24.300 0.61 B (1 24.300 1(61 B 1(0(1 No
Mesa Drive and Oceanside Boulevard 4/Major 40,00(1 31.300 0.78 C 0 3l.300 1(78 C’ 0.0)) No
)ceansidc Blvd and Fire Mountain Rd 6/Primary 60.000 45,000 0.75 C’ 240 45.24(1 ((75 C (1.00 No

Fire Mountain Road and Via Las Royaa 6/Primary 611,000 51,0111) 0.85 240 5 1.24(1 (((45 0 0,0(1 No

Rancho dcl Ore between:
Mission Avenue and SR.76 4/Major 40.000 11.600 0.29 A 240 11840 ..!!iL. A (1.01 —

SR.76 nt Via Rancho Road 4/Major 40.000 21,900 0.55 A 240 22,140 1(55 A 11(11 No —

Via Reecho Road and Mesa Drive 4’Maior 30.0110 21,71)0 1i54 A 240 21,94(1 11.55 A 11.01 No —

Mesa Drive and Oceanside Boulevard 4/Major 41)000 24.000 (1.60 A 72(1 24.720 ((62 B 11.112 No

SR-76 between:
‘5 and I,oretta Street 0/Expressway 50.000 52,5)10 0,66 C’ 240 52.74(1 1(66 C 1)1)1) No —

.otvlia SIred and Canyon Drive 6/Expressway 80.0(10 52.400 ((66 C 288 52,6511 ((.66 C’ IL(S) No —

Canyon Drive and Ocnei Road 6/Expressway 81)00(1 57,000 11,72 C’ 336 5)1.236 ((.73 ( (1.0(1 N, —

Henet Road and Airport Road 6’Eapreaswax’ 110.1100 57.1100 0.72 C 384 58.184 0,73 C 0(10 No —

Airport Road and El Camitto Real 6/Expressway 5)1.000 (t4,800 03(1 ‘0’: 3(44 (‘5.184 0341 1) (1.1)1) No —

El Cansino Real and Douglas Drive 6/Expressway 80,00(1 54,90)) 0,69 C 480 55.38(1 0,69 C 0.0) No —

Douglas Drixe and Rancho dl Oi’o 6”Expressxvay 81(0010 54,40(1 (1,6/) C 414)) 55.3110 0.69 C 0.0) No —

Rancho dcl Oro and Old C/rove Roatl 6 ‘Expressway 101)1(10 53,200 (1,07 C 4140 53.1/10) ((67 C (1,01 No —

Old ((rove Road and Frazee Road (“Expressway (1)1,01(11 54.151(1 0,68 C (1 54,01(1) ((.6)1 C’ 0/10 So —

Frae Road and Towte (‘enter 6”F.xprcssvsas 01,0(1(1 53,700 01,7 C 1) 53,700 ((.67 C 0.1)0 No —

Foss nc Center and (‘oiiegc Boulevard (F,xprcssway (111(10)1 50.711(1 0.63 C (1 50,700 ((.63 C’ 0,0(1 So —

Coliece Boulevard and Oin)a Fe Ave 1’ Exprc.sswas 80,01)11 58,91)0 4 C 481) 59,3)1(1 1(74 C’ 03)1 No —

Increase in v/c exceeds .112 on a deficient roadway se/Intent
Compared to significant impacts identified in the 1005 [ratTle Study prepared frir the original P(’llP l’roiect

Source: Kimley’Horn and Associates, 2009
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Peak Hour Roadway Segment Level of Service Analysis.

For Year 2010 analyses, two corridors are projected to operate at LOS D or worse:

• College Boulevard between Mesa Drive and SR-78
• SR-76 between 1-5 and Old Grove Road

Per City of Oceanside requirements, peak hour analysis ofthese segments was done (Table IV.A.5).
As shown in Table IV.A.5, the College Boulevard corridor does operate at at least LOS D in both
directions at both peak hours. The SR-76 corridor operates at less than LOS D (LOS E) in the
eastbound peak hour, both with and without the proposed project. The decrease in speed attributed
to the proposed project does not exceed the one mile-per-hour significance criterion.

For Year 2020 analyses, five corridors are projected to operate at LOS D or worse:

• College Boulevard between Avenida de la Plata and Olive Drive
• College Boulevard between Vista Way and SR-78
• Oceanside Boulevard between College Boulevard and Arroyo Avenue
• El Camino Real between Fire Mountain Road and Via las Rosas
• SR-76 between Airport Road and El Camino Real

Per City of Oceanside requirements, peak hour analysis of these segments was done (Table IV.A.6).
As shown in Table IV.A.6, the roadway segments of these corridors do operate at at least LOS D
in both directions at both peak hours, with two exceptions:

• College Boulevard between Vista Way and SR-78, which operates at LOS E in the
northbound direction during the am peak hour, and at LOS F northbound and LOS E
southbound in the pm peak hour.

• Oceanside Boulevard between College Boulevard and Arroyo Avenue, which operates at
LOS F eastbound in both the am and pm peak hours.

The decrease in speed attributed to the proposed project does not exceed the one mile-per-hour
significance criterion for either of these segments (Table IV.A.6)
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Freeway Analysis.

Freeway levels of service were analyzed for 1-5 and SR-78 in compliance with Congestion
Management Plan requirements. These analyses are presented in detail in Appendix B.

For Year 2010, the segments of 1-5 and SR-78 in the project area would operate at LOS E during
both peak hours, without or with the proposed project. The project would increase traffic, but would
not increase the v/c ratio on any segment by more than 0.01.

For Year 2020, the segment of SR-78 in the proj ect area would operate at LOS E during both peak
hours, without or with the proposed project. The project would increase traffic, but would not
increase the v/c ratio by more than 0.01. The segment of 1-5 south of SR-78 would operate at LOS
F during the pm peak hour, without or with the proposed project. The proj ect would increase traffic,
but would not increase the v/c ratio by more than 0.01.

IMPACT SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA

Intersection and Street Operations. The proposed development has the potential to impact
intersections and street segments that are located within the City of Oceanside. Therefore, based
on the City’s circulation policy:

• Impacts at signalized and unsignalized intersections would be determined significant if the
addition of“development” traffic caused a decrease in the peak hour LOS to worse than LOS
D (LOS E or LOS F). The impact is not considered significant if the increase in average
delay is less than 2.0 seconds. Per SANDAG CMP criteria, LOS D is only acceptable if the
project adds less than 2.0 seconds of average delay.

• Impacts on the daily Street segments would initially be considered significant if the addition
of the “development” traffic caused a decrease in the daily LOS to worse than LOS C (LOS
D, E, or F) or if the existing daily LOS is worse than LOS C. The impact is not considered
significant ifthe increase in the volume/capacity ratio caused by the project is less than 0.02.

Further analysis — peak hour analysis — is done on segments with level of service less than
C. Daily impacts are not considered significant if a peak hour arterial Level of Service of
D or better can be demonstrated. Peak hour roadway segment LOS is measured in terms of
speed. A decrease in speed of more than one mile per hour indicates a significant impact.
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SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACT

Roadway Segments. The addition of the proposed project’s traffic resulted in an increase of
volume/capacity (v/c) ratio of greater than 002 on a stretch of College Boulevard (composed oftwo
contiguous segments) that did not operate at LOS C or better:

• College Boulevard between Old Grove Road and Avenida de Ia Plata
• College Boulevard between Avenida de la Plata and Oceanside Boulevard

An increase of v/c ratio greater than 0.02 on a roadway segment not operating at LOS C or better
is considered a significant impact.

Other traffic increases of the proposed project are not in excess of the significance criteria, and
thereby no direct significant impacts to roadway segments or to intersections are expected. These
increases in traffic, while not significant alone, do contribute to significant cumulative impacts to
roadway segments and intersections in the project area.

MITIGATION

The City of Oceanside’s Circulation Element does require that “. ..creative measures must be
provided to increase capacity if the roadway segment level of service falls below LOS C. These
creative measures are to be provided as mitigation regardless ofthe peak period showing acceptable
levels of service or not.” The City of Oceanside has identified creative mitigation measures than
can be provided to increase capacity for the deficient segments, and this project will be responsible
for paying a fair share toward these mitigation measures. Although there are other roadway
segments forecasted to operate below LOS C, the contribution of traffic from this project would not
change the v/c ratio, and therefore no creative measures are necessary on those segments.

The proposed project will be conditioned to contribute on a fair-share basis to the following
improvements:

• Widening / capacity enhancements along College Boulevard between Avenida de Ia Plata
and Olive Drive.

• Widening of the westbound approach of Oceanside Boulevard to the intersection of
Oceanside Boulevard and College Boulevard.

Fair share calculation is based on the project’s proportion of the growth in traffic between Existing
Conditions and Future Conditions, according to the following formula:

Project Traffic
Project Fair Share

Future Growth

Future Growth is defined as Future Traffic minus Existing Traffic.
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Calculations of fair share amounts are included in Appendix B (Table 12 of Appendix B). In
summary, the analyses found this project would contribute approximately 9.66 percent of the traffic
growth on College Boulevard between Oceanside Boulevard and Olive Drive, and its fair share of
the improvement costs would be approximately $215,000.00. This project would contribute
approximately 3.37 percent of the traffic growth on Oceanside Boulevard and Arroyo Avenue, with
a fair share of the improvement costs approximately $3137.00.

IMPACTS NOT MITIGATED TO BELOW A LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE

College Boulevard is impacted under all scenarios with or without this project. Mitigation is
proposed above as creative measures to reduce these impacts, but the impacts cannot be reduced to
below a level of significance. The General Plan noted the situation in 1995:

“While strong attempts should be made to construct the full 6-lane facilities [on
College Boulevard], existing development on most segments makes such upgrading
unlikely. Accordingly, the 4- and 6-lane designations are made with the knowledge
that peak-hour congestion will occur. College Boulevard will be a strong candidate
for special capacity-enhancing treatment.” (City of Oceanside, Circulation Element,
General Plan, 1995).

MITIGATION IMPLEMENTATION AND MONITORING

Traffic mitigation measures shall be reviewed and approved by the Engineering Department and the
Planning Department, and shall be made conditions ofapproval ofthe Revised Master Development
Plan.

The fair share amounts will be paid in full prior to approval of the first Development Plan under the
proposed Master Development Plan revision. As part of the Master Development Plan revision,
there is a tracking system documented for allocation ofbuilding uses and trips. Monitoring to assure
payment of the fair share mitigation amounts would occur by City staff as part of the site
development plan review and approval.
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V EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT

The foregoing analysis includes all issues determined to be potentially significant for the proposed
project by the City of Oceanside. These issues include:

• Traffic

Issues found not to be significant for the proposed Pacific Coast Business Park Master Development
Plan Revision based on findings ofthe approved Final EIR prepared for Pacific Coast Business Park
(2005) include the following:

• Biological Resources
• Paleontological Resources
• Hydrology and Water Quality

These issues were fully analyzed in the 2005 FEIR. The document found that no significant impacts
would occur under the development proposed at that time. As the Pacific Coast Business Park
Master Development Plan Revision would not expand the boundaries of the previously approved
project area, no further impacts to these resources would occur. The Plan Revision is solely for the
reallocation of land use. The approved 2005 FEIR prepared for Pacific Coast Business Park can be
found at the City of Oceanside Planning Division during regular business hours.

Other issues found not to be significant for the project are based on findings of the Initial Study
prepared for the project. These include:

• Aesthetics
• Agricultural Resources
• Air Quality
• Cultural Resources
• Land Use and Planning
• Mineral Resources
• Noise
• Population and Housing
• Public Services
• Recreation
• Geology/Soils
• Hazardous Materials

The Initial Study and subsequent findings can be found in Appendix A.
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VI ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

The CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6[d]) require the discussion of a No Project alternative as
well as “reasonable alternatives to the project... which could feasibly obtain the basic objectives of
the project....” The discussion must focus on alternatives capable of eliminating significant adverse
impacts or reducing some impacts to below a level of significance. The discussion of alternatives
need not be exhaustive and is subject to the “rule of reason.” The key issue is whether the selection
of alternatives fosters informed decision making and informed public participation (CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15126[d].

Under CEQA, the discussion of Alternatives to a proposed action takes on particular significance
if the EIR concludes there are significant adverse environmental impacts that are not avoided or
reduced below a level of significance. As stated in CEQA Section 21002:

“[It] is the policy of the state that public agencies should not approve projects as
proposed if there are feasible alternatives or mitigation measures available which
would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects....
The legislature further finds and declares that in the event specific economic, social,
or other conditions make infeasible such proj ect alternatives or mitigation measures,
individual projects may be approved in spite of one or more significant effects
thereof.” [emphasis supplied]

Significant, unmitigable impacts to traffic have been identified in this EW. Per the above guidance,
alternatives were formulated focused on the traffic issue.

A. No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative would not allow the proposed increase in office use, leaving the
designation of land use mix in its present condition and no new impacts would occur to traffic.
While the No Project Alternative would allow buildout under the original project assumptions, it is
not necessarily environmentally superior.

On a comparative basis, the No Project Alternative would:

• Limit the opportunity to provide additional high quality office uses within this existing
business park.

• Re-direct office use to be developed elsewhere, with impacts to that area.

• Not eliminate all significant traffic impacts to College Boulevard — significant impacts are
predicted even without the project.

• Conflict with the goals of the City’s Economic Sustainability Plan, as discussed in Section
Ill-A.
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B. 33 Percent Reduced Office Use Alternative

One direct significant impact has been identified — College Boulevard presently operates at less than
an acceptable level of service, and project traffic would reduce the volume/capacity ratio by more
than 0.02 (the significance criterion) on two contiguous segments ofCollege Boulevard. The project
proposes increasing the square footage of office use at Pacific Coast Business Park by H 8,000
square feet. This Alternative would propose an increase of approximately 78,000 square feet of
office use (with a matching decrease of approximately 78,000 square feet of industrial use), an
approximately 33 percent reduction in office use from the proposed project. This alternative would
not increase the volume/capacity ratio by more than 0.02, and would thereby not cause a direct
significant impact on the two segments of College Boulevard.

As discussed above with the No Project Alternative, a reduced-use alternative does not best utilize
the Pacific Coast Business Park, and does not best fulfill the goals of the City of Oceanside in terms
of economic development.

Cumulative traffic impacts on College Boulevard are significant with or without the proposed
project. No reduction in use would result in reducing these cumulative impacts to below a level of
significance. Additionally, a reduced-use alternative cannot fully support the mitigation measures
discussed that will mitigate some impacts and lessen others. A reduced density alternative would
contribute less to any fair-share mitigation.

This alternative would not fulfill the objective ofmaximizing the use of the Pacific Coast Business
Park.

C. Combination Reduced Use Alternative

Under this Alternative, Pacific Coast Business Park could develop with any combination of office
use and industrial use as long as the traffic projected to be generated did not cause significant direct
impacts on either of the two segments of College Boulevard identified as having such impacts under
the proposed project. Under the analyses of the Traffic Report (Appendix B) only these segments
were found to have significant impacts in 2010. As such, these are the first traffic functions to be
impacted significantly by traffic increases due to the Pacific Coast Business Park.

As discussed above under the other Alternatives, this Alternative would not fulfill the project
obj ective ofmaximizing the use of the Pacific Coast Business Park. Additionally, it does not reduce
cumulative impacts to traffic to below a level of significance, and it would provide less traffic
mitigation.
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VII CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The CEQA Guidelines define cumulative impacts as two or more individual effects, which, when
considered together are considerable, or which compound or increase other environmental impacts.
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant development
taking place over a period of time (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15355). The cumulative impact of
the development is the change in the environment which results from the incremental impact of the
development when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
developments.

The Pacific Coast Business Park Master Development Plan Revision will contribute to traffic
congestion. The Traffic Study (Appendix B) is an extensive study, covering 49 roadway segments
and 40 intersections. The “...past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future developments...” were
included in its analyses, and are detailed here in Table Vu-i.

Mitigation proposed for the traffic congestion is discussed in Section IV.A. The mitigation includes
measures that Pacific Coast Business Park will contribute to on a fair-share basis. Section IV. A also
discusses cumulative effects on traffic, including all reasonably foreseeable projects affecting the
circulation system, Year 2010 and Year 2020 Traffic Conditions, assuming buildout of the area.

While impacts to traffic on College Boulevard can be reduced, the impacts cannot be mitigated to
below a level of significance on some segments. This is an already-established cumulative impact.
It exists under all analysis scenarios (Existing Conditions, Year 2010, Year 2020 Conditions), and
it exists with or without the Pacific Coast Business Park Project.

Since the approval of Pacific Coast Business Park in 2005, new regulations have been established
addressing global climate change and greenhouse gases. For this reason, a Global Climate Change
Evaluation (SRA, 2009) has been prepared for this Supplemental EW, and is included as Appendix
C. As global climate change was not evaluated in the 2005 Pacific Coast Business Park FEIR, the
study evaluates the entire business park, not just the project that is currently proposed by this SEIR.
The study was conducted to analyze potential global climate change impacts associated with the
development, and addresses the potential for greenhouse gas emissions during construction and after
full buildout. The following discussion is based on that study.

Global Climate Change is a term used to refer to changes in average climatic conditions on Earth
as a whole, including temperature, wind patterns, precipitation and storms. The Earth relies on
naturally occurring atmospheric gases, such as water vapor, carbon dioxide (C02), methane (CH4)
and nitrous oxide (N20) to control global temperatures. These gases trap heat in the earth’s
atmosphere, much like the function of greenhouses, and are therefore known as “greenhouse gases”
(GHG). GHGs are emitted by human activities as well as natural processes. The accumulation of
these gases regulates the Earth’s temperature. The contribution of emissions from human activities,
namely electricity production and vehicle uses, has raised the concentration of these gases in the
atmosphere.

CO-,, followed by CH4 and N70, are the most common GHGs that result from human activity.
Human-generated sources of CO2 include combustion of fossil fuels such as coal, oil, natural gas,
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gasoline and wood. CH4 is the primary component of natural gas, and also originates from the
anaerobic decay of organic matter. Human-induced sources of natural gas include landfills,
fermentation of manure and cattle farming. Human-caused sources ofN20 include combustion of
fossil fuels and industrial processes such as nylon production and production of nitric acid.

In an effort to reduce the amount of GHGs produced each year, the State of California has adopted
various regulations and standards that address the sources of the emissions. These include the
following, which are described in greater detail in Appendix C.

Assembly Bill 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006.
Signed into law in September of 2006, AR 32 charges the California Air Resources Board (ARE)
to adopt regulations to implement early action GHG emission reduction measures by January 1,
2010, and to design, by January 1,2011, quantifiable, verifiable and enforceable emission reduction
measures that will achieve the statewide GHG emissions limit by year 2020. The goal of the bill is
to reduce GHGs to 1990 levels by 2020. According to the ARB’s Scoping Plan, achieving that
goal would amount to a 30% reduction in emissions below business as usual levels, accounting for
growth in the State of California.

Senate Bill 97.
Enacted in 2007, SB 97 directs the State Office of Planning and Research to develop draft CEQA
guidelines “for the mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions” by July 1, 2009 and directs the
Resources Agency to certify and adopt the CEQA guidelines by January 1, 2010.

Executive Order S-3-05.
Signed by Governor Schwartzenegger in 2005, EO S-3-05 calls for a reduction in GHG emissions
to 1990 levels by 2020, and for an 80 percent reduction in GHG emissions by 2050.

California Code of Regulations Title 24.
CCR Title 24 Part 6 was first established in 1978 in response to a legislative mandate to reduce
California’s energy consumption. The standards are updated periodically (most recently in October
of2005) to allow consideration and possible incorporation ofnew energy efficient technologies and
methods. Energy efficient buildings require less electricity, natural gas, and other fuels which
produce GHG emissions.

Assembly Bill 1493.
Enacted in 2002, AR 1493 requires ARB to develop and adopt regulations that reduce GHGs emitted
by passenger vehicles and light duty trucks. Regulations adopted by ARE will apply to 2009 and
later model year vehicles.

Executive Order S-01-07.
Enacted by the Governor in 2007, the order calls for a statewide goal to be established to reduce the
level of carbon produced by California’s transportation fuels by at least 10 percent by the year 2020
and that a Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) for transportation fuels be established for California.

Since GCC is a global phenomenon, no direct impact would be identified for an individual land
development project. In the absence of defined/established guidelines to determine significance
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thresholds for GHG impacts, the following criterion is used for such (Appendix C):

• The project will conflict with the goals and strategies of AB 32 to reduce GHGs to 1990
levels by 2020.

According to ARB’s Scoping Plan, AB 32’s goal of reducing GHGs to 1990 levels by 2020 would
require a 30% reduction in emissions below “business as usual” levels, accounting for growth in
California. “Business as usual” refers to the emissions that would accumulate in the absence of
mandated restrictions set forth by A.B 32, and is considered to be the equivalent of being as energy
efficient as Title 24 requirements of2006. When accounting for GHGs, all types ofGHG emissions
are expressed in terms of CO2 equivalents (CO,e). Total GHGs in San Diego County are estimated
at 34 millions of metric tons (MMTCO2e)per year.

GHG emissions associated with the entire Pacific Coast Business Park were estimated separately
for four categories of emissions:

• Construction
• Energy use (including electricity and natural gas useage)
• Water consumption
• Transportation

The analysis incorporates a baseline estimate, assuming Title 24-compliant buildings, which is
considered business as usual for the project. These emissions were estimated based on emission
factors from the California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol (CCAP 2008).

CONSTRUCTION

Construction-generated GHG emissions include emissions from heavy construction equipment, truck
traffic, and worker trips. These emissions were calculated using the URBEMIS Model, Version
9.2.4, for completed and proposed construction. Emissions were calculated for the revised
development of 205,000 square feet of industrial uses; 80,000 square feet of medical office and
60,000 square feet of commercial office uses; and the remainder of the project, assuming it would
be constructed in four phases. Overall GHG production associated with construction are
summarized in Table VII-2.

OPERATIONAL

Energy Use. Natural gas and business as usual electricity use was estimated based on construction
of the Pacific Coast Business Park Revised Master Development Plan Revision to meet the
requirements of Title 24 as of 2006. Emissions were calculated based on emission factors in the
California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol, Version 3.0 (CCAP, 2008).

Water. The provision of potable water to commercial users consumes large amounts of energy.
It was estimated that delivered water for the project will have an embodied energy of 3519 kilowatt
hours (kWh) per acre foot.
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Transportation. On-road vehicle emissions account for 46% of existing GHG emissions in San
Diego County. Emissions from vehicles were calculated using the EMFAC2007 model. This model
does not take into account any of the GHG reduction measures proposed by the state or federal
government.

All operational emissions are calculated under “business as usual” conditions for the entire business
park, and are presented in Table VII-3.

Project design features and potential GHG reduction measures proposed by the applicant are
outlined in Table VII-4. These measures range from water use efficiency to building energy
efficiency and landscaping. Measures listed in the California Air Pollution Control Officers
Association document (CAPCOA) enclosed in Appendix B of the Global Climate Change
Evaluation are included and cited where applicable, as is the estimated range ofGHG reductions that
may be achieved from the measure. Table VII-5 includes additional measures that may be
considered by individual developments within the business park as parcels are developed.

The measures listed in Table VII-4 and the potentially applicable measures listed in Table VII-5
would reduce GHG emissions to the extent feasible. The minimum reduction associated with the
project design features in Table VII-4 would be 12%. It is not possible to measure the exact
reductions that would result from implementation of the measures listed in Tables VII-4 and VII-5;
as indicated in the tables, not all of the measures are quantifiable. Further, the applicant does not
have specific operational control over how the parcels will be developed or built; thus some
measures may be implemented by certain users and not by others.

Multiple regulatory state and federal initiatives, as discussed above, have been passed to reduce
emissions from on-road vehicles. Implementation ofthese initiatives is intended to steadily decrease
the production of GHG emissions over time. It was assumed that an 18% reduction in GHG
emissions would occur with the realization of measures included in AB 1493 and a 10% reduction
in GHG emissions would occur with implementation of the Low Carbon Fuel Standard included in
Executive Order S-0 1-07 (Appendix C). When adding these assumed federal- and state-induced
GHG reductions to the those accounted for by project design features, a total GHG emission
reduction of 40% below “business as usual” could be accomplished. The project would therefore
be consistent with the requirements of AB 32 by reducing GHG emissions to at least 30 percent
below “business as usual” levels (SRA, 2009, Appendix C).
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Table V1I-2

Construction GHG Emissions
Metric tons/year

Construction Phase CO2 Emissions, metric tons
Approved_i)evelopmenl

205,000 Industrial square feet 560
80.000 Medical Office and 60.000 Commercial Office 293

Remai n.j ng Deve 1 opme lit

Construction Phase I 1 .761
Construction Phase 2 2.475
Consiruction Phase 3 2.484
Construction Phase 4 1.670

Source: SRA, 2009

Table VII-3
ESTIMATED OPERATIONAL GHG EMISSIONS

Annual Emissions
Emission Source (Metric tons/year)

CO2 CH4 N20
Operational Emissions

Electricity Use Emissions 7,003 0.053 0.029
Natural Gas Use Emissions 99 0.01 0.0002
Vehicle Emissions 77,136 6,25 13,65
Total 84,238 6.31 13.68
Global Warming Potential Factor 1 21 310
CO2 Equivalent Emissions 84,238 133 4,240

TOTAL CO2 Equivalent Emissions 88,611

Source: SRA. 2009
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Table VII-4
Proposed Project Design Features to Reduce GHG Emissions

GHG Reduction Measure Minimum % Maximum %
CAPCOA Reduction Reduction

Appendix B
Citation

Nonresidential projects provide plentiful short— and long— term T—l
bicycle parking flicilities to meet peak season maximum
demand (e.g., one bike rack space pcr 2() vehicle/employee
parking spaces).
Entire project is located within one—half mile otan T—4 1 % 5%
existing’planie1 Class I or Class II bike lane and project
design includes a comparable network that connects the
project to the existing ofl’site flicility. Project design includes
a designated bicycle route connecting all units, on-site bicycle
parking fticiliiies. offsite bicycle facilities, site entrances, and
primary building entrances to existing Class I or (‘lass II bik.e
lane(s) within one—half mile. Bicycle route connects to all
streets contiguous with project site. Bicycle route has
minimum conflicts with automobile parking and circulation
facilities, All streets internal to the project wider than 75 (èet
have_Class_II_bicycle_lanes_on_both_sides.
The project proicles a pedestrian access network that T-5 1% 10%
internally links all uses and connects to all existing/planned
external streets and pedestrian facilities contiguous with the
project site. Project design includes a designated pedestrian
route interconnecting all internal uses, site entrances, primary
building entrances. public facilities, and adjacent uses to
existing, external pedestrian fliciliries and streets. Route has
minimal conflict with parking and automobile circulation
flicilitics, Streets within the project have sidewalks on both
sides. All side’alks are a minimum of five feet wide and
feature vertical curbs, Pedestrian facilities and improvements
such as grade separation, wider sidewalks. and traffic calming
arc implemented wherever feasible to minimize pedestrian
barriers, All site entrances provide pedestrian access.
Site design and building placement minimizes barriers to T—6 1% .l0%
pedestrian access and interconnectivity. Physical barriers
such as walls. berms. landscaping, and slopes between
residential and nonresidential uses that impede bicycle or
pedestrian circulation arc eliminated.
Bus or streetcar services provides headways of one hour or ‘[-7 1% 2%
less for stops within one-quarter mile; project provides safe
and convenient bicycle/pedestrian access to transit stop(s) and
provides essential transit stop improvements (i.e.. shelters.
route information, benches, and lighting).

Soure: SRA, 2009
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Table VI1-4 Continued
Proposed Project Design Features to Reduce CHG Emissions

GHG Reduction Measure Minimum % Maximum %

CA PCOA Reduction Reduction
Appendix B

Citation
Project design includes pedestrianibicycle safety and traffic T—8 1% 10%
calming measures in excess of jurisdiction requirements.
Roadways are designed to reduce motor vehicle speeds and
encourage pedestrian and bicycle trips by featuring traffic
calming features, All sidewalks internal and adjacent to
project site are minimum of five feet v ide. All sidewalks
feature vertical curbs, Roadways that converge internally
within the project are routed in such a way as to avoid
“skewed intersections;” which are intersections that meet at
acute, rather than right, angles. Intersections internal and
adjacent to the project feature one or more of the ibliowing
pedestrian safety/traffic calming design techniques: marked
crosswalks, count—down signal timers, curb extensions, speed

tables. raised crosswalks. raised intersections, median islands,
tight corner radii, and roundahouts or mini—circles. Streets
internal and adjacent to the project feature pedestrian
safetytraffic calming measures such as on—street parking.
planter strips with street trees, and chicancs:chokcrs
(variations in road width to discourage highspced travel).
Project provides high density office or mixed-usc proximate to L)—l 0.05% 2%
transit. Project must provide safe and convenient pedestrian
and bicycle access to all transit stops within one—quarter mile.
Have at least three of the following on site and/or offsitc D-l0 3% 3%
within one—quarter mile: Residential Development. Retail
Development. Park. Open Space, or Office.
Project site is on vacant mull site, redevelopment area, or D—12 3% 30%
hrownfield or grey field lot that is highly accessible to
regional destinations, where the destinations raring of the
development ste f measured as the weighted average travel
time to all other regional destinations) is improved by 100%
when compared to an alternate Greenfield site.
Use locally made building materials for construction of the C—3 Unknown Unknown
project and associated infrastructure.
Other GIJG Reduction Measure
Install water-saving irrigation systems NA Unknown Unknown
Install drought resistant plants in lieu oi’turf where feasible NA Unknown Unknown
and appropriate

Source: SRA, 2009



Table VtI-5

Potentially Applicable Additional Measures to Reduce GHG Emissions

CHG Reduction Measure Minimum % Maximum %
CAPCOA Reduction Reduction

Appendix B
Citation

Nonrcsidential projects provide “cud-of-trip” facilities 1—2 1% 5%
including showers, lockers, and changing space (e.g.. jour

clothes lockers and one shower provided for every 80
employee parking spaces, separate focilities for each gender
for projects with 160 or more employee parking spaces,).
Provide minimum amount of parking required. Once land uses i’-iO 1% 30%
are determined, the trip reduction factor associated with this
mcasure can be determined by utilizing the ITE parking
generation publication. The reduction in trips can be
computed as shown below by the ratio of the diftèrencc of
minimum parking required by code and ITE peak parking
demand to ITE peak parking demand for the land LISCS

multiplied by 50%. Percent Trip Reduction 50 * [(mm
parking required by code ITE peak parking dernancl)!(TE
peak parking demand)]
Provide parking reduction less than code. This measure can be T-l 1 1% 30%
readily implemented through a shared parking strategy.
wherein parking is utilized jointly among difforent land uses.
buildings, and fhcilities in an area that experience peak
parking needs at di lIercnt times of day and day of the week.
Provide a parking lot design that includes clearly marked and 1,—I 2 1 % 4%
shaded pedestrian pathays between transit lcilities and
building entrances.
Parking facilities arc not adjacent to street frontage. T—13 1% 4%
Provide parking lot areas with 50% tree cover within 10 years ‘1—14 Unknown Unknown
of construction, in particular low emitting, low maintenance.
native drought resistant trees. Reduces urban heat island
effect and requirement for air conditioning, etThctivc when
combi ned with other measures (e.g.. electrical maintenance
equipment and reflective paving material).
Provide preferential parking space locations for EVs/CNG T-1 7 Unknown Unknown
vehicles.
Include permanent TMA membership and funding T—19 1% 28%
requirement. Funding to be provided by Community
Facilities District or County Service Area or other
nonrevoeable funding mechanism. Tl)Ms have been shown to
reduce employee vehicle trips up to 28% with the largest
reductions achieved through parking pricing and transit
passes. The impact depends on the travel alternatives.
Use of anddor provide LLEV that are 50% cleaner than T-20 Unknown Unknown
average new model cars (e.g.. natural gas. ethanol, electric).
Use of and/or pros ide vehicles that utilize gasoline/ethimol T-21 Unknown Unknown
blends (e.g., E65).

Soure: SRA, 2009



Table VII-5 Continued

Potentially Applicable Additional Measures to Reduce GHG Emissions

CH(; Reduction Measure Minimum % Maximuni %
CAPCOA Reduction Reduclioii

Appendix B
Citation

LEED Certification: LEED promotes a wholebuilding 1)-1 Unknown Unknown
approach to sustamahi]ity by recognizing per(brmance in five

key areas of human and environmental health: sustainable site
development, waler savings, energy efficiency, materials
selection, and indoor environmental q ualny.
Retro-commissioning The process ensures that all building D—16 8% (energy 10% (energy
systems perform interactively according to the contract use) u%e)
documents. the design intent and the owner’s operational
needs to_optimize_energy_performance.
Project shall use high-efficiency puns. E-l Unknown Unknown
Project installs Enemy Star labeled roof’ materials. E—4 O.5%
Project provides onste renewable energy systerns). E-5 1% 3%
Nonpollutmg and renewable energy poteitial includes solar.
wind, geothermal. low—impact hydro, biomass and hio-gas
strategies. When applying these strategies. projects may take
advantage_of nd_metering_with the local_utility.
Project exceeds title 24 requirements by 20%. E—6 1% 1%
Provide shade (within 5 years) andor use lighz-coloredJiigh E-8 1% 1%
albedo materials (reflectance of at least 0.3) andor Open grid
pavement for at least 30% of the site’s nonroof impervious

surfaces, including parking lots, walkways. plazas. etc.: OR
place a minimum of 5t)% of parking spaces underground or
covered by structured parking: OR use an open-grid pavement

system (less than 50% impervious) fur a minimum of
mitigatio.n measure reduces heat islands (thermal gradient
differences between developed and undeveloped areas to
minimize impact on microclimate and human and wildlife
habitats. This measure requires the use of patented or
copyright protected methodologies created by the ASIM. The
SRI is a measure of the constructed surface’s ability to reflect
solar heat, as shown by a small rise in temperature, it is
defined so that a standard black (reflectance 0.05, emittance
0.90) is “0” and a standard white (reflectance 0,80. emittance
0.90) is 100. To calculate SRI for a given material, obtain the
reflectance value and emittance value tbr the material. SRI is
calculated according to ASTM E I 980-0 I. Reflectance is
measured according to ASTM [1 903. ASTM E I 91 8, or
ASTM C 1549. Emittance is measured according toASTM E
408 or

ASTM C 1371. Default values fir some materials will he
available in the LEED-NC v2.2 Reference Guide.
Project optimizes building’s thermal distribution by separating E—9 1% 10%

ventilation and_thermal_conditioning_systems.

Soure: SRA. 2009



Table VII-5 Continued
Potentially Applicable Additional Measures to Reduce CHC Emissions

GH(.; Reduction Measure Minimum % Maximum %
CAPCOA Reduction Reduction

Appcndi B
Citation

Install a vegetated roof that covers at least 50% of roof area. 1iIO 1% 1%
The reduction assumes that a ‘. egetated roof is installed on a
least 50% of the roof area or that a combination high albedo
and vegetated roof surface is
installed that meets the fillo ing standard: (Area of SRI
Roof’0.75)—(Area of vegetated roof0.5) >= Total

Roof Area. Water consumption reduction measures shall he
considered in the design of the green moE
Project installs EV charging facilities. F—I 1 Unknown Unknown
Project provides light-colored paving (e.g.. increased albedo E—12 Unknown Unknown
pavement).

Project provides cool roofs, highly reflective, highly emissive E—13 Unknown Unknown
roofing materials that stay 50—60°F cooler than a normal roof
under a hot summer sun. CA’s Cool Savings Program
provided rebates to building owners for installing rooting
materials with high solar reflectance and thermal emiltancc.
The highest rebate went to roots on air conditioned buildings.
while buildings with rooftop ducts and other nonresidential
buildings were eligible For slightly less. The program aimed to
reduce peak summer electricity demand and was administered

by the (‘EQ.
Project provides solar water heaters. F—14 20% 70%

cooling (cooling
energy energy needs)
needs)

Project provides electrical outlets at building exterior areas. E-1 5 Unknown Unknown
Project uses energy efficient appliances (e.g.. Energy Star). E—i6 Unknown Unknown
Project uses materials which arc resource efficient recycled, E-17 tJnknown Unknown
with long lifa cycles and manufactured in an environmentally
friendly_way.
Install energy-reducing shading mechanisms for windows, F-I 8 Unknown Unknown
porch._patio_and_walkway_overhangs.

Install energy-reducing programmable thermostats that E-20 Unknown Unknown
automatically_adj ust_temperature_settings.
Install energy-reducing passive heating and cooling systems E-21 Unknown Unknown
(e.g.. insulation and ventilation).
install energy-reducing day lighting systems (e.g., skylights, E—22 Unknown Unknown
light_shelves_and interior transom windows).
Other GI IG Reduction Measure
Optimized Lighting — Use premium T8 lamps for indoor NA 1 1%
lighting/optimized lighting design (clectricit

use)
Photovoltaic solar arrays — Use photovoltaic solar arrays A 3.12%

(electricity
use)

Soure: SRA. 2009
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Table VII-5 Continued

Potentially Applicable Additional Measures to Reduce GHG Emissions

(,IIC Reduction Measure iinimum % Maximum Va
CAPCOA Reduction Reduction

Appendix B
Citation

Wall Insulation — Increase exterior wall insulation NA 0.14% 2.35%
Roof Insulation — Increase roof insulation NA 0.1 1 % 2.96%
Provide kiosks displaying transportation information NA Unknown Unknown
Buildings to be designed utilizing. double-paned windows NA Unknown Unknown
Buildings to he designed utilizing door sweeps and weather NA Unknown Unknown
stripping
Buildings to be designed utilizing double-paned windows NA Unknown Unknown
Buildings to be designed to utilize high efficiency heating & NA Unknown Unknown
cooling systems

Soure: SRA, 2009
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VIII UNAVOIDABLE SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

Significant impacts to traffic associated with College Boulevard have been identified. Significant
cumulative impacts to traffic on College Boulevard are predicted with or without this project or any
of its Alternatives.

There is a potential for a contribution to significant cumulative impacts from greenhouse gases.

If the City of Oceanside approves the proposed project or a reduced-use Alternative, the City will
be required to adopt findings in accordance with Section 15091 ofthe CEQA Guidelines and prepare
a Statement of Overriding Considerations in accordance with Section 15093 of the CEQA
Guidelines.

IX GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS

CEQA guidelines require that an EIR discuss ways in which the proposed development could induce
economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or
indirectly, in the surrounding environment. Increases in the population may further tax existing
community service facilities, so consideration must be given to this impact. The EIR must discuss
development characteristics which may encourage or facilitate other activities that could
significantly affect the environment, either individually or cumulatively.

The project site is “development-locked” with existing or under-construction projects on all sides
(Figure 11-3). It does not propose any facilities or services, or the extension of facilities or services
that would induce growth in another area. Additionally, no roadways that may further induce
growth are proposed by the project. The project does not propose residential uses that would attract
population growth; there are existing residential uses to the north and east of the site.

By providing morej ob opportunities locally, the project could potentially aid in suppressing growth
induced impacts elsewhere by offering local residents closer employment options. Through that
increase in local job opportunities, the project would contribute to positive economic growth within
the City of Oceanside.
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A. Notice of Preparation and Initial Study



NOTICE OF PREPARATION
City of Oceanside

Notice of Preparation for a Supplemental Environmental Impact Report
for the Pacific Coast Business Park Project

The City of Oceanside will be the Lead Agency and will prepare a supplement to an
Environmental Impact Report (Supplemental EIR) for the revision to the industrial master
development plan for Pacific Coast Business Park (PCBP), to increase the amount of
office use within the project and allow for additional traffic trips to accommodate increased
office uses. A more detailed description is listed below:

The Pacific Coast Business Park project was approved and its Environmental Impact
Report certified in August 2005. That original PCBP project included an Industrial
Master Development Plan and a 30-lot parcel map. Per that Plan, the entire project site
has been graded to pads, and all infrastructure installed, including roads, drainage, and
utilities. The General Plan land use designation is PD-I, RDO Specific Plan and zoning
regulations are per the PCBP Industrial Master Development Plan. The Industrial
Master Development Plan text details the criteria required for individual development of
the 30 parcels within PCBP. Uses allowed within PCBP are consistent uses in the Light
Industrial (IL) Zone as established by the City of Oceanside Zoning Ordinance.

Given the variety of uses allowed within industrial business parks, assumptions
regarding the types and amounts of different uses needed to be made as part of the
original EIR traffic study. At that time, the developer anticipated that there would be a
higher demand for office space than typically included in light industrial parks. As PCBP
has come to market, the request for office space has become even higher than that
anticipated and assumed during project design. In order to accommodate the increased
demand in high quality office space and other uses consistent with the IL zoning, a
revised allocation of uses is proposed. The original and proposed mix of uses are as
follows:

Land Use Original Projection (sq. ft.) Revised Projection (sq. ft.)

Industrial Park 1,100,000 901,500

Commercial Office 400,000 518,000

Medical Office -- 80,500

Total 1,500,000 1,500,000

The allocation of uses assumed in the original traffic study was not specified in the
original Master Development Plan. The specific allocation of the total office space to
stand-alone office uses or to office space embedded in the industrial buildings is
specified as part of specific development proposals, and is tracked to assure



compliance with the trip assumptions. In order to provide a clearer description of the
tracking mechanism, a revision in the text of the Master Development Plan is proposed
to specify both the anticipated allocation of uses and document the requirement for
tracking trip allocations as individual projects are proposed within PCBP. The revised
text documents this tracking as part of the development plan review process.

For public agencies, we need to know the views of your agency as to the scope and
content of the environmental information that is germane to your agency’s responsibilities
in connection with the proposed project. Your agency may need to the use the
Supplemental EIR prepared by the City of Oceanside when considering your permit or
approval for the project. For the public, we need to know your views on issues to be
analyzed in the draft EIR.

The project description, location, and the probable environmental effects are contained in
the attached materials. A copy of the Initial Study (U is is not) attached.

Due to the time limits mandated by State law, your response must be sent at the earhest
possible date, but no later than 45 days after receipt of this notice.

Please send your response to Scott Nightingale, Planner II, City of Oceanside, Planning
Division, 300 North Coast Highway, Oceanside, CA 92054. We will need the name for a
contact person in your agency.

Project Applicant: AMB DFS Pacific Coast LLC.

Date: May 27, 2009 Signature

___________________________

Title -

Telephone 7 4ç
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INITIAL STUDY
city of oceanside california

1. PROJECT: Pacific Coast Business Park Master Development Plan Revision

2. LEAD AGENCY: City of Oceanside

3. CONTACT PERSON & PHONE: Scott Nightingale (760) 435-3526

4. PROJECT LOCATION: The site of the proposed project area consists of approximately 124 acres within
the City of Oceanside (Figure 1). College Boulevard forms the eastern boundary, and Old Grove Road
forms the northern boundary of the property. The project area is on the USGS 7.5’ San Luis Rey
topographic quadrangle, largely in the southwestern quarter of Section 15, Township 11 South, Range 4
West (Figure 2).

5. APPLICANT: Guthrie Development Company
17682 Cowan Avenue, Suite 200
Irvine, CA 92614-6027

6. GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: S-1-84 (Rancho del Cr0 Specific Plan)

7. ZONING: PD-i (Industrial)

8. PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The proposed project would modify the Industrial Master Development Plan
for Pacific Coast Business Park to increase the amount of office use within the project and allow for
additional traffic trips to accommodate that change. The revisions to land use are as follows:

1. Reduce Industrial Park use (from 1,100,000 square feet to 901,500 square feet)
2. Increase Commercial Office use (from 400,000 square feet to 518,000 square feet)
3. Reflect the approved Medical Office use (80,500 square feet)

9. SURROUNDING LAND USE(S) & PROJECT SETTING: The property is located within the Rancho del
Cr0 Specific Plan area. It is immediately north of the original Rancho del Cr0 Technology Park, with the
Ocean Ranch industrial development (existing and planned) adjacent to the west. Residential uses
(Rancho del Cr0 III) exist north of the site, with additional residential uses to the east, across College
Boulevard (Rancho del Cr0 Villages I and II). The site is graded and is divided into large parcels, with
streets and infrastructure in place to facilitate pending build out. The property is bordered by Old Grove
Road to the north and College Boulevard to the east. Project access is via two points along Old Grove
Road; one with the intersection of Avenida del Cr0, and the second with the intersection of internal Street
D, between the Avenida del Oro intersection and College Boulevard. The project area is also accessible
from the south from Oceanside Boulevard byway of Avenida de Ia Plata and Avenida del Cr0 (Figure 3).

10. OTHER REQUIRED AGENCY APPROVALS: N/A

11. PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION:

Final Environmental Impact Report for Pacific Coast Business Park (SCH#200407101 1), certified by the
Oceanside Planning Commission on August 22, 2005, Resolution Number 2005-P46).

12. CONSULTATION: N/A



Initial Study/Environmental_Checklist -2- City of Oceanside, California

13. SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: A summary of the
environmental factors potentially affected by this project, consisting of a Potentially Significant Impact
include:

Aesthetics Agricultural Air Quality

Biological Resources Cultural Resources Geological

Hazards Water E Land Use & Planning

E Mineral Resources Noise Population & Housing

fl Public Services Recreation Transportation

Utilities Systems

14. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

This section analyzes the potential environmental impacts which may result from the proposed project.
For the evaluation of potential impacts, the questions in the Initial Study Checklist (Section 2) are stated
and answers are provided according to the analysis undertaken as part of the Initial Study. The analysis
considers the project’s short-term impacts (construction-related), and its operational or day-to-day
impacts. For each question, there are four possible responses. They include:

1. No Impact. Future development arising from the project’s implementation will not have any measurable
environmental impact on the environment and no additional analysis is required.

2. Less Than Significant Impact. The development associated with project implementation will have the
potential to impact the environment; these impacts, however, will be less than the levels orthresholds that
are considered significant and no additional analysis is required.

3. Potentially Significant Unless Mitigated. The development will have the potential to generate impacts
which may be considered as a significant effect on the environment, although mitigation measures or
changes to the project’s physical or operational characteristics can reduce these impacts to levels that are
less than significant.

4. Potentially Significant Impact. Future implementation will have impacts that are considered significant, and
additional analysis is required to identify mitigation measures that could reduce these impacts to less than
significant levels.
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14.1 AESTHETICS. Would the project:

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? L
b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to

trees, rock outcroppings, and historic building along a State-
designated scenic highway?

c. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site
and its surroundings?

d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? No Impact. The proposed project is not located
within or near a scenic vista and would therefore have no impact on such. The surrounding area is
developed with industrial and residential uses.

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic
buildings within a state scenic highway? No Impact. The project does not propose development. It
consists of the reallocation of land uses onsite. The property has already been graded, with internal
streets and infrastructure in place to facilitate pending build out. No damage to any scenic resources
would result from project implementation.

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual characteror quality ofthe site and its surroundings? No Impact.
The site is an approved business park which is partially developed with buildings, internal roads and
infrastructure in place to facilitate further build out. It is immediately north of the original Rancho del Oro
Technology Park, with the Ocean Ranch industrial development (existing and planned) adjacent to the
west. The business park is therefore consistent with its surroundings; revising land use onsite to increase
office space would not degrade the visual character or quality of the site or its surroundings.

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in
the area? No Impact. The proposed project is forthe revision of land uses onsite to include an increase
in office space with a corresponding decrease in industrial use. This change in land use would not create
a new source of substantial light or glare. The changes would occur within an existing business park; no
development in addition to existing and approved construction is proposed.
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14.2 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide
Importance as depicted on maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland D
Mapping and Monitoring_Program of the CA. Resources Agency?

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
Contract?

c. Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their
location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-
agricultural use?

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland ofStatewide Importance (Farmland), as shown
on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? No Impact. The project site is zoned for industrial, not
agricultural use; therefore no impacts to farmland or agricultural lands would result.

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Wlliamson Act contract? No Impact. The the
Williamson Act contract was passes to preserve agricultural and openspace lands by discouraging
premature and unnecessary conversion to urban uses. The site for the proposed land use changes is
zoned for industrial, not agricultural use. The property is not located within open space lands. No
conflict with existing zoning or a Williamson Act contract would occur with project implementation.

c) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use? No Impact. The proposed project is for a revision to the
allocation of land use within a business park. The property is zoned for industrial use, not for farmland or
agricultural uses; therefore no impact would result from project implementation.
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14.3 AIR QUALITY. Would the project:

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality
plan?

b. Violate an airquality standard or contribute to an existing or projected
air quality violation?

c. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteila
pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under the
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including E
releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

a) Conflict with or obstructimplementafion of the applicable air quality plan? Less Than Significant Impact.
The project calls for a change in the allocation of land uses within the existing business park. No
development is proposed by the project. The site is already graded and partially developed, with internal
streets and infrastructure in place to support pending build out. Projects that are consistent with the
General Plan are considered to be consistent with the air quality-related regional plan as well. The project
proposal will not conflict with the Rancho del Oro Specific Plan; therefore no significant impacts would
occur.

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation?
Less Than Significant Impact. No development is proposed by the project. The site is already graded
and partially developed, with internal streets and infrastructure in place to support pending build out.
Projects that are consistent with the General Plan are considered to be consistent with the air quality-
related regional plan as well. The project proposal will not conflict with the Rancho del Oro Specific Plan;
therefore no significant impacts would occur.

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including releasing
emissions which exceed quantitafive thresholds for ozone precursors)? Less Than Significant Impact.
A “non-attainment” area refers to an area which does not meet the National and/or California Ambient Air
Quality Standards for a given pollutant. The California Air Resources Board (ARB) has designated the
San Diego Air Basin as non-attainment for PM10 (inhalable particles 10 microns or less in diameter) and
PM25. As no construction is proposed by the project, but rather revisions to existing land uses within the
business park, no impacts resulting from construction emissions would result

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? No Impact. Sensitive populations
include children, senior citizens, and individuals who are acutely or chronically ill. The project is not
located amidst schools, playgrounds, hospitals, retirement homes orthe like. The property is bordered by
existing residential development and industrial uses. The proposed project is consistent with surrounding
development. No concentration of sensitive receptors are therefore located in the project site’s immediate
surroundings, nor would the proposed revision to land uses produce substantial pollutant concentrations.
No construction is proposed by the project.
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e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? No Impact. The revision to land
use allocation onsite would not create objectionable odors.

2’i

WC’ —g-
0Q)_ QØD .J0_ Z

14.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or
special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or the
USFWS?

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans,
policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game
(DFG) or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as
defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal,
filling, hydrological interwption, or other means?

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as tree preservation policy/ordinance?

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, Li
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified
as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local orregionaiplans, policies, or regulations, orby
the California Department of Fish and Game or the USFWS? No Impact. The property is graded and
partially developed. No additional development is proposed by this project. It is for the redistribution of
land uses onsite, which would have no effect, either directly or indirectly, on biological habitats or sensitive
species.

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in
local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) or
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? No Impact. The project proposes to revise the allocation of land use on
the property. No development is associated with the proposed project; thus no impacts to riparian or other
sensitive habitat would result from project implementation.

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, orothermeans? No Impact. The project is proposing a revision to land use on
the subject property. No development is associated with this project; therefore no removal, filling,
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hydrological interruption or any other action that would threaten federally protected wetlands would occur.
The revisions to land use proposed by the project would not conflict with the Clean Water Act.

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident ormigratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites? No Impact. The proposed project would not interfere with the movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. The project proposes revisions to land use within the
business park. No impact would result from project implementation.

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as tree preservation
policy/ordinance? No Impact. Implementation of revised land use within the business park would not
conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources. No development is proposed
under the current project.

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan? No Impact. Implementation of
revised land use within the business park would not conflict with any adopted conservation plans
protecting biological resources. No development is proposed under the current project.
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14.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource as defined in § 15064.5 of CEQA?

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to § 15064.5 of CEQA?

c. Directlyorindirectlydestroya unique paleontologicalresourceorsite
or unique geologic feature?

d. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in § 15064.5 of
CEQA? No Impact. The site is graded and partially developed. The proposed project is fora change in
the allocation of land use within the business park. No development is proposed under the project,
therefore no impact to historical resources would result from project implementation.

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to §
15064.5 of CEQA? No Impact. No archaeological resources would be impacted by the proposed
changes to land use. The site is graded and partially developed. No development is proposed by the
project.

c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature? No
Impact. The site is graded and partially developed. The proposed project is for a change in the allocation
of land use within the business park. No development is proposed underthe project, therefore no impact
to paleontological resources would result from project implementation.
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d. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries? No Impact. No
human remains or burial grounds would be disturbed by implementation of the proposed project. The
project proposes changes to land use allocation. No development is proposed.
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14.6 GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:

a. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving (i.) rupture of a
known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Aiquist
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist, or El El Li
based on other substantial evidence of a known fault (Refer to DM&G
Pub. 42)?; or, (ii) strong seismic ground shaking?; or, (iii) seismic-
related ground failure, including liquefaction?; or, (iv) landslides?

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? El El El
c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would

become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on-
site or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or
collapse?

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18- 1-B of the 1994 El El ElUBC, creating substantial risks to life or property?

e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use ofseptictanks
or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not El El El
available for the disposal of waste water?

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:

1) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of
a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42. Less Than
Significant Impact. Geotechnical issues, including earthquakes, were addressed underthe previous
Pacific Coast Business Park project. The proposed project is for revisions to land use within that
business park. No additional impacts would result from increasing office space and reducing
industrial use onsite.

2) Strong seismic ground shaking? Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is already an
approved business park that is partially developed. The same potential for seismic ground shaking
due to earthquakes would exist under the proposed changes as under current conditions. Buildings
within the business park are constructed in accordance with Uniform Building Code/California Building
Code building criteria, ensuring that any potential adverse effects resulting from earthquakes would be
reduced to less than significant levels.

3) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? No Impact. The site is a business park which
is graded and partially developed. The proposal is for an increase in office space and corresponding
decrease in industrial use within the business park. No construction is proposed by the current
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project. Any geotechnical issues pertaining to the site were addressed under the previous Pacific
Coast Business Park project, and are not impacted by the current project.

4) Landslides? No Impact. Revising land uses within the Pacific Coast Business Park to include more
office space would not subject people to risk involving landslides.

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? No Impact. The project does not propose further
development. The property is graded, with infrastructure in place to support pending build out. A portion
of the site has been developed. The proposed revisions to land use within the business park would not
result in soil erosion or loss of topsoil.

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the
project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or
collapse? No Impact. A business park currently occupies the site. The property is graded and partially
developed. Soils would not become unstable as a result of project implementation which proposes a
revision to land use within the business park.

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1997), creating
substantial risks to life or property? No Impact. The proposed revisions to the allocation of land uses
would take place within an already established business park. Any expansive soils that may have existed
onsite would have been properly compacted as a condition of approval for the previously approved Pacific
Coast Business Park.

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal
systems where sewers are not available forthe disposal of wastewater? No Impact. The business park
utilizes the City’s sewer system. All sewer lines are in place to accommodate pending build out of the site.
No septic tanks are required.
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14.7 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the project:

a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing
or proposed school?

d. Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as
a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment?

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or
public use airport, would the project result in safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area?

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project
result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project
area?

g. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

h. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires, including where wildiands are adjacent to L E
urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands?

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal
of hazardous materials? Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not release any
hazardous materials into the environment, therefore would not create associated upset and accident
conditions. There is a potential for some medical waste to be generated by the proposed medical office
space. Any medical waste would be disposed of with a licensed service, operating under all federal, state,
and city regulations. Aside from the possible generation of normal medical wastes, the proposed project
would not involve the transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials, therefore would not create any
associated significant hazards.

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment? Less Than
Significant Impact. The project is proposing a revision to land use allocation within the business park.
There is a potential for some medical waste to be generated by the proposed medical office space. All
medical waste, however, would be disposed of with a licensed service, operating under all federal, state,
and city regulations. Aside from the possible generation of normal medical wastes, the proposed project
would not involve the transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials, therefore would not create any
associated significant hazards.
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C) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing orproposed school? Less Than Significant Impact. The project is
proposing a revision to land use allocation within the business park. There is a potential for some medical
waste to be generated by the proposed medical office space. All medical waste, however, would be
disposed of with a licensed service, operating under all federal, state, and city regulations. Aside from the
possible generation of normal medical wastes, the proposed project would not involve the transport, use
or disposal of hazardous materials, therefore would not create any associated significant hazards.

d) Be located on a site which is included on a 11sf of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment? No Impact. The property is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites.

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area? No Impact. The proposed project is not located within an airport
land use plan, nor is it located within two miles of a public airport or public use airport.

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area? No Impact. The proposed project is not within the vicinity of a
private airstrip; therefore no associated safety hazards would occur.

g) Impair implementation ofor physically interfere with an adopted emergencyresponse plan or emergency
evacuation plan? No Impact. The proposed revision to land use allocation within the business park would
not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan.

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, including
where wildiands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands? No
Impact. The project area is located within or adjacent to wildlands; therefore no associated losses would
occur. The surrounding area is developed with residential and industrial uses.
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14.8 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the project:

a. Violateanywaterqualitystandardsorwastedischargerequirements?

b. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially
with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in
aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g.,
the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level
which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which
permits have been granted)?

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a
manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-
site?

d. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner
which would result in flooding on or off site?

e. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

g. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a
Federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate map or other E
flood hazard delineation map?

h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would
impede or redirect flood flows?

i. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee
or dam?

j. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

k. Result in an increase in pollutant discharges to receiving waters
considering water quality parameters such as temperature, dissolved
oxygen, turbidity and other typical stormwater pollutants (e.g. heavy E
metals, pathogens, petroleum derivatives, synthetic organics,
sediment, nutrients, oxygen-demanding substances, and trash)?

I. Result in significant alternation of receiving water quality during or
following construction?

m. Could the proposed project result in increased erosion downstream?
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n. Result in increased impervious surfaces and associated increased
runoff? LI LI LI

o. Create a significant adverse environmental impact to drainage
patterns due to changes in runoff flow rates or volumes? LI LI LI

p. Tributary to an already impaired water body, as listed on the Clean
Water Act Section 303(d) list? If so, can it result in an increase in any LIpollutant for which the water body is already impaired?

q. Tributary to other environmentally sensitive areas? If so, can it LIexacerbate already existing sensitive conditions?

r. Have a potentially significant environmental impact on surface water
quality to either marine, fresh, or wetland waters?

s. Haveapotentiallysignificantadverseimpactongroundwaterquality? LI LI
t. Cause or contribute to an exceedance of applicable surface or

groundwater receiving water quality objectives or degradation of LI LI LI
beneficial uses?

u. Impact aquatic, wetland, or riparian habitat? LI LI
v. Potentially impact stormwater runoff from construction or post LI LI LIconstruction?

w. Result in a potential for discharge of stormwater pollutants from areas
of material storage, vehicle or equipment fueling, vehicle or equipment
maintenance (including washing), waste handling, hazardous materials LI LI LI
handling or storage, delivery areas, loading docks or other outdoor
work areas?

x. Result in the potential for discharge of stormwater to affect the LI LI LIbeneficial uses of the receiving waters?

y. Create the potential for significant changes in the flow velocity or LI LI LIvolume of stormwater runoff to cause environmental harm?

z. Create significant increases in erosion of the project site or
surrounding areas?

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements? No Impact. The project is for a
revision to land use allocation within a business park, which would not affect any water quality standards
or waste discharge requirements. A storm drain system is in place to intercept runoff, with drainage
swales and media filters to treat runoff. The revision to land use allocation will not affect these existing
features.

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that
there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land
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uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)? No Impact. No development is proposed
by the current project. The site is already graded and partially developed. The proposed revision to land
use allocation would not increase impervious surfaces onsite and would not deplete or otherwise interfere
with groundwater supplies.

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?
No Impact. The project is for revisions to land use allocation onsite only. No impact to existing drainage
patterns would result; therefore no associated erosion or siltation on- or off-site would occur.

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner
which would result in flooding on- or off-site? No Impact. The project is for revisions to land use
allocation onsite only. No impact to existing drainage patterns would result; therefore no associated
increases to surface runoff would occur.

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources ofpolluted runoff? No Impact. The project is
for a revision to land use allocation within a business park. A storm drain system is in place to intercept
runoff, with drainage swales and media filters to treat runoff. The revision to land use allocation will not
affect these existing features.

)2 Othe,wise substantially degrade water quality? No Impact. Revising existing land use allocations within
the business park would not substantially degrade water quality.

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map? No Impact. The project does not
propose housing development, nor is the site within a 100-yearflood hazard area.

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood flows? No
Impact. The site is not located within a 100-year flood hazard area.

I) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? No Impact. No levees or dams surround the project
area, nor would the project expose people or structures to flooding from another potential source.

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunam or mudflow? No Impact. Due to the site’s location, the proposed
development would not be affected by seiche, tsunami or mudflow.

k) Result in an increase in pollutant discharges to receiving waters? Consider water quality parameters such
as temperature, dissolved oxygen, turbidity and other typical stormwater pollutants (e.g. heavy metals,
pathogens, petroleum derivatives, synthetic organics, sediment, nutrients, oxygen-demanding substances,
and trash)? No Impact. The changes proposed to land use within the business park involve an increase
of office space and corresponding decrease in industrial use. These changes would not cause an
increase in pollutant discharges to receiving waters. No construction is proposed under the current
project.

I) Result in significant alternation ofreceiving water quality during or following construction? No Impact. No
construction is proposed by the project. The site is graded and partially developed; the proposed project
is for a revision to the allocation of land uses within the business park and would not affect receiving water
quality.
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m) Could the proposed project result in increased erosion downstream? No Impact. Revising the allocation
of land uses within an already-established business park would not result in increased erosion
downstrearn.

n) Result in increased impervious surfaces and associated increased runoff? No Impact. Grading for the
business park is complete. No further impervious surfaces would result from the proposed revisions to
land use allocation.

o) Create a significant adverse environmental impactto drainage patterns due to changes in runoff flowrates
or volumes? No Impact. The project is for revisions to land use allocation onsite only. No impact to
existing drainage patterns would result.

p) Tributary to an already impaired water body, as listed on the Clean Water Act Section 303(d) list? If so,
can it result in an increase in any pollutant for which the water body is already impaired? No Impact. The
proposed revision to the allocation of land use within the business park does not impact a tributary that
flows to an impaired body of water.

q) Tributary to other environmentally sensitive areas? If so, can it exacerbate already existing sensitive
conditions? No Impact. The proposed revision to the allocation of land use within the business park
would not impact a tributary that flows to other environmentally sensitive areas.

r) Have a potentially significant environmental impact on surface water quality to either marine, fresh, or
welland waters? No Impact. The site on which the revision to land use are proposed is already graded
and partially developed. All Best Management Practices were put into place as project design features of
the approved Pacific Coast Business Park project. Revisions to the allocation of land use, as proposed by
the current project, would not have a significant environmental impact on surface water quality.

s) Have a potentially significant adverse impact on groundwater quality? No Impact. No development is
proposed by the current project. The site is already graded and partially developed. The proposed
revision to land use allocation would not increase impervious surfaces onsite and would not deplete or
otherwise interfere with groundwater supplies.

t) Cause or contribute to an exceedance of applicable surface or groundwater receiving water quality
objectives or degradation of beneficial uses? No Impact. No development is proposed by the current
project. The site is already graded and partially developed. The proposed revision to land use allocation
would not increase impervious surfaces onsite and would not deplete or otherwise interfere with
groundwater supplies.

u) Impact aquatic, wetland, orriparian habitat? No Impact. The project proposes a revision to the allocation
of land use within Pacific Coast Business Park; these changes would not affect aquatic, wetland, or
riparian habitat as none of these exist onsite.

v) Potentially impact stormwater runoff from construction or post construction? No Impact. No construction
is proposed under the current project. The proposal is for a revision to land use allocation only.

w) Result in a potential for discharge of stormwater pollutants from areas of material storage, vehicle or
equipment fueling, vehicle or equipment maintenance (including washing), waste handling, hazardous
materials handling or storage, delivery areas, loading docks or other outdoor work areas? Less Than
Significant Impact. The proposed revisions to land use would occur within an existing business park,
and both commercial and industrial development are approved uses for the site.

x) Result in the potential for discharge of stormwater to affect the beneficial uses of the receiving waters?
No Impact. The business park is graded and partially developed, with Best Management Practices in
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place to reduce any impacts the business park may have on water quality to below a level of significance.
This current project is for a modification to existing designated land uses within the business park only; no
impacts to receiving waters would result from project implementation.

y) Create the potential for significant changes in the flow velocity or volume of stormwater runoff to cause
environmental harm? No Impact. No construction is proposed by the project; therefore no increase in
impervious surfaces would occur due to project implementation. The project is proposing a revision to
land use allocation within the Pacific Coast Business Park. No changes to flow velocity or volume of
stormwater runoff would result; therefore no associated environmental harm would occur due to project
implementation.

z) Create significant increases in erosion of the project site or surrounding areas? No Impact. The project
is for revisions to land use allocation onsite only. No impact to existing drainage patterns would result;
therefore no associated erosion on- or off-site would occur.
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14.9 LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project:

a. Physically divide an established community?

b. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an
agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to
the General Plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning E fl
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

c. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan?

a) Physically divide an established community? No Impact. The site houses a business park. The
proposed project calls for a revision to the allocation of land uses within the business park, which would
not physically divide an established community.

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the
project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? No Impact. The
proposed revisions to the allocation of land uses onsite are in compliance with the Rancho del Oro
Specific Plan. A Revised Industrial Master Plan has been submiffed (2008) which would be applicable to
the project site upon City approval. The project would be in compliance with this Master Plan as well.

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan? No
Impact. The proposed revisions to the allocation of land uses onsite would not conflict with any habitat
conservation plans or natural community conservation plans. No development is proposed by the project.
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14.10 MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a. Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that
would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?

b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other LI LI LI
land use plan?

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state? No Impact. Mineral deposits determined to be of regional significance by the
State Mining and Geology Board pursuant to the California Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975
and those found to be essential to the economic well-being of the City are mapped in the City’s Land Use
Element (Oceanside General Plan, Land Use Element, 2002. Map LU-22). The project site is not mapped
as an area containing such resources. In addition, the site is already graded and partially developed. No
development is proposed by the project, only changes to the allocation of land uses within the business
park.

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recoveiy site deilneated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? No Impact. Mineral deposits determined to be of
regional significance by the State Mining and Geology Board pursuant to the California Surface Mining
and Reclamation Act of 1975 and those found to be essential to the economic well-being of the City are
mapped in the City’s Land Use Element (Oceanside General Plan, Land Use Element, 2002. Map LU
22). The project site is not mapped as an area containing such resources. In addition, the site is already
graded and partially developed. No development is proposed by the project, only changes to the
allocation of land uses within the business park.
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14.11 NOISE. Would the project:

a. Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of
standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies?

b. Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne
vibration or groundborne noise levels?

c. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels
in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or
public use airport, would the project expose people residing orworking
in the project area to excessive noise levels?

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project
expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive E
noise levels?

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? No Impact. The project
proposes to revise land use allocations onsite. This would not generate or expose persons to noise levels
in excess of standards established in the general plan or noise ordinance.

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?
No Impact. The reallocation of land use would not generate or expose persons to excessive ground
vibrations or noise levels. All grading for the business park is complete.

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project? No Impact. Redistributing land use from industrial to office would not cause a
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels under the
previously approved Pacific Coast Business Park project (2005).

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project? No Impact. Redistributing land use from industrial to office would not cause
a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels
under the previously approved Pacific Coast Business Park project (2005).

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise levels? No Impact. The business park is not located within an airport
land use plan; nor is it within two miles of a public airport or public use airport. Thus, no persons living or
working in the area would be exposed to associated excessive noise levels due to project implementation.
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f) For a project within the vicinity ofa private airstrip, would the project expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise levels? No Impact. The business park is not located within the
vicinity of a private airstrip; therefore no persons living or working in the area would be exposed to
associated excessive noise levels due to project implementation.
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14.12 POPULATION & HOUSING. Would the project:

a. Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for
example, by proposing new homes and businesses or indirectly (for
example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

c. Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction
of replacement housing elsewhere?

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indiredily (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)? Less Than
Significant Impact. More job opportunities will be afforded through increased office space than under
current conditions. The business park is already bordered by existing residential development. Increasing
office space within the Pacific Coast Business Park would not induce substantial growth in the area. No
roadway extensions or additional infrastwcture is proposed by the current project — only modifications to
land use.

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere? No Impact. The project is for a revision to land use allocation within a business park; no
housing would be displaced, therefore no construction of replacement housing would be necessary.

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere? No Impact. The project is for a revision to land use allocation within a business park; no
persons/residents would be displaced, therefore no construction of replacement housing would be
necessary.
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14.13 PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project result in substantial
adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or
physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental impacts, in orderto maintain
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives for any of the public services:

Fire Protection?

Police Protection? E
Schools? u
Parks?

Other public facilities?

1) Fire protection? No Impact. The proposed revisions are to land use allocations within an established
business park. These revisions would not adversely impact fire protection for the park that is already in
place.

2) Police protection? No Impact. The proposed revisions are to land use allocations within an established
business park. These revisions would not adversely impact police protection forthe park that is already in
place.

3) Schools? No Impact. The proposed revisions to land use are within a business park, and involve the
increase of medical office space with a corresponding decrease in industrial use. These changes would
not affect school facilities.

4) Parks? No Impact. The proposed revisions to land use are within a business park, and involve the
increase of medical office space with a corresponding decrease in industrial use. These changes would
not affect park facilities.

5) Other public facilities? No Impact. No other public facilities would be impacted by the land use change
proposals that would occur within the business park.
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14.14 RECREATION. Would the project:

a. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and
regional parks or other recreational facilities, such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?

b. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities, which might have
an adverse physical effect on the environment?

a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated? No
Impact. The project proposes an increase of office space and decrease of industrial use within an
existing business park. Existing neighborhood and regional parks, and other recreational facilities would
not be impacted by this internal revision.

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? No Impact. The project does
not include recreational facilities, nor does it require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities
which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment. Existing neighborhood and regional
parks, and other recreational facilities would not be impacted by this internal revision.
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14.14 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Would the project:

a. Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the
existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a Dsubstantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume
to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)?

b. Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard
established by the county congestion/management agency for
designated roads or highways?

c. Result in a change in airtraffic patterns, including either an increase in
traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety
risks?

d. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?

e. Result in inadequate emergency access?

f. Result in inadequate parking capacity?

g. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting
alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?

a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the
street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to
capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)? Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed
increase in office use may cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic
load and capacity of the street system.

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the county
congestion management agency for designated roads or highways? Potentially Significant Impact.
The proposed increase in office use may individually or cumulatively exceed a level of service standard
established by the county congestion management agency.

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location
that results in substantial safety risks? No Impact. The proposed changes to land use allocation within
the existing business park would not result in a change in air traffic patterns; therefore no associated
safety risks would occur due to project implementation.

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? No Impact. The proposed revisions to land use allocation do
not impact the previously approved design features within the business park.
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e) Result in inadequate emergency access? No Impact. Project access is via two points along Old Grove
Road; one with the intersection of Avenida del Oro, and the second with the intersection of internal Street
D, between the Avenida del Oro intersection and College Boulevard. The project area is also accessible
from the south from Oceanside Boulevard by way of Avenida de Ia Plata and Avenida del Oro. The
business park also contains a network of internal roads leading into and out of the site (Figure 3).
Adequate emergency access is provided.

f) Result in inadequate parking capacity? No Impact. Parking is determined based on building area
and can be accommodated within the site layout. The proposed revision to land use allocation would
not affect parking capacity within the business park. Each lot must meet parking requirements for the
uses proposed.

g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus
turnouts, bicycle racks)? No Impact. Policies and programs that support public transportation such
as bus turnouts and bicycle racks would not be affected by land use modifications within the business
park.
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14.15 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the project:

a. Exceed wastewatertreatment requirements ofthe applicable Regional
Water Quality Control Board?

b. Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction
of which could cause significant environmental effects?

c. Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which LI
could cause significant environmental effects?

d. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from
existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded
entitlements needed?

e. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which
serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve
the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing
commitments?

f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?

g. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related
to solid waste?

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects? No Impact.
The project proposes changes to land use within an established business park. All infrastructure is in
place, including water and sewer lines; therefore the project would not result in the construction of new
water or wastewater treatment facilities.
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c) Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects? No Impact. The
project proposes changes to land use within an established business park. All infrastructure is in place,
including a storm drain system. The project would not require or result in the construction of new storm
water drainage facilities or the expansion of existing facilities.

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources, or
are new or expanded entitlements needed? Less Than Significant Impact. Water is currently supplied
to the business park through existing lines. The proposed revision to allocation of land use within the
business park involves the increase of office space, and corresponding decrease of industrial use. This
change would not cause a significant impact to existing water supply. Existing entitlements and resources
will be sufficient to provide for the proposed changes; no new or expanded entitlements would be needed.

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the project that
it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing
commitments? Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would be served by the City of
Oceanside’s Wastewater Division which collects, treat and disposes of the City’s sewage at two separate
treatment plants. Addition of project-generated wastewater resulting from the increase in office space
would not exceed the capacity of the City’s treatment plants.

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal
needs? No Impact. The business park which the proposed project is location in is served by a landfill
with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs.

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste? No Impact. The
proposed project will comply with federal, state and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste.
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14.16 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. Would the project:

a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife
species, cause a fish or wildlife population to decrease below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community,
reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant
or animal, or eliminate important examples of major periods of
California history or prehistory?

b. Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term, to the u
disadvantage of long-term, environmental goals?

c. Does the project have impacts which are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable (Cumulatively considerable means the
project’s incremental effects are considerable when compared to the
past, present, and future effects of other projects)?

d. Does the project have environmental effects which will have E
substantial adverse effects on human beings, directly or indirectly?

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to decrease below self- sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range ofa rare
or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of major periods of California history or
prehistory? No Impact. The proposed modifications to land use within Pacific Coast Business Park
would not impact the quality of the environment, biological habitat or cultural resources. The revisions
would occur within an existing business park. No development is proposed, and nofurtherdevelopment
in addition to what exists and what was approved underthe previous Pacific Coast Business Park project
would result from implementation of the current project.

b) Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term, to the disadvantage of long-term, environmental
goals? No Impact. The project will not achieve short-term goals to the disadvantage of long-term goals.
The revisions to land use within the business park have been proposed in response to market demand.
Both short-term and long-terms goals would be met by meeting that demand to the benefit of the property
owner, as well as future buyers and lease-holders. The City’s Economic Sustainability Study calls for
development that would maximize economic growth such as through office jobs as these tend to be higher
paying than industrial jobs. The project proposes to do just that, while remaining in compliance with
approved uses within the business park.

c) Does the project have impacts which are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable (Cumulatively
considerable means the project’s incremental effects are considerable when compared to the past,
present, and future effects of other projects) ? Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed increase in
office use may cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and
capacity of the street system. Impacts to existing level of service standards would likewise be potentially
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significant. Additional traffic may result in creation of more greenhouse gases (GHG); greenhouse gases
levels may become cumulatively considerable.

d) Does the project have environmental effects which will have substantial adverse effects 017 human beings,
directly orindirectly? No Impact. The project would not cause environmental effects which would have
substantial adverse impacts on human beings.

16. PREPARATION. The initial study for the subject project was prepared by:

Nicole Sivba and Mike Busdosh, Affinis

17. DETERMINATION. (To be completed by lead agency) Based on this initial evaluation:

[J I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will
not be a significant effect in this case because the mitigation measures described herein have been
included in this project. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

[x I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

18. DE MINIMIS FEE DETERMINATION (Chapter 1706, Statutes of 1990-AB 3158)

{xJ It is hereby found that this project involves no potential for any adverse effect, either individually or
cumulatively, on wildlife resources and that a “Certificate of Fee Exemption” shall be prepared for this
project.

[] It is hereby found that this project could potentially impact wildlife, individually or cumulatively, and
therefore fees shall be paid to the County Clerk in accordance with Section 711.4(d) of the Fish and
Game Code.

19. ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION: The initial study for this project has been reviewed and the
environmental determination, contained in Section V. preceding, is hereby approved:

Scott Nightingale, Planner II

20. PROPERTY OWNERIAPPLICANT CONCURRENCE: : Section 15070(b)(1) of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines provides that Lead Agencies may issue a Mitigated
Negative Declaration where the initial study identifies potentially significant effects, but, revisions in
the project plans or proposals made by. or agreed to by the applicant before a proposed mitigated
negative declaration and initial study are released for public review would avoid the effects or mitigate
the effects to a point where clearly no significant effects would occur. The property owner/applicant
signifies by their signature below their concurrence with all mitigation measures contained within this
environmental document. However, the applicant’s concurrence with the Draft Mitigated Negative
Declaration is not intended to restrict the legal rights of the applicant to seek potential revisions to the
mitigation measures during the public review process.



B. Traffic Impact Analysis



Traffic Impact Analysis

For the

Revised
Pacific Coast Business Park
In the City of Oceanside

Prepared for:
AMB DFS Pacific Coast LLC

April, 2009

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.



TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS
FOR THE REVISED PACIFIC COAST BUSINESS PARK

IN THE CITY OF OCEANSIDE

Prepared for:

AMB DFS Pacific Coast LLC
3185 Airway Avenue, Suite F

Costa Mesa, CA 92626

Prepared by:

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
765 The City Drive

Suite 400
Orange, CA 92868

April, 2009



TABLE 01? CONTENTS

Page

INTRODUCTION 1
PURPOSE OF REPORT 1
CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PROGRAM COMPLIANCE 3
TRIP GENERATION 4

Year 2010 Conditions without the Revised PCBP Project 10
Daily and Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 10

Conditioned and Recommended Improvements 10
Roadway Level ofService 16

Year 2010 Conditions with the Revised PCBP Project 18
Daily and Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 18
Roadway Level ofService 18
Comparison ofSignflcant Traffic Impacts at Intersections 22

Year 2020 Conditions without the Revised PCBP Project 22
Daily and Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 22
Roadway Level ofService 22

Year 2020 Conditions with the Revised PCBP Project 26
Daily and Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 26
Roadway Level ofService 26
Comparison ofSignfIcant Traffic Impacts at Roadway Segments 26
Intersection Level ofService 26
Comparison ofSign4jIcant Traffic Impacts at Intersections 30

PEAK HOUR ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS 30
Year 2010 without Revised PCBP Peak Hour Roadway Segment Level of Service 30
Year 2020 without Revised PCBP Peak Hour Roadway Segment Level of Service 33
Year 2020 with Revised PCBP Peak Hour Roadway Segment Level of Service 33

Sign/Icant Traffic Impacts for Peak Hour Roadway Segment Analysis 33
FREEWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS 34

Year 2010 without Revised PCBP Freeway Level of Service 34
Year 2010 with Revised PCBP Freeway Level of Service 34
Year 2020 without Revised PCBP Freeway Level of Service 34
Year 2020 with Revised PCBP Freeway Level of Service 34

SignIcant Traffic Impacts on Freeway Segments 34



LIST OF FIGURES

Page

Figure 1 — Vicinity Map 2
Figure 2 — Project Trip Distribution 7
Figure 3 — Project-Related Daily Traffic Volumes 8
Figure 4 — Project-Related Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 9
Figure 5 — Cumulative Project Daily Traffic Volumes 12
Figure 6 — Cumulative Project Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 13
Figure 7—Year 2010 Daily Traffic Volumes Without Revised PCBP Project 14
Figure 8— Year 2010 Peak Hour Traffic Volumes Without Revised PCBP Project 15
Figure 9—Year 2010 Daily Traffic Volumes With Revised PCBP Project 20
Figure 10— Year 2010 Peak Hour Traffic Volumes With Revised PCBP Project 21
Figure 11 — Year 2020 Daily Traffic Volumes Without Revised PCBP Project 23
Figure 12— Year 2020 Peak Hour Traffic Volumes Without Revised PCBP Project 24
Figure 13 — Year 2020 Daily Traffic Volumes With Revised PCBP Project 28
Figure 14—Year 2020 Peak Hour Traffic Volumes With Revised PCBP Project 29

LIST OF TABLES

Page

Table I — Summary of Trip Generation — Pacific Coast Business Park with Alternative Mix of Uses 5
Table 2— Study Area 6
Table 3 — Summary of Cumulative Projects Trip Generation 11
Table 4— Summary of Roadway Level of Service — Year 2010 Without and With Revised PCBP Project .... 17
Table 5 — Summary of Intersection LOS — Year 2010 Without and With Revised PCBP Project 19
Table 6 — Summary of Roadway LOS — Year 2020 Without and With Revised PCBP Project 25
Table 7 — Summary of Intersection LOS — Year 2020 Without and With Revised PCBP Project 27
Table 8 — Summary of Peak Hour Roadway LOS — Year 2010 Without and With Revised PCBP Project .... 31
Table 9— Summary of Peak Hour Roadway LOS — Year 2020 Without and With Revised PCBP Project 32
Table 10 — Summary of Freeway LOS — Year 2010 Without and With Revised PCBP Project 35
Table 11 — Summary of Freeway LOS — Year 2020 Without and With Revised PCBP Project 36
Table 12— Summary of PCBP Project Fair Share Toward Needed Improvements 38



TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS FOR
THE REVISED PACIFIC COAST BUSINESS PARK

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Project Information

The original Pacific Coast Business Park (PCBP) project was approved in 2005 for 1,500,000
square feet of industrial and office uses. The project Applicant proposes to revise the project
development mix to decrease the industrial square footage and increase the amount of office use.
The overall development area of 1,500,000 square feet will not change.

• The proposed project revision would generate approximately 4,800 additional daily vehicular
trips.

Impact Analysis

• Traffic impact analysis has been conducted to identify the impacts of the proposed project
changes for Year 2010 near-term and Year 2020 horizon year conditions.

• Traffic estimates were prepared to identify the traffic that would be generated by cumulative
development projects, including the already-approved PCBP project. The cumulative projects are
estimated to generate 120,084 trips on a daily basis, with 9,361 trips during the morning peak
hour and 12,661 trips during the evening peak hour.

• Network assumptions for Year 2010 conditions include traffic improvements that were
conditioned on the approved Pacific Coast Business Park and Pavilion projects and that are
recommended to be made by the El Corazon project.

Year 2010 Analysis

• Under Year 2010 traffic conditions, 18 roadway segments and one intersection would operate at
an unacceptable Level of Service.

• The addition of traffic associated with the increased office square footage at PCBP would result
in a significant impact on two roadway segments.

• The addition of traffic associated with the proposed changes in land use would not result in a
significant impact at any study intersection.
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Year 2020 Analysis

• Year 2020 volumes are based on forecasts from the Combined North Cities Model (CNCM),
which represents a detailing of the SANBAG Series 10 regional traffic model.

• Under Year 2020 Without Project traffic conditions, six roadway segments and one intersection
would operate at an unacceptable Level of Service.

• The addition of traffic associated with the project would not have a significant impact on any
roadway segments or any study intersections under Year 2020 With Project traffic conditions.

Peak Hour Roadway Analysis

• Peak hour roadway level of service analysis for 2010 and 2020 traffic conditions was conducted
on the roadway segments that are projected to operate at LOS “D” or worse without and with the
revised PC13P project.

• The Year 2010 peak hour analysis indicated that the one corridor is projected to operate at LOS
“E” or worse in the peak hour, and that the project would not cause the speed on any of the study
roadway segments to decrease in speed by more than 1 mph.

• The Year 2020 peak hour analysis indicated that two roadway segments are projected to operate
at LOS “E” or worse, and that the project would not cause the speed on any of the study roadway
segments to decrease in speed by more than 1 mph.

Freeway Analysis

• The increase in traffic due to the revised PCBP project would not have significant traffic impacts
on any study freeway segment.

Mitigation

• To mitigate its cumulative traffic impacts, the Revised PCBP project will be conditioned to
contribute on a fair share basis to the following improvements;

• Widening I capacity enhancements along College Boulevard between Avenida de Ia Plata and
Olive Drive;

• Widening of the westbound approach Oceanside Boulevard at College Boulevard.

• The project’s fair share proportion of these improvements is presented on Table 12.
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