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INTRODUCTION

This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) has been prepared in accordance with
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as amended (Public Resources Code
Section 21000 et seq), and CEQA Guidelines (California Administrative Code Section
15000 et seq.).
According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15132, the FEIR shall consist of the following:






The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) or a revision of the Draft;
Comments and recommendations received on the DEIR, either verbatim or in
summary;
A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the DEIR;
The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental po9ints raised in
the review and consultation process;
Any other information added by the Lead Agency.

In accordance with these requirements, the Fairfield Inn & Suites EIR is comprised of
the following:



Draft Environmental Impact Report, Fairfield Inn and Suites (SCH# 2016091002),
April, 2017.
This FEIR document, November 2017 that incorporates the information required
by Section 15132.

Format of the Final EIR
This document is organized as follows:
Chapter A. Executive Summary
This section describes CEQA requirements and content of this FEIR. It includes a table
summarizing the impacts of the proposed project and the project alternatives
Chapter B. Response to Comment Letters Received on the DEIR
This section provides copies of the comment letters received and individual responses
to written comments. In accordance with Public Resources Code 21092.5, copies of the
written proposed responses to public agencies will be forwarded to the agencies at least
10 days prior to certifying an EIR. All responses conform to the legal standards
established for response to comments on the DEIR.
Chapter C. Revisions and Corrections

I-1

The section of the Final EIR contains revision to information included in the Draft EIR
(April, 2017), based upon (1) additional or revised information required to prepare a
response to a specific comment; (2) updated information required due to the passage of
time; and/or (3) typographical errors. Based upon comment letters received on the
DEIR, new mitigation measures were added in the FEIR regarding air quality and
cultural resources.
Given the minor changes associated with the document, the information added to the
EIR does not meet the requirements for recirculation pursuant to Section 150885.5 of
the State CEQA Guidelines.
Chapter D. Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program (MMRP)
This section includes the MMRP which identifies the mitigation measures, timing, and
responsibility for implementation of the measures.
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CHAPTER A
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

CHAPTER A
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
A.1

INTRODUCTION

This Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is an informational document intended to
inform public agency decision makers and the general public of the significant
environmental effects of implementation of the Oceanside Fairfield Inn & Suites Project
(Project), identify possible ways to minimize the significant impacts, and describe the
reasonable alternatives to the Project. The public agency shall consider the information
in the EIR, along with other information, which may be presented to the agency
[California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines §15121(a)] for informational
purposes.
This EIR has been prepared in accordance with the City’s guidelines for compilation of
an EIR and with all criteria, standards, and procedures of CEQA of 1970 as amended
(Public Resource Code §21000 et seq.), and CEQA Guidelines (California Code of
Regulations §15000 et seq.).
Per §21067 of CEQA and §§15367 and 15050 through 15053 of the State CEQA
Guidelines, the City of Oceanside (City) is the Lead Agency under whose authority this
document is being prepared.
Per CEQA Guideline 15146, this is a focused EIR
prepared to the level of specificity of the underlying action (e.g., Development Plan
level), to assess potential environmental impacts and to propose mitigation measures,
where required, to reduce significant impacts.

The project is proposing to construct a 99-room select service hotel on a currently
vacant 2.32 acre lot. The project requires a General Plan Amendment (GPA15-00004),
Zone Amendment (ZA15-00009), Development Plan (D15-00022), two Conditional Use
Permits (CUP15-00023 and 15-00024), and a Variance (V-15-00002) from the City of
Oceanside.
A.2

PURPOSE OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

The purpose of an EIR is to analyze the potential environmental impacts associated
with a Project. CEQA states that the purpose of an EIR is to: (1) inform the public and
decision-makers of the potential environmental impacts of a Project; (2) identify
methods that could reduce the magnitude of potentially significant impacts of a Project;
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and (3) identify alternatives that could reduce the magnitude of potentially significant
impacts or propose more effective use of the Project site.
A.3

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

The environmental analysis for this project evaluated the proposed Fairfield Inn & Suites
Project as well as alternatives to the proposed Plan. The project alternatives consisted
of: 1, the CEQA-required no-project alternative (no development); and 2, a residential
alternative as also allowed by the underlying land use designation. Please refer to
Table A-1 for a comparison of the potentially significant impacts for both alternatives
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Table A-1. Summary of Impacts of Project and Alternatives
ISSUE AREA

Aesthetics
Air Quality
Biological
Resources
Cultural/Tribal/
Paleontological
Resources
Geology/Soils
Greenhouse Gases
Hazards/Hazardous
Materials
Hydrology/Water
Quality
Land Use
Noise
Public Services
Transportation/
Traffic
Utilities

PROPOSED
PROJECT

ALTERNATIVE 1
ALTERNATIVE 2
(NO
(RESIDENTIAL
DEVELOPMENT)
ALTERNATIVE)
Less than significant Less than significant Less than significant
Significant and
Less than significant Significant and
mitigable
mitigable
Significant and
Less than significant Significant and
mitigable
mitigable
Significant and
Less than significant Significant and
mitigable
mitigable
Significant and
Less than significant
mitigable
Less than significant Less than significant
Less than significant Less than significant

Significant and
mitigable
Less than significant
Less than significant

Less than significant Less than significant Less than significant
Less than significant
Less than significant
Less than significant
Significant and
partially mitigable
Less than significant

Less than significant
Less than significant
Less than significant
Less than
significant**
Less than significant

Less than significant
Less than significant
Less than significant
Significant and
partially mitigable
Less than significant

** Horizon year impacts to Oceanside Boulevard/I-5 interchange would still exceed
thresholds without the project
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A-4

CHAPTER B
RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED ON THE DEIR

CHAPTER B
RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED ON THE DEIR
This chapter contains responses to all comment letters received on the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). The comment period opened on April 21, 2017
and closed June 5, 2017. A copy of each letter with bracketed comment numbers on
the margin is followed by the response for each comment as indexed in the letter.
Table B-1 Comment Letters, Fairfield Inn & Suites
Letter
A
B
C
D
E
F
G
H
I
J
K
L
M
N
O
P
Q
R
S
T
U
V
W
X
Y
Z
AA
BB
CC
CC
EE
FF

Commenter
San Diego County Archaeological Society
Office of Planning and Research
Jane Marshall (for Oceanside Coastal Neighborhood
Association)
Jane Marshall
Lisa Hamilton
Lisa Hamilton
Joan Bockman
Joseph Gallahgher
Polly Rose
Jacqueline Adler
Neil Gordon
Sean and Wendy Sullivan
Maggie Matthews
Kathy Pearse
Monique Combs
Donna Geirman
Gregory Benner
Daniela Marshall
Myles McGuiness
Sally Bickerton
John Bickerton
Connie Chang
Kathleen O’Brien
Jane Grupe
Juliann Pedersen
Kathleen Justice
Julie Campbell
Michael Whitbord
Debra Sutton
Lynne Fiedler
Esther Bauer
Kent Borsch
B-1

Date
05/23/17
06/02/17
05/22/17
06/04/17
06/02/17
05/22/17
06/01/17
06/04/17
06/04/17
06/05/17
05/30/17
06/04/17
06/05/17
06/04/17
05/21/17
06/05/17
06/05/17
06/04/17
05/22/17
05/20/17
05/20/17
06/05/17
05/17/17
06/05/17
06/05/17
05/22/17
05/24/17
06/04/17
06/05/17
05/20/17
06/05/17
06/05/17

GG
HH
II

Sarah Morris
Julia Rumann
Cynthia Rocco

06/05/17
06/02/17
06/06/17

Two additional memos/letters were prepared by the applicant’s traffic and geotechnical
consultants, in response to some of the public comments. These are included in
Appendix A to this chapter. Text from these documents has been incorporated into the
Response to Comments where appropriate. Additionally, an exhibit was prepared by
the project engineer in response to comments regarding an alternate access point, and
this is also provided in Appendix A.
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B-3

A-1

A-2

B-4

A. San Diego County Archaeological Society

A-1

Comment noted.

A-2

Please refer to the MMRP (Chapter D of the FEIR). The standard requirement of
payment of curation fees will also be a condition of project approval. In
accordance with the City of Oceanside’s standard condition CR-7 for tribal
cultural resources, tribal cultural resources can be returned to the San Luis Rey
Band of Mission Indians if preferred.
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B-6
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B-7

B-8

(This page intentionally left blank)

B-9

B-10

(This page intentionally left blank)

B-11

B-1

B-12

B. OPR

B-1

Comment noted.

B-13

B-14
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B-15

C-1

C-2

B-16

C. Jane Marshall for the Oceanside Coastal Neighborhood Association (OCNA)

C-1

Please refer to Chapter III (Project Description) and the findings provided in
Chapter IV.I (Land Use) of the DEIR for a description of and justification for the
proposed GPA, Rezone, CUPs, and Variance. Please refer to Chapters IV.A
(Aesthetics), and IV.J (Noise). No significant impacts have been identified with
respect to light and glare or noise. Project design features have been
incorporated to avoid and/or reduce traffic impacts.

C-2

The City-approved Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) analyzed traffic conditions for six
scenarios including Existing, Existing + Project, Existing + Cumulative, Existing +
Cumulative + Project, Horizon Year, and Horizon Year + Project. The TIA
findings for all of the scenarios are included in the Executive Summary and
Chapter IV.L of the DEIR, and these are based on the City of Oceanside’s
defined thresholds of significance. The page referenced in this comment
indicates the conclusions for only the Existing + Project Conditions, which does
not represent the full conclusions of the analysis. The TIA findings documented
two Horizon Year impacts that include the intersections of Oceanside Boulevard
at the I-5 SB ramp and NB ramp, with recommended overrides and specific
improvements to help offset the calculated impacts (page 27 of the TIA and
pages IV.L-7 and L-8 of the DEIR).
The approved TIA evaluated the combined effects of traffic from four cumulative
projects as listed in Section 6.0 of the study, which did include the two projects
specifically referenced by this comment. It is unclear the source of ADT
estimates from the table provided in this comment, which do not reflect accepted
standards. The TIA estimates, based on SANDAG traffic generation rates used
by the City of Oceanside, note a cumulative daily volume increase on Oceanside
Blvd of 1,806 ADT without the hotel project. The hotel would add 735 ADT to
Oceanside Blvd. These cumulative volumes were used for the evaluation of
street segments and intersections.
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C-3

C-4

B-18

C-3

Please see Response to Comment No. C-1 and C-2 above.

C-4

Comment noted. As this is not a comment on the adequacy of the EIR, no further
response is warranted per CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.

B-19

D-1

D-2

D-3

B-20

D. Jane Marshall

D-1

The City approved TIA includes an evaluation of the project in combination with
the Vine Street development, the proposed Breeze apartments, as well as the
Morse Street development and planned El Corazon development as part of the
cumulative analysis. There is no need for an updated study or additional counts.
The Oceanside Blvd. traffic counts of 16,781 ADT used in the TIA are from April
2015. As detailed in the memo from LOS Engineering (Appendix A of these
Responses), more recent counts (August 2016) showed slightly lower ADT on
Oceanside Boulevard of 15,625 ADT, which may reflect closure of nearby
commercial uses (including Fresh & Easy and Ralph’s grocery). The traffic study
used the higher (but earlier) counts which provides a worst-case analysis for the
baseline existing conditions. The cumulative analysis evaluated the added trips
from the other projects along with the hotel project.

D-2

The history of the traffic incidents included in the EIR (page IV.L-2) is based on
the most recent data available on record with the City of Oceanside.

D-3

As explained in Response to Comment D-1, the baseline counts used for The
City approved TIA are conservative (high) based on more recent count data, and
there is no need for updated traffic counts. The City established the study area
criteria based on street segments and intersections where a minimum of 50 peak
hour project trips would travel, and this does not include any of the listed streets
within the Seaside Neighborhood. Existing and potential cut through traffic
patterns are influenced by local and regional elements. A study of cut through
traffic patterns within the Seaside Neighborhood is beyond the scope for this EIR.
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E-1

E-2

B-22

E. Lisa Hamilton

E-1

As discussed in Chapter IV.L (Transportation/Traffic), the TIA was prepared in
accordance with all applicable state and local environmental laws and policies. It
has been reviewed and approved by City staff. As noted in the TIA, the existing
street conditions in the area include the inability to make a U-turn at the Ditmar or
Coast Highway intersections with Oceanside Blvd. The right-only access with no
ability to U-turn was a concern raised during scoping and project review
meetings, particularly related to the potential for hotel guests to affect the nearby
neighborhood streets. Based on evaluation of options and review by city staff
during the project evaluation, the restriction for egress to be right-out only was
determined to be the best design for traffic safety at the project entry. Requiring
improvements that would allow a U-turn at the Ditmar intersection was
determined to be the preferred traffic option to accommodate the need for hotel
guests to return to I-5 or go further west on Oceanside Boulevard. This was
based on traffic safety considerations due to eastbound sight line limitations for
traffic travelling downhill, and the horizontal and vertical curve of Oceanside
Boulevard. The U-turn design was incorporated into the project improvements
and is shown on the project design plans, as noted in Section 12.0 of the TIA.
Timing for signal phases will be based on demand, and the City can adjust this
timing as needed.

E-2

The median design on Oceanside Blvd. is shown on the project grading plans,
with the offsite portion near Nevada and Ditmar shown on Figure III-6 of the
DEIR. The raised median extends westerly to a point approximately opposite
Clementine Street, with a striped median extending to Nevada Street. This
design was reviewed by staff who determined a full median blocking Nevada
Street should not be installed, in order to maintain left turn access for current
residents on South Nevada Street, which has proper sight lines to allow for it.
There are restricted sight lines on North Nevada, where the existing left turn
restriction (signed and striped) will be maintained.
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E-3

E-4

E-5

B-24

E-3

The TIA evaluated changes in traffic conditions at intersections and street
segments, and analyzed impacts in accordance with the City of Oceanside’s
Significance Thresholds. Information about changes in traffic volumes associated
with the proposed project and other cumulative projects is presented throughout
the analysis. The trip generation rate used for the Hotel use is an industry
standard per the SANDAG Not So Brief Guide to Traffic Generation table.
Please also see Response to Comment No. C-2.

E-4

The City is in the process of evaluating installation of roundabouts on Coast
Highway, but roundabouts on Oceanside Blvd. are not a part of the City’s master
street plan and there is no formal study proposed. During project review, several
options for roundabouts were considered, and it was determined by staff that it is
not possible to retrofit a two-lane roundabout within the existing right-of-way and
preserve the capacity of Oceanside Boulevard as a Secondary Collector, which
serves as one of the key east/west linkages from Interstate 5. Property
acquisition for a two-lane roundabout would likely include all the uses at this
intersection, which are single family and multi-family residential properties,
commercial property and Ditmar School. In order to fit a roundabout into the
existing right of way, the design would need to be reduced to a one-lane
roundabout, which would substantially reduce the roadway capacity and would
not be consistent with the Circulation Element.

E-5

As indicated in Reference No. 4 (GSI, 2015, Appendix E of the EIR) and in
Appendix A of these Responses, the onsite San Onofre Breccia contains
abundant layers of angular pebbles and cobbles, and the Santiago Formation
contains localized layers of cobbles. Both formations exhibit a relatively high
degree of induration (i.e., cementation), and thus, generally high strength, which
is exhibited in the high angle of existing road cuts cited in Comment 2 above.
The proposed slopes have been analyzed with site-specific strength parameters,
under conditions of elevated pore pressure, during the design seismic event, as
well as loading from the existing up-slope improvements. The results of the
calculations indicate that the factor-of-safety (FOS) of the proposed slopes is
Code-compliant, as is required and typical of newly manufactured slopes in the
vicinity.
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F-1

F-2
F-3

F-4

F-5

B-26

F. Lisa Hamilton

F-1

The effects of the U-turn at the Oceanside Blvd/Ditmar intersection were included
in the traffic models and analyses for this intersection under all conditions with
the project. The Level of Service analysis accounted for this turning movement,
and LOS was determined to be acceptable under all scenarios.

F-2

Please see Responses to Comment No. E-1 and E-4.

F-3

Please see Response to Comment No. E-3. As noted, the Hotel trip generation
rate used is an industry standard per the SANDAG Not So Brief Guide to Traffic
Generation table.

F-4

Please see Response to Comment No. C-2 and D-1. Traffic from the Breeze
project south of Oceanside Blvd. was included in the cumulative analysis, using
standard trip generation rates for multi-family use of 6 ADT per unit.

F-5

The effects of the Coast Highway project are currently being studied, including
the temporary pilot study of a two-lane design, as noted in Section 6.0 of the TIA
and Chapter IV.L of the DEIR. The effect of that study on the neighborhoods is
speculative at this time, and not the subject of this DEIR. However, the Coast
Highway Corridor Study does include neighborhood streets in the analysis, and
the City will monitor neighborhood streets as part of the City’s neighborhood
traffic calming program.
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G-1

G-2

B-28

G. Joan Bockman

G-1

Comment noted. As this is not a comment on the adequacy of the EIR, no further
response is warranted per CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.

G-2

With the exception of the Historic District, the City of Oceanside has no adopted
design standards for architectural style. Currently, this area is characterized by a
variety of eclectic designs without an overall unifying theme. The view shed of
this property along Oceanside Blvd. includes the contemporary commercial
design of the gas station and former Fresh & Easy building, mobile homes south
of Oceanside Blvd., and the varied designs using stucco, block and tile-roofed
buildings of a motel and apartment developments on Vine Street. These sites
were generally developed later than the residential neighborhoods of Seaside
and South O (60’s-80’s) following the construction of Interstate 5 and Oceanside
Boulevard connections to the freeway. While the site is in proximity to beaches,
the site itself is on the “back side” of the residential areas and has orientation
towards these highways.
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G-3

G-4

G-5

B-30

G-3

It is acknowledged that many of the nearby residential streets include noncontiguous sidewalks with parkway landscaping, whereas existing sidewalks
along Oceanside Boulevard use a contiguous (curbside) sidewalk. This is based
on the City’s current design standards, and exists this way along the south side
of Oceanside Boulevard, and along the former Fresh & Easy frontage. The
planned offsite pedestrian improvements to the west of the site will also need to
be contiguous to fit within the available right of way and accommodate existing
topography. The onsite frontage has been designed with contiguous sidewalks
within a 10-foot parkway for consistency and to meet current engineering
standards. A design that used an 8’-12’ parkway with non-contiguous sidewalk
would require additional right-of-way. The EIR alternatives (Chapter VI) evaluate
the potential uses of land per the current residential zoning and it should be
noted that Oceanside Blvd. is likely to be the only feasible point of access to this
site.

G-4

The City approved TIA properly analyzed the project traffic and cumulative traffic
based on the City’s criteria for study area, traffic analysis operations and
significance thresholds for all scenarios as noted in Response C-2. The TIA
analysis documents that there is no “failure” or change in the Level of Service for
any intersection or street segment associated with the project. All operate at
LOS D or better under all conditions, except the intersections of Oceanside
Boulevard at the I-5 SB ramp and NB ramp in the Horizon Year, which are at
LOS E and F, respectively with or without the project. As noted in Response E-4,
the City does not have a plan or program for roundabouts on Oceanside
Boulevard. The type of evaluation requested in this comment is not project
related and therefore beyond the scope of this EIR. Such broader studies of
traffic calming and roundabouts would need to be directed by the City as a policy
decision.

G-5

(a) As indicated above, the slopes have been analyzed with reasonable
conservative pore pressure coefficients that may occur during heavy rains. The
geotechnical consultant has stated that most incidental rainfall at the subject site
would occur as overland runoff, and little would infiltrate into the subsoils (much
less than 10%, and even less on slopes [Hydrologic Soil Type D]). The results of
calculations show that the proposed slopes have code-compliant factors-ofsafety (FOS), considering this unlikely event. Given that the slope design
includes the control of surface and subsurface water, the chance of slope failure
is extremely remote.
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B-32

G-5
continued

With respect to climate change, this is a highly contested and conjectured
phenomena based on theoretical climate models of past events that may or may
not accurately predict the actual spatial and temporal changes that occur in the
future. However, the slope stability calculations model user-selected adverse
conditions imprinted on the existing geologic structure. The more onerous
conditions modeled considered elevation pore pressure conditions that may
occur during heavy precipitation, and have code-compliant FOS. Extreme
weather events, such as may occur with climate change, have been considered
in the proposed slope design.
(b) The slope stability analyses discussed above also model slope performance
during the design seismic event. As indicated in Reference No. 2, the proposed
slopes would have a Code-compliant seismic FOS.
(c) Retaining walls and potential earth movement are required to be analyzed
during the design of such, so that they do not adversely affect currently existing
homes. This includes all surcharges from existing improvements that may affect
the performance of the retaining walls.
(d) With regard to educational value, a geologic feature is unique if it:








Is the best example of its kind locally or regionally;
Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a geologic principle that is
exclusive locally or regionally;
Provides a key piece of geologic information important in geology or
geologic history;
Is a “type locality” (field defined characteristic stratigraphic section) of a
geologic feature; Is a geologic formation that is exclusive locally or
regionally;
Contains a mineral that is not known to occur elsewhere in the area; or
Is used repeatedly as a teaching tool.

The road cut does not expose rocks that are the best examples of their kind;
does not embody a distinctive characteristic of a geological principle that is
exclusive locally or regionally; does not provide a key piece of geologic
information important in geology or geologic history; is not a “type locality” of a
geologic formation; is not a geologic formation that is exclusive locally or
regionally; does not contain a mineral that is not known to occur elsewhere in the
area; and is not used repeatedly as a teaching tool. The rocks at the subject site
occur elsewhere in the San Diego area and/or immediate vicinity.
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G-6

B-34

G-5
Notwithstanding the above, it should be noted that during grading, monitoring for
continued potential fossils and human artifacts will be provided by paleontological and
archaeological consultants as well as Native American monitors, assuring that
any new such information is documented and retained for study and further
evaluation.
(e) The retaining walls have redundant layers of FOS. There is a geotechnical
FOS for slope stability, a geotechnical FOS for global stability, a structural FOS
for the internal wall stability, and a FOS for construction materials considered in
design. The appropriate FOS is defined by Code and to be approved by the
governing agency; it would be built to meet the Code for retaining walls.
G-6

(a) The economic costs and benefits associated with the project may be
considered by the City in making a decision regarding the project, but economic
effects are not an issue to be evaluated within the CEQA document. CEQA
defines “environment” as “the physical conditions which exist within the area
which will be affected by a proposed project, including land, air, water, minerals,
flora, fauna, noise, objects of historic or aesthetic significance.” [Pub. Res. Code
§ 21060.5] Thus, a CEQA analysis must focus on a project’s physical changes to
the environment. [14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15131(a)].
(b) The Alternatives section included consideration of potential development of
the project site with single family residential uses built under the existing RS
(Single Family Residential) General Plan and Zoning classifications. Whether
these would be classified as “executive homes” or any effect on housing values
would be speculative, and as noted above, economic effects are not an
appropriate issue for evaluation within the CEQA document.
(c) As required by the CalGreen code for new non-residential buildings, the hotel
has been designed with green technologies and energy efficient features,
including the following:
1. Short term and long term bicycle parking to promote and encourage
alternative transportation means.
2. Designated parking for clean air, low-emitting, fuel efficient vehicles.
3. Electric Vehicle (EV) charging stations.
4. High efficiency energy saving lighting and lighting controls.
5. High efficiency energy saving exterior building envelope.
6. High efficiency energy saving dual pane, low-E windows.
7. High Sound Transmission Coefficient (STC) windows and building exterior
envelope for building occupant comfort.
8. High efficiency water conserving faucets, tub/shower valves, heads and
toilet fixtures.
9. Water efficient landscape, native plant material and irrigation systems.
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B-36

G-6
continued

10. Construction waste reduction plan to divert construction materials from
landfills and encourage recycling of waste materials.
11. High efficiency energy saving mechanical equipment and water heating
equipment.
12. Low noise generating mechanical equipment to minimize noise impact to
neighbors.
13. High efficiency energy saving cool-roof technology.
14. Use of trees to shade parking areas and minimize heat island effect.
15. Structured below grade parking to minimize surface parking, shield cars
from direct sun exposure and minimize heat island effect.
16. Use of Green Label Carpet.
17. Use of low VOC paints, coatings, sealants and adhesives.
18. Environmental tobacco smoke free environment.
19. Carbon Dioxide (CO2) monitoring sensors and ventilation controls.
20. Storm water bio-retention for rain water storage.

B-37

H-1

H-2

H-3

B-38

H. Joseph Gallagher

H-1

Please see Response to Comment No. G-1 and G-6.

H-2

Please see Response to Comment No. G-2.

H-3

Please see Response to Comment No. G-3. Please refer to pages IV.L-7 and L8 of the DEIR regarding the proposed project design features to avoid and/or
minimize traffic impacts and improve safety and circulation.

B-39

H-4

H-5

B-40

H-4

Please see Response to Comment No. E-4 and G-4 regarding Comments 3a and
3b. Regarding Comment 3c, the existing bicycle lane will remain in place. The
proposed median in Oceanside Boulevard was designed in consultation with City
staff, who determined the appropriate span (see Response to Comment Nos. E-1
above and P-4, below). The TIA and DEIR include the Vine Street Townhomes in
the cumulative analysis, along with the proposed Breeze apartments, the Morse
Street project and El Corazon. Please see page IV.L-8 of the DEIR regarding
design features incorporated into the project to reduce or avoid impacts,
including special signal headers, advanced warning signage, etc. Please see
Response to Comment E-4 regarding the roundabout. The project’s design has
been approved by the Oceanside Fire Department, and the Police Department
has indicated that it will be able to provide service to the project (Chapter K of the
DEIR). Please refer to Response to Comment C-2 as it relates to traffic
operational levels.

H-5

Please see Response to Comment No. G-5.
Also, please refer to pages IV.I-6 and IV-I-7 of the DEIR, which details the
findings necessary for the approval of the proposed Variance as they relate to
the protection of public health, safety, and welfare.
Design of the retaining walls, is addressed by the landscape plan in the Project
Description, and the Aesthetics Section of the DEIR. Onsite retaining walls along
Oceanside Blvd. will be plantable walls with cells for planting to screen and
soften the wall along with vines at the bottom that will grow up the wall. Where
standard walls are used, the walls will have a decorative design, and where
planter areas are available next to the wall, will have vines and shrubs to soften
them. Trees in the foreground, including those in the parkway, will also be
located to assist with screening the tallest retaining wall. When combined with an
understory of vines and shrubs the screening can perform for pedestrians on the
sidewalk, drivers on Oceanside Boulevard or the interstate freeway. The offsite
retaining wall necessary to install the sidewalk west to Nevada Street will not
have room for planting, but will have decorative treatment.

B-41

H-6

B-42

H-6

a. Please see Response to Comment No. G6.a.
b. Please see Response to Comment No. G6.b.
c. Please see Response to Comment G.6.c. The project evaluated treatment
methods for stormwater as part of the SWQMP, including pervious paving
materials. The use of pervious pavement at this site is not considered
appropriate or beneficial based on the soils conditions, and the design with an
underground parking structure which will underlie much of the drive aisle.
The project design includes other extensive design features for water quality
and quantity control to meet the state mandated storm water regulations for
runoff. Many of the original LEED criteria have since been incorporated into
California codes. Please see Response to Comment No. G6.c regarding
sustainability features incorporated into the project.

B-43

I-1

B-44

I. Polly Rose

I-1

The slopes have been conservatively analyzed with elevated pore pressure
coefficients (i.e., models water pressure in the interstitial space between
individual grains of soil), that may occur during heavy rains. This is considered a
reasonable conservative approach given that most precipitation flows as
overland runoff, and little infiltrates into the subsoils (much less than 10%), and
even less on slopes [see also USDA data in Reference No. 4(GSI, 2015)]. The
results of the calculations show the proposed slopes have Code-compliant
factors-of-safety (FOS), considering this unlikely event. Given that the slope
design includes the control of surface and subsurface water, the chance of postdevelopment slope failure is extremely remote.

B-45

J-1

B-46

J. Jacqueline Adler

J-1

(1).Please refer to Response to Comment No. C-2. The TIA evaluated the street
segments and intersections based on established City criteria including project
effects for existing and horizon year conditions.
(2). Interstate 5 and SR78 are part of the regional freeway and highway system.
Although the City and SANDAG have opted out of the regional CMP program,
the City of Oceanside still applies the CMP thresholds to determine if regional
freeways and highways should be included in the TIA. As noted in the TIA
(Section 2.5), this project is below the threshold (less than 2,400 ADT and less
than 200 peak hour trips).
(3). Please refer to Response to Comment No. E-1. As is typical for hotels, the
operator should have a hand-out for hotel patrons describing the Ditmar U-turn
for easy access back to Interstate 5.

B-47

J-2

J-3

J-4

J-5

B-48

J-2

Please see pages IV.M-3 and IV.M-4 of the DEIR. The project would tie into
existing water supply and wastewater lines which are adequate to serve the
project. The project’s Conceptual Landscape Plan (Figures III-8 and III-9)
includes drought-tolerant plantings. Reclaimed water is not available at this
location and photovoltaic panels are not proposed.

J-3

Please see page IV.M-4 of the DEIR. Solid waste would be disposed of at the El
Sobrante Landfill in Riverside, which is projected to be open until 2030, and the
project is in compliance with all applicable regulations related to solid waste.

J-4

Existing noise levels are beyond the control of the project. Please refer to pages
IV.J-5 and J-6 of the DEIR and Appendix I. The projected noise levels assumed
the worst-case noise environment with all roof-top mechanical HVAC units
operating at the same time, but these noise levels would vary throughout the day.
The proposed rooftop parapet/wall would be approximately 1 to 2 feet higher
than the HVAC units to shield them both visually and acoustically.

J-5

Please see Chapter IV.K of the DEIR. Based on the City’s thresholds of
significance no significant impacts would occur to public services including police
protection. The project is required to pay public facility fees to offset new
development’s share of facility costs.

B-49

J-6

B-50

J-6

These suggestions for scoring from the SANDAG design guidelines for smart
growth are typically applied to projects within Smart Growth areas, and are not a
standard review methodology used by the City for all projects. During the initial
screening workshop regarding this proposed General Plan Amendment, (Feb
2016), the staff report considered and addressed the relationship of the project to
the regional Smart Growth plans. It was noted that the project site is not located
within a Smart Growth Opportunity area as identified on SANDAG’s North County
Sub-region Smart Growth Concept Map. However, the project site is located
within a half mile from the Sprinter station at South Tremont Street and less than
one mile from the Sprinter station located on Crouch Street. The project site is
located along the 318 Breeze bus line, which connects Oceanside to Vista via
Oceanside Boulevard and Bobier Drive.
As this scoring methodology is not utilized by the City as criteria for project
evaluation, this is not included in the EIR. However, some of the topics have
been considered in the project design and are noted in the EIR. The project will
be implementing components of the missing sidewalk along Oceanside
Boulevard associated with Priority project #7 of the Citywide Pedestrian Master
Plan. As noted in Chapter III (page III-4 and Exhibit 3-6), the project will be
installing sidewalk improvements along the project frontage, as well as offsite
west to Nevada Street.
The pedestrian improvements will also include
installation of accessible pedestrian signal improvements at existing
intersections. The sidewalk and parkway design is consistent with improvements
further east and west on Oceanside Boulevard.
The project design provides parking based on a Parking Demand Study to
provide an adequate number of spaces, without adding unneeded spaces and
hardscape. Bicycle parking spaces are provided in accordance with the City
standards. Most parking is also provided within an underground structure to limit
visibility of parking, and help conform to the existing sloping topography. These
factors are identified in the EIR project description (Chapter III).
The City approved TIA properly analyzed the project traffic and cumulative traffic
based on a study area defined by City staff. The City of Oceanside requires
analysis of traffic operations using Level of Service (LOS) criteria. In accordance
with Senate Bill SB 743 (2013) the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
(OPR) is working on CEQA Guideline amendments to provide an alternative to
LOS for evaluating transportation impacts. Measurements of transportation
impacts may include “vehicle miles traveled, vehicle miles traveled per capita,
automobile trip generation rates, or automobile trips generated.” (New Public
Resources Code Section 21099(b)(1)).
B-51

(This page intentionally left blank)

B-52

J-6
continued

Once the CEQA Guidelines are amended to include those alternative criteria,
auto delay will no longer be considered a significant impact under CEQA. (Id. at
subd. (b)(2).)
OPR published a preliminary evaluation of possible metrics to replace “level of
service” in transportation analyses in December 2013, released a Preliminary
Discussion Draft of Updates to the CEQA Guidelines implementing SB 743 in
August 2014, and in January 2016 released for public review a revised for
changes to the CEQA Guidelines that will change the way that transportation
impacts are analyzed under CEQA. To date, the CEQA Guideline amendments
have not been adopted, and a VMT analysis is not required at this time. Analysis
using Level of Service (LOS) criteria continues to be acceptable for evaluating
transportation impacts.

B-53

K-1

K-2

K-3

B-54

K. Neil Gordon

K-1

Please see Response to Comment J-1.

K-2

Please see Response to Comment J-2.

K-3

Please see Response to Comment J-3.

B-55

K-4

K-5

B-56

K-4

Please see Response to Comment J-4.

K-5

Please see Response to Comment J-5.

B-57

K-6

B-58

K-6

Please see Response to Comment J-6.

B-59

L-1

L-2

L-3

B-60

L. Sean and Wendy Sullivan

L-1

Please see Chapter IV.A-1 of the DEIR. Public viewsheds are considered under
CEQA, and no significant impacts have been identified based on the defined
Thresholds of Significance presented in the DEIR. Previous legal challenges
related to impacts to private viewsheds have been dismissed by the State
Supreme Court (Mira Mar Mobile Home Community vs. City of Oceanside, 119
Cal. App 4th 477; 14 Cal Rptr. 3d 308; 2004 Cal. App. (Filed May 17, 2004)), and
thus these impacts are not considered significant. To clarify the dimensions
shown in Figure III-2, the 119 ft-10 in dimension is a horizontal distance. The
height of the building to top of parapet is 100ft above mean sea level (amsl),
based on the vertical elevation to parapet of 44 ft amsl measured from the
finished grade of the driveway (at 56 ft amsl). It is possible that this height could
interrupt views from the private residence noted, though this would not be
classified a significant impact under CEQA.

L-2

Commercial uses typically schedule trash pickup outside business hours, which
can result in early pickup times. Hotel uses are more like residential areas, as
guests also do not want to be awakened early by trash pickup. The project will be
conditioned to restrict pickup with the City’s waste hauler to occur during daytime
business hours.

L-3

Please see Response to Comment No. L-1.

B-61

M-1

M-2

M-3

B-62

M. Maggie Matthews

M-1

Please see Chapter IV.L and Appendix K of the DEIR and Response to
Comment C-2. While Eucalyptus, Stanley, and West do not connect to the
freeway, the project would have direct ingress and egress from Oceanside
Boulevard to and from I-5, and guests would not be expected to use these
residential streets.

M-2

Please refer to Chapter III of the DEIR; the project is proposing a General Plan
Amendment and Zoning Amendment. Findings to support these changes are
provided in Chapter IV.I (Land Use). Also please see Chapter VI of the DEIR,
which evaluated both an all commercial and a residential alternative to the
proposed project.

M-3

Please see Response to Comment J-2.

B-63

N-1

N-2

N-3

B-64

N. Kathy Pearse

N-1

Please see Response to Comment M-1.

N-2

Please see Response to Comment E-4.

N-3

Please see page VI-1 of the DEIR. Alternative sites for the project were
considered but rejected for the reasons stated in this analysis (e.g. does not
meet project objectives, lack of other parcels availability and ownership, etc.).

B-65

O-1

O-2

B-66

O. Monique Combs

O-1

Please refer to chapters IV.A (Aesthetics), F (Air Quality), J (Noise), and L
(Traffic) of the DEIR. The cumulative impacts of these projects were analyzed in
each of these chapters and no significant impacts were identified in the DEIR.
Please see Response to Comment No. E-2 regarding the proposed median on
Oceanside Boulevard.

O-2

Ditmar School is located at the northwest corner of Oceanside Boulevard and
Ditmar Street. Since closing as a traditional elementary school, the campus has
been in continuous use by a number of other district offices and programs.
Current uses at the school have been confirmed with OUSD (Matt Evans,
Director of Facilities, personal communication, July 2017). All of the classrooms
at Ditmar are being used, including a transition program for special needs adults,
ages 19-22, offices for the Special Education Department staff, Nutrition
Department offices, and a non-traditional independent study program for
elementary students (K-5). As with many schools in Oceanside, there is also
community use of the grounds for recreational activities during evening and
weekend hours.
The traffic counts used as a basis for the traffic study include any trips that would
have been going to and from the school at the time of the counts. The project
modifications at the Oceanside/Ditmar intersection would include some changes
at the intersection to provide adequate room for U-turns, and include
modifications in the traffic signals and pedestrian signals. These are described in
Chapter III (Project Description) and Chapter IV.L (Transportation/Traffic) of the
DEIR. Should changes in pedestrian timing at the intersection be necessary, the
City can make adjustments as needed based on actual traffic and pedestrian
conditions. There are not enough project trips to require the project do any traffic
calming on Ditmar. The City will address this as part of its traffic calming program
as conditions may warrant in the future. Traffic calming measures on Oceanside
Boulevard and on Ditmar Street by the school are beyond the scope of this EIR.
If necessary, the School District should coordinate any such efforts with the City
to determine if they are warranted.

B-67

P-1

P-2

B-68

P. Donna Geierman

P-1

The TIA Study Area was defined in consultation with City staff to include the
extent of where at least 50 peak hour project trips would travel to or from the site.
The City did not request the analysis of Nevada Street, as it is a street where the
project traffic is not anticipated to travel (i.e. down a cul-de-sac street). This local
street is located just east of Ditmar Street and is an unsignalized intersection with
Oceanside Blvd. Also, please see also Response to Comment No. E-2.

P-2

Comment noted. The hotel project TIA includes an evaluation of traffic conditions
including changes in trip counts under existing and horizon year conditions for
the proposed project. The TIA and the DEIR use the most current data available
for traffic generated by the Breeze Apartments (formerly Bella Terra) in the
cumulative analysis. The previous project approvals at that property referenced
by the comment have since expired, and any prior requirements associated with
that approval are no longer in effect.

B-69

P-3

P-4

P-5

B-70

P-3

Comment noted. These are the design features and improvements incorporated
into the project.

P-4

Although the south leg of the Oceanside Blvd/S Nevada Street intersection are
not detailed on the project plans, the proposed median design on Oceanside
Blvd. is shown on the project grading plans, with the offsite portion near Nevada
and Ditmar shown on Figure III-6 of the DEIR. The median is not proposed to
extend across Nevada Street. The raised median extends westerly to a point
approximately opposite Clementine Street, with a striped median extending up to,
but not across, Nevada Street. This design was reviewed by staff who
determined a full median blocking Nevada Street should not be installed, in order
to maintain accessibility for current residents on Nevada Street.

P-5

Please see Response to Comment No. P-4. The median design does not extend
across Nevada Street.

B-71

P-6

P-7

P-8

P-9

beach.

B-72

P-6

The Breeze project application is on file and under review by staff. It is not
unusual that the date of submittal would be known to staff, as appointments are
required for resubmittals. Please see Response to Comment No. P-2 above.
The TIA and the DEIR included the Breeze Apartments in the cumulative
analysis per CEQA Guidelines Section 15130.

P-7

Please see Response to Comment Nos. P-2 and P-6, E-4, and H-4.

P-8

Please refer to pages I-1 and I-2 of the DEIR (Introduction). The document was
prepared in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(a), Public
Resources Code 2100 as amended, and the City of Oceanside’s standards. Also
please refer to the Land Use Chapter (pages IV.I-5 and I-6) regarding the CUP
which indicates how the project meets the three findings and conditions to allow
the proposed CUP per the City’s Zoning Ordinance.

P-9

Please see Response to Comment Nos. O-2, E-1, and F-1.

B-73

P-10

P-11

P-12

B-74

P-10 The city typically requests summer counts for the beach and immediate coastal
areas. Separate summer counts were not considered necessary by staff for this
project located east of Coast Highway. Oceanside Blvd. is designated as a 4lane Secondary Collector, and is recognized as an east-west travel artery in the
City. The volumes of ADT are below the capacity levels for this classification of
street as analyzed in the TIA and Draft EIR.

P-11 The horizon year traffic volumes consider full buildout of the community in
accordance with development plans for City, including the downtown areas.

P-12 Project access is proposed at the only street where the project parcel has legal
rights to access. Since the parcel does not touch another street, an alternative
access is not possible without permission from those owners or condemnation of
their property. Notwithstanding legal or ownership considerations, the project
engineer evaluated the potential for a connection to access Vine Street. Based
on topographic conditions, and assuming that permission was granted to use the
former Fresh & Easy access road, and the City approved using the future pump
station property for access, there is not enough distance to make up the grade
differential. The connecting road would be well over 20% grade to get the site
plan elevation down to the access road. There is about 180’ to go 50’ in
elevation, or 28% grade. The City standards for maximum grade are that local or
private streets shall not exceed 15% grade without City Engineer approval, and
in no event shall grades exceed 18%. As shown in the figure at the beginning of
this chapter, this is the basis for indicating the grade is too steep for access to be
feasible. The only way to access Vine Street without using the former Fresh &
Easy site frontage road would be to go between the former Fresh & Easy and the
residential behind it. This area is an existing 2:1 slope, portions of which have
recently been approved for residential units, landscaping and retention basin
improvements as part of the Vine Street project. The road would be required to
cut through it on a grade which would require retaining walls the entire way. This
area is also heavily vegetated and permission would be needed from the owners.

B-75

P-13

P-14

B-76

P-13 There are additional options for street and intersection design, however the City
staff determined that these were not acceptable for various reasons (intersection
spacing, volume of cross traffic, street grades, etc.). Prohibiting left turns out at
the project driveway with a U-turn at Ditmar for return travel to the east was
considered the preferred method for project access.

P-14 The proposed median design was preferred by the City staff over a center twoway left turn lane in part due to sight-distance and grade along this segment of
Oceanside Boulevard.
Please see Response to Comment D-1. The Fairfield traffic study counts were
taken in April of 2015, and the Breeze traffic study counts were taken in August
of 2016. It is not unusual for counts to fluctuate up to 10%. In this case, the
earlier counts were higher and using them for the CEQA analysis reflects a
“worst case” analysis. There were changes in some substantial traffic
generators/attractors during this time period, including closure of the Fresh &
Easy grocery store, and previously the Ralph’s grocery store, which may have
affected the ADT volumes on this segment of Oceanside Boulevard.

B-77

Q-1

Q-2

Q-3

B-78

Q. Greg Benner

Q-1

Please see Response to Comment D-1. The City approved TIA properly
analyzed the project traffic. The traffic data was collected in April of 2015. The
traffic study area did not extend to the pier area because the study area is
defined by City staff based on the extent of where 50 peak hour project trips will
travel, as noted in Section 2.1 of the TIA. Please see Response to Comment P10 regarding timing of counts. As noted in Response to Comment No. P-14,
more recent summer counts in 2016 showed lower ADT volumes on this
segment of Oceanside Boulevard, so in this case, the earlier counts were higher
and using them for the CEQA analysis reflects a more conservative analysis.

Q-2

Please see Response to Comment Nos. P-13 and P-14.

Q-3

Please see Response to Comment No. P-6. Analysis of the Breeze Apartment
project will be provided in the CEQA document prepared for that project.

B-79

Q-4

Q-5

Q-6

Q-7

B-80

Q-4

Please see Response to Comment O-2 for a summary of uses at Ditmar School.
While the school is at the Oceanside Blvd/Ditmar intersection, the use of the
school facilities does not change the technical traffic analysis. The intersection
will have improvements to allow appropriate space for U turns, with modified
pavement, signals and crossing controls within the current street rights-of-way.
There is no restriction of future uses identified due to the proposed project.

Q-5

Please see Response to Comment No. E-1, G-4, and H-4(c).

Q-6

Please see Response to Comment Nos. E-4, and G-4., and H-4 (c). The City
staff determined that adding a traffic light at the intersection of S. Nevada and
Oceanside Blvd. would be too close to the existing signalized intersection of S.
Ditmar and Oceanside Blvd. The intersection spacing between S. Nevada and S.
Ditmar is well below the 500-foot requirement for this street classification, and the
number of trips on the side street (S. Nevada) is too low to meet signal warrants.
The existing configuration, while non-standard, is not being changed by the
proposed project.

Q-7

Please see Response to Comment No. P-6.

B-81

R-1

R-2
R-3
R-4
R-5

R-6

R-7

R-8

R-9

R-10

R-11

B-82

R. Daniela Marshall

R-1

Please see Response to Comment G-6. An EIR analyzes the physical impacts of
a project on the environment and does not consider economic impacts (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15131(a)).

R-2

Please see Response to Comment No. R-1.

R-3

Please see Response to Comment No. R-1.

R-4

Please see Response to Comment No. P-8.

R-5

Please see Response to Comment No. R-1.

R-6

Please refer to Chapter IV.A (Aesthetics) of the DEIR. No significant visual
impacts have been identified

R-7

Please see Chapter IV.B (Air Quality) and Chapter IV.F (Greenhouse Gases) of
the DEIR. No significant impacts have been identified.

R-8

Please see Chapter IV.J (Noise) of the DEIR. No significant impacts have been
identified.

R-9

Please see Chapter IV.L (Transportation/Traffic) of the DEIR. No significant
impacts have been identified at this intersection, although the northbound and
southbound ramps would operate at LOS F under the Horizon Year, with or
without the project.

R-10 As no significant direct impacts to traffic have been identified within the study
area, no adverse impacts would be expected to occur to area businesses.
Please see Response to Comment No. R-1.
R-11 Please see Response to Comment No. H-4(c).

B-83

S-1

S-2

S-3

B-84

S. Myles McGuiness

S-1

Please see Chapter IV.E (Geology/Soils) of the DEIR, which identifies
geotechnical impacts and proposes mitigation measures to reduce impacts to
below a level of significance. Also, please see Response to Comment Nos. E-4
and G-4.
Proposed alterations of the hillside are not required because of the soil. Rather, it
is required to accommodate the proposed improvements, as a result of height
and space mandates. Proposed slopes are under the purview of the geotechnical
consultant. As discussed above, slope stability analyses demonstrate an
adequate onsite static and seismic FOS for proposed slopes, under reasonably
conservative, user-generated constraints imprinted on the site-specific structural
geology.

S-2

Please see Chapter IV.L and Appendix J (TIA) of the DEIR, as well as Response
to Comment Nos. E-4, G-4, and H-4(c).

S-3

Comment noted. The DEIR addresses Aesthetics in Chapter IV. A. No
significant visual impacts have been identified with respect to the criteria defined
by CEQA, and the visibility from I-5 is one of the factors noted as a positive
feature for a hospitality use in the Land Use chapter (please refer to Chapter IV.I.

B-85

S-4
S-5

S-6

S-7

B-86

S-3
continued

As noted in the comment, the building height limit for this commercial zone is
higher than for residential. With approval of the GPA, Zone Change, and
Variance the project would be in conformance with the modified land use
designation and zoning as it meets all applicable standards and findings for
approval of these discretionary actions.

S-4

Comment noted. As this is not a comment on the adequacy of the EIR, no further
response is warranted per CEQA guidelines Section 15088.

S-5

Please refer to page III-5 of the DEIR. A Parking Demand Study was prepared
for the project and is included in Appendix J of the DEIR. As further discussed in
Chapter IV.I (Land Use), the necessary findings for the CUP’s reduction in
parking standards have been made.

S-6

Please see Response to Comment No. M-2.

S-7

Comment noted. As this is not a comment on the adequacy of the EIR, no
further response is warranted per CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.

B-87

T-1
T-2

B-88

T. Sally Bickerton

T-1

Please see Response to Comment Nos. S-1 and P-13.

T-2

Please see Response to Comment No. C-2.

B-89

U-1

U-2

B-90

U. John Bickerton

U-1

The DEIR was prepared for the Fairfield Inn and Suites project, and as noted
above, includes the Vine Street Townhomes and Breeze Apartments in its
cumulative analysis.

U-2

Please refer to Chapter IV.L (Traffic) and Appendix J (TIA) of the EIR. These
intersections were evaluated as part of the defined Study Area.

B-91

V-1

V-2

B-92

V. Connie Chang

V-1

Please see Response to Comment No. O-2 and H-4(c). regarding Ditmar school
and proposed safety improvements along Oceanside Boulevard.

V-2

Please see Response to Comment E-1 and G-4.

B-93

V-3

B-94

V-3

Please see Response to Comment C-2.

B-95

W-1

B-96

W. Kathleen O’Brien

W-1

Please see Response to Comment Nos. S-1, C-2, and O-2.

B-97

X-1

B-98

X. Jane Grupe

X-1

Please see Response to Comment Nos. C-2, E-1, and D-1.

B-99

Y-1

B-100

Y. Juliann Pederson

Y-1

Please see Response to Comment No. C-2, O-2, R-6, and S-3.

B-101

Z-1

B-102

Z. Kathleen Justice

Z-1

Please see Response to Comment No. C-2.

B-103

AA-1

B-104

AA. Julie Campbell

AA-1 Please see Response to Comment Nos. C-2 and G-6.

B-105

BB-1

B-106

BB. Mike Whitbord

BB-1 Please see Response to Comment Nos. E-2, C-2, G-2, G-4, and J-2., and H-4(c).

B-107

CC-1

CC-2

B-108

CC. Debra Sutton

CC-1 Please see Response to Comment Nos. C-2,E-2,G-4, and H-4(c), as well as
Chapter J (Noise) of the DEIR.

CC-2 The project application complied with all neighborhood notification requirements
of the Oceanside Enhanced Notification Program (Policy 300-14), which includes
owners within 1500’ and tenants within 100’ of the project site boundaries. The
City has confirmed that commenter’s address was included on the radius
notification list that was provided to the City and used by the mailing house for all
notification mailings. The notifications sent for this project included initial notice of
project filing, EIR Notice of Preparation/EIR Scoping Meeting, and Notices of EIR
Availability. Public hearings will also be noticed in the future. The City does not
require that copies of the Draft EIR document itself be sent, but the City provides
project information and access to the Draft EIR via the City’s website, and hard
copies of Draft EIRs are available for review at the Planning Department office
and Civic Center Library.

B-109

DD-1

B-110

DD. Lynn Fiedler

DD-1 Please see Response to Comment Nos. C-2, E-2, and G-4.

B-111

EE-1

B-112

EE. Esther Bauer

EE-1 Please see Response to Comment No.C-2, E-2, and G-4.

B-113

FF-1

B-114

FF. Kent Borsch

FF-1 Please see Response to Comment No. G-1.

B-115

GG-1

B-116

GG. Sarah Morris

GG-1 Please see Response to Comment No. G-1.

B-117

HH-1

HH-2

B-118

HH. Julia Rumann

HH-1 It is assumed the commenter is referring to the former Fresh & Easy grocery
store lot. Please see Response to Comment No. P-12 regarding the steepness of
the grade in this area

HH-2 Please see Response to Comment P-12.

B-119

II-1

II-2

II-3

B-120

II. Cynthia Rocco

II-1

Please see Response to Comment Nos. C-2, D-1, E-1, and E-2.

II-2

Appendices A-M of the TIA are calculations and worksheets that were on file with
the City’s Planning Division during the Public Review Period for the DEIR.
Please see Response to Comment No. C-2.

II-3

Please see Response to Comment No. E-4.

B-121

II-4

II-5

II-6

II-7

II-8

B-122

II-4

Please see Response to Comment No. C-2 and O-2.

II-5

Please see Response to Comment No. E-3.

II-6

Please see Response to Comment No. E-2

II-7

Please see Response to Comment No. E-2.

II-8

Please see Response to Comment No. P-12.

B-123

II-9

II-10

B-124

II-9

Please see Response to Comment No. P-12.

II-10 Please see Response to Comment Nos. II 1-9.
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APPENDIX A

LOS Engineering, Inc.
Traffic and Transportation

MEMO

11622 El Camino Real, Suite 100, San Diego, CA 92130
Phone 619-890-1253, Fax 619-374-7247, e-mail: Justin@LOSengineering.com

August 30, 2017
To:

Mr. John Amberson
City of Oceanside, Public Works Department
300 N. Coast Highway
Oceanside, California 92054

From: Justin Rasas, P.E.
RE:

Fairfield Inn & Suites EIR Traffic Counts on Oceanside Boulevard

The purpose of this memo is to provide documentation of historical daily traffic counts on
Oceanside Boulevard and discuss the applicability of using older counts if they are higher
and more conservative than recent counts.
Daily traffic counts were collected on Oceanside Boulevard between Ditmar Street and
Vine Street on April 16, 2015 with a recorded daily volume of 16,871 vehicles and on
August 23, 2016 with a count of 15,625 vehicles (Attachment A). Between 2015 and
2016, the aforementioned daily volume dropped about 7%. When two sets of data are
available, the more conservative approach for an analysis is to use the higher available
volume.
During the EIR comment period, there was a request that the traffic study be updated with
newer counts. In this case, using newer data (as noted above along Oceanside
Boulevard) would result in a less conservative analysis; therefore, keeping the higher
(and slightly older data) is the appropriate approach. Furthermore, the San Diego Traffic
Engineers’ Council (SANTEC) recommends that data used in a traffic study should
generally not be more than two years old (Attachment B). The 2015 data used in the
traffic study was within the two year window as defined by SANTEC.
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ATTACHMENT A

OCEANSIDE BOULEVARD DAILY VOLUMES
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THURSDAY, APRIL 16TH, 2015

CITY: OCEANSIDE

OCEANSIDE BTN DITMAR & VINE
AM Period NB
SB
EB

PROJECT:

WB

PM Period

EB

WB

15

12:00

146

144

10

7

12:15

125

134

5

10

12:30

125

12:45

145

8

13:00

186

147

12

6

13:15

141

168

5

10

13:30

132

13:45

138

6

14:00

128

151

3

14:15

140

138

2

14:30

130

14:45

140

5

15:00

158

169

3

1

15:15

124

137

2

7

15:30

165

15:45

130

6

16:00

162

175

6

5

16:15

160

166

9

11

16:30

177

16:45

184

12

17:00

196

170

11

17:15

141

215

22

17:30

166

17:45

162

33

18:00

143

165

43

44

18:15

126

152

58

62

18:30

117

18:45

110

88

19:00

113

00:00

8

00:15
00:30
00:45

10

01:00

8

01:15
01:30
01:45

6

02:00

6

02:15

8

02:30

4

02:45

1

03:00

2

03:15
03:30
03:45

5

04:00

5

04:15
04:30
04:45

14

05:00

21

05:15

21

05:30

30

05:45

36

06:00

47

06:15
06:30
06:45

54

07:00

116

33

31

19

12

34

108

202

6

4

4

5

18

27

90

38

28

15

18

40

72

229

71

59

34

30

74

180

431

NB

SB

PTD15-0417-06

119
541

155

136

172

173

190

222

150

120

115

19:30

96

131

07:45

116

19:45

103

08:00

126

105

20:00

91

113

08:15

111

111

20:15

91

93

08:30

125

101

20:30

67

08:45

113

20:45

82

09:00

100

149

21:00

66

85

09:15

96

123

21:15

56

73

09:30

98

99

21:30

44

09:45

103

21:45

54

10:00

103

119

22:00

46

52
43

397

119

490

918

887

432

95

75

55

96

130

22:15

38

110

136

22:30

39

10:45

123

22:45

20

11:00

120

145

23:00

25

27

11:15

130

161

23:15

22

27

11:30

116
134

140
171

23:30

20
24

11:45

Total Vol.

500
2670

509

941

617

1117

2988

5658

23:45

SB

91

Split %

34

33
19

Daily Totals
EB
7984

AM

795

1460

625

1121

450

882

367

698

265

485

169

312

106

197

5899

11213

40
143

5314
NB

1398

52
220

10:30

124

715

86
331

10:15

432

1207

109

19:15

443

630

158
496

121

126

1162

188
665

138

475

624

184
683

95

916

1198

151
577

100

489

601

163
538

07:30

142

1093

150
597

07:15

427

552

PM

WB

Combined

8887

16871

33.5%

47.4%

52.6%

66.5%

11:00

11:15

16:15

17:00

17:00

617

1142

0.90

0.94

717
0.91

795
0.90

1460
0.95

47.2%

52.8%

Peak Hour

11:45

Volume
P.H.F.

530
0.91

PACIFIC TECHNICAL
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CITY: OCEANSIDE
Average Daily
Traffic Volumes
Prepared by: Field Data Services of Arizona, Inc.

TUESDAY - AUGUST 23RD, 2016
OCEANSIDE BTN DITMAR & VINE
AM Period NB
SB
EB

WB

PM Period

EB

WB

24

10

12:00

114

135

00:15

18

8

12:15

105

141

00:30

20

9

12:30

91

128

00:45

16

12:45

121

01:00

11

12

13:00

124

01:15

12

5

13:15

118

152

01:30

8

8

13:30

95

135

01:45

12

13:45

104

02:00

10

5

14:00

116

133

02:15

8

9

14:15

103

142

02:30

7

7

14:30

114

02:45

6

14:45

121

03:00

8

5

15:00

135

135

03:15

4

4

15:15

142

128

03:30

3

3

15:30

111

03:45

2

15:45

126

04:00

10

8

16:00

138

152
184

43

31

17

7

9

8

4

34

34

29

16

112

77

60

33

SB

PTD16-0826-01

00:00

78

NB

PROJECT:

431

132

441

142

144

131

5

12

16:15

144

11

11

16:30

162

04:45

9

16:45

177

05:00

24

21

17:00

184

184

05:15

28

22

17:15

151

188

05:30

25

20

17:30

162

05:45

33

17:45

131

06:00

40

35

18:00

128

135

06:15

55

44

18:15

108

144

06:30

41

68

18:30

116

06:45

68

18:45

105

07:00

98

115

19:00

98

105

07:15

91

118

19:15

99

132

07:30

115

121

19:30

104

07:45

108

19:45

105

08:00

121

135

20:00

99

84

08:15

116

115

20:15

91

95

08:30

101

108

20:30

84

08:45

111

20:45

77

09:00

80

126

21:00

84

88
54

110

204

412

449

35

111

151

126

49

98

258

505

484

84

208

462

917

933

155

133

142

105

51

113

21:15

65

21:30

50

09:45

105

21:45

40

10:00

115

106

22:00

35

35

10:15

106

125

22:15

33

32

10:30

98

98

22:30

28

10:45

95

22:45

28

11:00

111

105

23:00

33

26

11:15

121

135

23:15

20

20

11:30

106
114

141
128

23:30

19
22

11:45

Total Vol.

452
2624

141

470

884

509

961

2951

5575

23:45

SB

Split %

1274

685

1313

549

1006

461

867

295

646

42

224

463

128

252

75

169

5290

10050

28
124

94

33

18
11

Daily Totals
EB
7384

AM

653

40
239

4760
NB

1054

65
351

105

414

540

119
406

95

844

1025

128
457

99

465

571

180
628

09:30

121

1014

162
621

09:15

379

573

146
514

04:30

18

967

152
454

04:15

35

536

144

PM

WB

Combined

8241

15625

47.1%

52.9%

35.7%

47.4%

52.6%

64.3%

Peak Hour

07:30

11:30

11:15

16:30

16:45

16:45

Volume
P.H.F.

460

545

994

0.95

0.97

0.97

674
0.92

707
0.94

1381
0.94

PACIFIC TECHNICAL
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ATTACHMENT B

SANTEC Excerpts

5

6

7

1

CROSS SECTION EXHIBIT

OCEANSIDE FAIRFIELD

PROJECT ACCESS FROM VINE STREET

CHAPTER C
REVISIONS AND CORRECTIONS

CHAPTER C
CORRECTIONS AND ADDITONS
As a result of comments received during the public review period and the
identification of typographical errors, minor changes were required to the
text of the Draft EIR. These are related to the mitigation measures for air
quality and cultural resources. While these were included in the Draft EIR
text, corrections were made to Table I-1 in this Final EIR. No updated
information was required due to the passage of time. No recirculation of
the DEIR is required pursuant to Section 150885.5 or the State CEQA
Guidelines.
The corrected pages are included in this chapter.

C-1
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Table I.1

Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Significant Impact
Aesthetics
No significant impacts were identified.

Mitigation Measure
N/A

Significance of Impact
After Mitigation
N/A

Air Quality
Short-term impacts could occur during MM-AQ-1: Utilize at least Tier 2 diesel or better construction Less than significant
project construction by exposing equipment as defined by US EPA or retrofit older equipment with
humans to diesel exhaust.
diesel particulate filters. The project would also be required to only
proceed with construction of a subsequent stage within a phase or
a subsequent phase once construction of the previous stage or
phase has been completed. There will be no overlap allowed
between construction stages within a single phase and between
construction of individual phases.

Biological Resources
B-1. The project would develop the
entire 2.33 acre project site, resulting
in the loss of 0.44 acres of coastal
sage scrub, and 1.43 acres of nonnative grassland habitat. If the project
constructs the off-site sidewalk to Vine
Street to the west, and additional 0.04
acre of coastal sage scrub would be
impacted.
Cultural and Tribal Resources
C-1. Although no cultural resources
were visible within the Project site,
there is a potential for previously
unidentified
subsurface
cultural

B- MM1: Impacts to coastal sage scrub would shall be mitigated Less than Significant
at a 2:1 ratio, resulting in 0.88 acre of land to be purchased that
contains coastal sage scrub (or 0.96 acre with off-site sidewalk
improvements). Additionally, nonnative
grassland would be
mitigated at a 0.5:1 ratio, resulting in 0.72 acres to be purchased.
Mitigation would be achieved off-site, likely purchased from a
mitigation bank within the bounds of the City’s WCPZ or PAMA
that contains sufficient quantities of the appropriate habitats.

MM-CR-1: Prior to the issuance of a Grading Permit, the Less than Significant
Applicant/Owner shall enter into a pre-excavation agreement with
a representative of the San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians,
otherwise known as a Tribal Cultural Resources Treatment and

Significant Impact

Mitigation Measure

resources to occur within the Project
site. Damage to or destruction of such
resources
would
be
potentially
significant.

Tribal Monitoring Agreement. The Applicant/Owner shall submit a
copy of the executed agreement with the Grading Permit
application. The purpose of this agreement shall be to formalize
protocols and procedures between the Applicant/Owner and the
San Luis Rey Band for the protection and treatment of, including
but not limited to, Native American human remains, funerary
objects, cultural and religious landscapes, ceremonial items,
traditional gathering areas and cultural items, located and/or
discovered through a monitoring program in conjunction with the
construction of the proposed project, including additional
archaeological surveys and/or studies, excavations, geotechnical
investigations, grading, and all other ground disturbing activities.

Significance of Impact
After Mitigation

MM-CR-2 Prior to the issuance of a Grading Permit, the Less than significant
Applicant/Owner shall provide a copy of an executed contract to
the City of Oceanside Planning Division providing that a Qualified
Archaeologist and Luiseño Native American Monitor have been
retained at the Applicant/Owner expense to implement the
monitoring program, as described in the pre-excavation
agreement.
MM-CR-3 Prior to the release of the grading bond, the Qualified Less than significant
Archaeologist will have submitted a monitoring report and/or
evaluation report, if appropriate, which describes the results,
analysis and conclusions of the archaeological monitoring
program (e.g., data recovery plan), along with the Luiseño Native
American Monitor’s notes and comments, to the City of
Oceanside Planning Division for review and acceptance.
MM-CR-4:

The Qualified Archaeologist shall maintain ongoing Less than significant

Significant Impact

Mitigation Measure

Significance of Impact
After Mitigation

collaborative consultation with the Luiseño Native American
monitor during all ground disturbing activities (i.e. grubbing,
clearing, grading, cutting, filling, trenching and/or boring). The
requirement for the monitoring program shall be noted on all
applicable construction documents, including demolition plans,
grading plans, etc. The Applicant/Owner shall not begin any
ground disturbing activities until they have provided the City of
Oceanside Planning Division with a schedule of ground disturbing
activities and until the Qualified Archaeologist and Luiseño Native
American Monitor are on-site to conduct monitoring of all ground
disturbing activities.
MM-CR-5: The City will invite the Qualified Archaeologist and Less than significant
Luiseño Native American Monitor to attend all applicable preconstruction meetings with the General Contractor and/or
associated Subcontractors to present the archaeological
monitoring program. The Qualified Archaeologist and Luiseño
Native American Monitor shall be present on-site full-time during
any ground disturbing activities, to identify any evidence of
potential archaeological or tribal cultural resources. All fill
materials shall be subject to appropriate and reasonable testing or
sampling by the Qualified Archaeologist and Luiseño Native
American Monitor to assure the recovery of any and all tribal
cultural resources.
MM-CR-6: The Qualified Archaeologist or the Luiseño Native Less than significant
American monitor may halt ground disturbing activities if unknown
archaeological artifact deposits or cultural features are
discovered. Ground disturbing activities shall be directed away
from these deposits to allow a determination of potential
importance. Isolates and clearly non-significant deposits will be

Significant Impact

Mitigation Measure

Significance of Impact
After Mitigation

minimally documented in the field, and before grading proceeds
these items shall be given to the San Luis Rey Band so that they
may be repatriated at the site on a later date. If the Qualified
Archaeologist or Luiseño Native American Monitor determine that
the unearthed artifact deposits or cultural features are considered
potentially significant, they shall notify and consult with the San
Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians to determine the respectful and
dignified treatment of those resources. The avoidance and
protection of the significant cultural resource and/or unique
archaeological resource is the preferable mitigation.
If the Qualified Archaeologist recommends and the City requires a
data recovery plan, the San Luis Rey Band shall be notified and
consulted regarding the preparation and scope of any such
recovery plan. If the Qualified Archaeologist collects any artifact
deposit samples as part of the data recovery plan, the Luiseño
Native American monitor shall be present during any testing or
cataloging of those resources. Moreover, if the Qualified
Archaeologist does not collect any artifact deposit samples that
are unearthed during the ground disturbing activities, the Luiseño
Native American monitor, may at their discretion, collect said
resources and provide them to the San Luis Rey Band for
respectful and dignified treatment in accordance with the Tribe’s
cultural and spiritual traditions.
MM-CR-7: Any and all uncovered tribal cultural resources of Less than significant
Native American importance shall be returned to the San Luis Rey
Band of Mission Indians, and/or the Most Likely Descendant.
MM-CR-8: As mandated by California Health and Safety Code Less than significant
Section 7050.5, if human remains are found on the project site
during construction or during archaeological work, the person

Significant Impact

Mitigation Measure
responsible for the excavation, or his or her authorized
representative, or the Qualified Archaeologist shall immediately
notify the San Diego County Coroner’s office by telephone. No
further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area
reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent remains shall occur until
the Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin and
disposition pursuant to Public Resources Code 5097.98. If such a
discovery occurs, a temporary construction exclusion zone shall
be established surrounding the area of the discovery so that the
area would be protected, and consultation and treatment could
occur as prescribed by law. By law, the Coroner will determine
within two working days of being notified if the remains are subject
to his or her authority. If the Coroner determines that the remains
are Native American, he or she shall contact the Native American
Heritage Commission (NAHC) within 24 hours. The NAHC will
then make a determination as to the Most Likely Descendent. Any
Native American remains discovered on the project site shall be
kept in-situ, or in a secure location in close proximity to where
they were found, and any analysis of the remains shall only occur
on-site in the presence of a Luiseño Native American monitor. At
the conclusion of any analysis, any Native American remains shall
be repatriated to the Most Likely Descendent for re-burial, in
accordance with PRC 5097.98.
Artifacts shall be curated with accompanying catalog to current
professional repository standards or the collection will be
repatriated to the Luiseño Band(s), as specified in the preexcavation agreement.
Implementation of these mitigation
measures would fully mitigate any significant impacts.

Significance of Impact
After Mitigation

CHAPTER D
MITIGATION, MONITORING, AND REPORTING PROGRAM

CHAPTER D
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
D.1

Introduction and Summary

Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15097, public agencies are required to adopt a
monitoring or reporting program to assure that the mitigation measures and revisions
identified in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) are implemented. As stated in
Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code:
“…the public agency shall adopt a reporting or monitoring program for the changes
made to the project or conditions of project approval, adopted in order in order to
mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment.”
Pursuant to Section 21081(a) of the Public Resources Code, findings must be adopted
by the decision-maker coincidental to certification of the EIR. The Mitigation Monitoring
and Reporting Program (MMRP) must be adopted when making the findings (at the time
of approval of the project).
As defined in the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15097, “reporting” is suited to projects that
have readily measurable or quantitative measures or which already involve regular
review. “Monitoring” is suited to projects with complex mitigation measures, such as
wetland restoration or archaeological protection, which may exceed the expertise of the
local agency to oversee, are expected to be implemented over a period of time, or
require careful implementation to assure compliance. Both reporting and monitoring
would be applicable to the proposed project.
The EIR prepared for Fairfield Inn & Suites (SCH No. 2016091002) provided an
analysis of the environmental effects resulting from construction and operation of the
project. A thorough scientific and engineering evaluation of each alternative was
undertaken in compliance with CEQA, including the identification of measures designed
to avoid or substantially reduce the potential adverse effects of each alternative.
D.2

Mitigation Matrix

To sufficiently track and document the status of mitigation measures, a mitigation matrix
has been prepared and includes the following components:
● Mitigation measure (text)
● Type
● Monitor
● Schedule

D-1

The timing of verification of mitigation measures has been apportioned into several
specific timing increments. Of these, the most common are:
1. During construction of the project – CM
2. During operation of the project – OM
The mitigation matrix is included in Table D-1.

D-2

TABLE D-1
FAIRFIELD INN & SUITES PROJECT
MITIGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
AIR QUALITY
MITIGATION MEASURES

TYPE

MONITOR

SCHEDULE

In order to reduce the potential impacts of human exposure to diesel exhaust during
project construction, the following mitigation measure shall be required:

CM

Planning
Division

MM-AQ-1. Utilize at least Tier 2 diesel or better construction equipment as defined by
US EPA or retrofit older equipment with diesel particulate filters. The project would
also be required to only proceed with construction of a subsequent stage within a
phase or a subsequent phase once construction of the previous stage or phase has
been completed. There will be no overlap allowed between construction stages within
a single phase and between construction of individual phases.

During
construction and
grading

CM

Planning
Division

The following mitigation measures shall be added as notes to the grading plans:

CM = Construction mitigation

OM = Operation mitigation
D-3

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
MITIGATION MEASURES
MM-B-1. Impacts to coastal sage scrub shall be mitigated at a 2:1 ratio, resulting in
0.90 acres of land to be purchased that contains coastal sage scrub. Additionally,
non-native grassland would be mitigated at a 0.5:1 ratio, resulting in 0.72 acres to be
purchased. Mitigation would be achieved off-site, likely purchased from a mitigation
bank within the bounds of the City’s WCPZ or PAMA that contains sufficient quantities
of the appropriate habitats.

TYPE
OM

MONITOR
Planning
Division

SCHEDULE
Prior to Issuance of
Grading Permit

MM-B-2. Proof of acquisition of the mitigation land will be required prior to issuance
of the project’s grading permit, as approved by the City’s Engineering Department.
With implementation of mitigation B-MM 1, biological impacts would be reduced to
below a level of significance.

OM

Planning
Division

Prior to Issuance of
Grading Permit

D-4

CULTURAL, TRIBAL, AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES
MITIGATION MEASURES

TYPE

MONITOR

SCHEDULE

MM-CR-1. Prior to the issuance of a Grading Permit, the Applicant/Owner shall
enter into a pre-excavation agreement with a representative of the San Luis Rey
Band of Mission Indians, otherwise known as a Tribal Cultural Resources
Treatment and Tribal Monitoring Agreement. The Applicant/Owner shall submit a
copy of the executed agreement with the Grading Permit application. The purpose
of this agreement shall be to formalize protocols and procedures between the
Applicant/Owner and the San Luis Rey Band for the protection and treatment of,
including but not limited to, Native American human remains, funerary objects,
cultural and religious landscapes, ceremonial items, traditional gathering areas and
cultural items, located and/or discovered through a monitoring program in
conjunction with the construction of the proposed project, including additional
archaeological surveys and/or studies, excavations, geotechnical investigations,
grading, and all other ground disturbing activities.

CM

Engineering/Planning
Divisions

During
construction and
grading

MM-CR-2. Prior to the issuance of a Grading Permit, the Applicant/Owner shall
provide a copy of an executed contract to the City of Oceanside Planning Division
providing that a Qualified Archaeologist and Luiseño Native American Monitor have
been retained at the Applicant/Owner expense to implement the monitoring
program, as described in the pre-excavation agreement.

CM

Engineering/Planning
Divisions

During
construction and
grading

MM-CR-3. Prior to the release of the grading bond, the Qualified Archaeologist will
have submitted a monitoring report and/or evaluation report, if appropriate, which
describes the results, analysis and conclusions of the archaeological monitoring
program (e.g., data recovery plan), along with the Luiseño Native American
Monitor’s notes and comments, to the City of Oceanside Planning Division for
review and acceptance.

CM

Engineering/Planning
Divisions

During
construction and
grading

Cultural and Tribal Resources

D-5

MM-CR-4. The Qualified Archaeologist shall maintain ongoing collaborative
consultation with the Luiseño Native American monitor during all ground disturbing
activities (i.e. grubbing, clearing, grading, cutting, filling, trenching and/or boring).
The requirement for the monitoring program shall be noted on all applicable
construction documents, including demolition plans, grading plans, etc. The
Applicant/Owner shall not begin any ground disturbing activities until they have
provided the City of Oceanside Planning Division with a schedule of ground
disturbing activities and until the Qualified Archaeologist and Luiseño Native
American Monitor are on-site to conduct monitoring of all ground disturbing
activities.

CM

Engineering/Planning
Divisions

During
construction and
grading

MM-CR-5. The City will invite the Qualified Archaeologist and Luiseño Native
American Monitor to attend all applicable pre-construction meetings with the
General Contractor and/or associated Subcontractors to present the
archaeological monitoring program. The Qualified Archaeologist and Luiseño
Native American Monitor shall be present on-site full-time during any ground
disturbing activities, to identify any evidence of potential archaeological or tribal
cultural resources. All fill materials shall be subject to appropriate and reasonable
testing or sampling by the Qualified Archaeologist and Luiseño Native American
Monitor to assure the recovery of any and all tribal cultural resources.

CM

Engineering/Planning
Divisions

During
construction and
grading

MM-CR-6. The Qualified Archaeologist or the Luiseño Native American monitor
may halt ground disturbing activities if unknown archaeological artifact deposits or
cultural features are discovered. Ground disturbing activities shall be directed away
from these deposits to allow a determination of potential importance. Isolates and
clearly non-significant deposits will be minimally documented in the field, and
before grading proceeds these items shall be given to the San Luis Rey Band so
that they may be repatriated at the site on a later date. If the Qualified
Archaeologist or Luiseño Native American Monitor determine that the unearthed
artifact deposits or cultural features are considered potentially significant, they shall
notify and consult with the San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians to determine the
respectful and dignified treatment of those resources. The avoidance and
protection of the significant cultural resource and/or unique archaeological
resource is the preferable mitigation.

CM

Engineering/Planning
Divisions

During
construction and
grading
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If the Qualified Archaeologist recommends and the City requires a data recovery
plan, the San Luis Rey Band shall be notified and consulted regarding the
preparation and scope of any such recovery plan. If the Qualified Archaeologist
collects any artifact deposit samples as part of the data recovery plan, the Luiseño
Native American monitor shall be present during any testing or cataloging of those
resources. Moreover, if the Qualified Archaeologist does not collect any artifact
deposit samples that are unearthed during the ground disturbing activities, the
Luiseño Native American monitor, may at their discretion, collect said resources
and provide them to the San Luis Rey Band for respectful and dignified treatment
in accordance with the Tribe’s cultural and spiritual traditions.
MM-CR-7. Any and all uncovered tribal cultural resources of Native American
importance shall be returned to the San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians, and/or
the Most Likely Descendant.

CM

Engineering/Planning
Divisions

During
construction and
grading

MM-CR-8. As mandated by California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, if
human remains are found on the project site during construction or during
archaeological work, the person responsible for the excavation, or his or her
authorized representative, or the Qualified Archaeologist shall immediately notify
the San Diego County Coroner’s office by telephone. No further excavation or
disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie
adjacent remains shall occur until the Coroner has made the necessary findings as
to origin and disposition pursuant to Public Resources Code 5097.98. If such a
discovery occurs, a temporary construction exclusion zone shall be established
surrounding the area of the discovery so that the area would be protected, and
consultation and treatment could occur as prescribed by law. By law, the Coroner
will determine within two working days of being notified if the remains are subject
to his or her authority. If the Coroner determines that the remains are Native
American, he or she shall contact the Native American Heritage Commission
(NAHC) within 24 hours. The NAHC will then make a determination as to the Most
Likely Descendent. Any Native American remains discovered on the project site
shall be kept in-situ, or in a secure location in close proximity to where they were
found, and any analysis of the remains shall only occur on-site in the presence of a
Luiseño Native American monitor. At the conclusion of any analysis, any Native
American remains shall be repatriated to the Most Likely Descendent for re-burial,

CM

Engineering/Planning
Divisions

During
construction and
grading
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in accordance with PRC 5097.98.
Artifacts shall be curated with accompanying catalog to current professional
repository standards or the collection will be repatriated to the Luiseño Band(s), as
specified in the pre-excavation agreement. Implementation of these mitigation
measures would fully mitigate any significant impacts.

Paleontological Resources
The following measures are required to reduce potential impacts to paleontological
resources to less than significant:
MM-PAL-1. Prior to issuance of grading permits, the applicant shall provide a CM
letter of verification to the City of Oceanside’s Planning Division that a qualified
paleontologist has been retained to carry out the mitigation/monitoring program.
All persons involved in paleontological resources monitoring shall be approved by
the Planning Division prior to start of monitoring. The paleontologist shall attend
pre-grade meetings to consult with grading and excavation contractors.

Engineering/Planning
Divisions

During
construction and
grading

MM-PAL-2. The paleontologist or paleontological monitor shall be on site full-time CM
during the initial cutting of Old Paralic (Terrace) Deposits and San Onofre Breccia.
Monitoring may be increased or decreased at the discretion of the qualified
paleontologist, in consultation with the Planning Division; such increases or
decreases will depend on the rate of excavation, materials excavated, and
abundance of fossils.

Engineering/Planning
Divisions

During
construction and
grading

MM-PAL-3. When requested by the paleontologist, the City Engineer shall direct CM
that construction activities in the area of fossil discovery shall be diverted, directed,
or temporarily halted to allow the recovery of fossil remains. The paleontologist
shall immediately notify the Planning Division of such finding at the time of
discovery. The Planning Division shall approve salvage procedures to be
performed before construction activities are allowed to resume.

Engineering/Planning
Divisions

During
construction and
grading

MM-PAL-4. Prepared fossils along with copies of all pertinent field notes, photos, CM
and maps shall be deposited (with the applicant’s permission) in a scientific

Engineering/Planning
Divisions
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During
construction and
grading

institution with paleontological collections such as the San Diego Natural History
Museum. A final summary report shall be completed and distributed to the City
and other interested agencies which outlines the results of the mitigation program.
This report shall include discussions of the methods used, stratigraphy exposed,
fossils collected, and significance of recovered fossils.
The requirement for paleontological monitoring shall be noted on the grading plan.
Prior to the release of the grading bond, the final report noted in MM-PAL-4 shall
be approved by the Planning Division.
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GEOLOGY / SOILS
MITIGATION MEASURES

TYPE

MONITOR

SCHEDULE

MM-GE-1. Slope stability shall be re-evaluated during the grading and foundation
plan review stage of project development.

CM

Engineering
Division

MM-GE-2. Additional subsurface exploration shall be performed to evaluate the
condition of the subgrade for the proposed building and assist with slope stability
analyses of the graded slope.

CM

Engineering
Division

During
construction and
grading
During
construction and
grading

MM-GE-3. To achieve short-term stability and meet Cal-OSHA requirements, at least
one row of tiebacks (horizontal wires, rods, or anchors), installed at elevation 45 feet,
are required for lateral restraint of the vertical slope below the toe of the new 1 ½: 1
vertical slope. Along Section A-A, the tiebacks shall be spaced at 7 feet on center,
inclined at 15 degrees from the horizontal, and capable of achieving an ultimate
design load of 100 kips with a minimum unbonded length of 20 feet. Similar tiebacks
for Section B-B shall also be required, with spacing at 4 feet on center and minimum
unbonded length of 24 feet. Larger diameter grout anchors may be necessary to
increase the bonded section of the tiebacks to achieve the required design load.
(Please refer to Appendix E of the EIR for additional detail on tiebacks).

CM

Engineering
Division

During
construction and
grading

MM-GE-4. To achieve permanent static and seismic stability and meet Cal-OSHA
requirements, the aforementioned tiebacks will also be required. The location,
spacing, inclination, and loading of these tiebacks shall be provided by a qualified
engineer specializing in shoring design. Additionally, the portion of the vertical cult
beneath the toe of the proposed 1.5: 1 (h:v) will require bracing by the hotel building.
Per modeling results of strut loads, the required load for each strut in Section A-A is
38 kips (unit of bending moment) and is 40 kips for Section B-B.

CM

Engineering
Division

During
construction and
grading

MM-GE-5. A debris catchment device shall be constructed between the rear wall of
the proposed building and the toe of the 1 ½:1 (h:v) cut slope to collect surface runoff
and reduce the potential for debris to impact the structure. Surface drainage
conditions shall be evaluated by the project engineer.

CM

Engineering
Division

During
construction and
grading
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MM-GE-6. The project shall be required to install Cast-in-Drilled Hole (CIDH) piles
and tiebacks. The CIDH piles shall be spaced at 7 feet on center (in plan view),
inclined at 25 degrees from the horizontal and designed to achieve a lateral capacity
equivalent to 80,000 lbs./foot. Lateral restraining forces piles and tiebacks as well as
the parking garage floor/foundation and podium deck slab/beans would provide
resisting forces equal to 11,000 lbs./ft.

CM

Engineering
Division

During
construction and
grading

MM-GE-7. Mitigation for the portion of the building foundation, walls, slab-on-grade
floor, and the swimming pool would either require the use of deep foundation
elements (CIDH piles) or the use of ground improvement techniques such as geopiers
or soil-cement. While one of these measures may not entirely eliminate distress
potential, the use of CIDH piles or soil-cement beneath gravity flow utilities, flatwork,
and pavements within the MSE retaining would provide a higher level of quality. An
additional value engineering study shall be required to evaluate the most costeffective solution to incorporate into the project design.

CM

Engineering
Division

During
construction and
grading

MM-GE-8. Construction sequencing shall be clearly indicated on the project’s grading
plans:
1. Overexcavating the building pad to elevation 37.25 ft.
2. Excavating a 1.25:1 (h:v) simple slope backcut or the geogrid reinforced backfill
zone
3. Constructing the geogrid-reinforced MSE retaining wall with recommended
subdrainage devices and backfill materials.
4. Constructing the 2:1 fill slope above the MSE retaining wall and bringing the
building pad area to pad grade.

CM

Engineering
Division

During
construction
and grading

Final grading plans shall incorporate the full and complete measures outlined above,
determined through review by both a City geotechnical engineer and the applicant’s
geotechnical engineer. Prior to issuance of grading permits, an Erosion Control Plan,
as concurred with and approved by the City Engineer, shall be required. Final grading
plans shall be reviewed and approved by the City Engineering Division and City
Planning Division prior to issuance of grading permits. Monitoring of specific
mitigation would occur via Plan Check and site inspections by City staff as specified in
the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the project.
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TRANSPORTATION / TRAFFIC
MITIGATION MEASURES
The project has incorporated the following design features to avoid and minimize
traffic impacts:
1) Widen Oceanside Boulevard to match the current Right-of-Way along the
project frontage with installation of a sidewalk from Nevada Street (just west of
the project site) to the eastern site boundary. It should also be noted that the
widening of Oceanside Boulevard and installation of the sidewalk from the
project’s boundary to Vine Street are design features of the City’s proposed
pump station upgrade project at Oceanside Boulevard and Vine Street. As
detailed in Chapter III, the proposed hotel project would make the off-site
sidewalk improvements if they have not already been implemented by the
pump station upgrade prior to construction.
2) Construct the project driveway to allow right turns in, right turns out, and left
turns in. Egress left turns out of the site would not be allowed. The driveway
would be required to include a partial center raised median and a “pork chop”
type of raised median at the driveway to control the movements.
3) Improve Oceanside Boulevard/Ditmar Street to allow westbound U-turns.
During final engineering, the City will also determine additional improvements
to this intersection to address community concerns regarding accidents at this
location. Measures may include special signal headers, advanced signal
warning signage, or other methods.
This will also include related signal
hardware such as a new mast arm and pole along with widening the southeast
corner to provide for re-striping to allow u-turns, along with a back-up battery.
4) As noted in Chapter III (Project Description), the project would also include a
2.9 foot right-of-way dedication and restriping Oceanside Boulevard to allow
installation of new raised medians providing a left turn lane into the site and
prohibiting left turns exiting the site.
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TYPE
CM

MONITOR
Transportation
Engineering
Section/Planning
Division

SCHEDULE
Prior to issuance
of building permit

The City’s Circulation Element determined that roadway improvements are not
possible at the two impacted intersections in the Horizon Year due to physical
constraints. It further notes “If there are no feasible mitigation measures that would
fully mitigate traffic impacts, the developer shall propose, prepare and provide various
mitigation measures, such as Traffic Management Center tools and resources, which
may not include physical improvements to the impacted facility.” One mitigation
measure is proposed to partially mitigate the project’s impacts:
MM-TR-1. Install Polara Accessible Pedestrian Signals (APS) with countdown
timers to indicate walk/don’t walk intervals at the following intersections:
a.
b.
c.
d.

I-5 SB Ramp
I-5 NB Ramp
Oceanside Boulevard at Ditmar Street
Oceanside at Vine Street

Implementation of this mitigation measure would be monitored by the City’s
Engineering and Planning Divisions during construction and as conditioned by the
project’s Building Permit. While these design features and mitigation measures would
partially mitigate the Horizon Year Plus Project traffic impacts, the adverse effects
cannot be fully mitigated. This has been previously acknowledged within the
Circulation Element which required a Statement of Overriding Considerations for its
approval and adoption.
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CM

Transportation
Engineering
Section/Planning
Division

Prior to issuance
of building permit

