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V2. CHAPTER 3 
PRDEIR – Individual Responses 

This chapter contains the comment letters received from members of the public, including 
organizations and individuals, on the proposed Coast Highway Corridor Study Project (project) 
Partially Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (PRDEIR) and the City of Oceanside’s 
(City’s) responses to significant environmental points that were raised in those comments. Each 
letter, as well as each individual comment within the letter, has been given an assigned letter and 
number for cross-referencing. Responses are sequenced to reflect the order of comments within 
each letter. Table V2.3-1 lists all individuals and organizations who submitted comment letters on 
the proposed project during the public review period of the PRDEIR. 

TABLE V2.3-1 
 LIST OF INDIVIDUAL COMMENTERS ON THE PRDEIR 

Letter 
No. Commenter Date of Comment 

Comment 
Page 

Number 

Response 
Page 

Number 

PRDEIR I1 Henry and Terri Hawthorn 1/9/2019 V2.3-2 V2.3-4 

PRDEIR I2 Shanna Schwarze 1/11/2019 V2.3-6 V2.3-7 

PRDEIR I3 Vince and Colleen Balch 1/13/2019 V2.3-10 V2.3-12 

PRDEIR I4 Greg and Kathy Sampson, Owners of Paradise by 
the Sea RV Park 

1/14/2019 V2.3-15 V2.3-22 

PRDEIR I5 Joel West, Save South O 1/14/2019 V2.3-24 V2.3-26 

PRDEIR I6 Sally Prendergast, Sierra Club North County 
Coastal Group 

1/14/2019 V2.3-28 V2.3-29 

PRDEIR I7 Joel West, Save South O 1/14/2019 V2.3-31 V2.3-33 

PRDEIR I8 Joel West, Save South O 1/14/2019 V2.3-35 V2.3-36 
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Letter Henry and Teri Hawthorn 
PRDEIR I1 January 10, 2019 
Response 
  

PRDEIR I1-001 This comment expresses support for the project as it allows for needed 
improvements along the Coast Highway corridor but also presents three 
areas of concern to be included in the project. While this comment does not 
specifically address the adequacy or accuracy of the environmental 
analysis provided in the PRDEIR, the City appreciates the commenters’ 
support of the proposed project and this comment is included in this FEIR 
to be considered by the City prior to making a final decision on the project. 

PRDEIR I1-002 This comment expresses concern for public safety as pedestrians illegally 
cross Coast Highway and recommends that the project includes bike lanes 
from Morse Street to Oceanside Boulevard along with a crosswalk to the 
Loma Alta Creek beach path as means to improve pedestrian connectivity 
and safety. The City has prepared 30 percent preliminary engineering 
design plans as part of the Coast Highway Corridor Study, separate from 
the Environmental Impact Report (EIR). These preliminary design plans 
include a crosswalk to the Loma Alta Creek beach path and a bike lane 
from Morse Street to Oceanside Boulevard.  

PRDEIR I1-003 This comment states that while roundabouts are acceptable from a driving 
standpoint, they must also be designed with provisions for safe crossing by 
pedestrians, including the blind, where these provisions have been 
incorporated into the design plans. As stated in Section 3.14, 
Transportation and Traffic, of the PRDEIR, the environmental analysis 
included the incorporation of recommended design features from the 
National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Report 674, 
Crossing Solutions at Roundabouts and Channelized Turn Lanes for 
Pedestrians with Vision Disabilities to addresses issues with crossing 
safety at roundabouts for blind and visually impaired pedestrians (refer to 
page 3.14-47 of the PRDEIR). While the design of the Complete Streets 
improvements, including the roundabouts, is preliminary, the City of 
Oceanside would evaluate and consider the additional design features 
identified above during final design stages of the project. 

PRDEIR I1-004 This comment provides the commenter’s opinion and observations on the 
existing traffic conditions around the La Salina Mobile Village area and 
states that traffic volumes and flows caused by the City’s pilot study 
(referred to as “the dip”) has not resulted in unacceptable travel time in the 
commenter’s opinion. Furthermore, this comment also states that travel 
time could be improved with the installation of roundabouts. While this 
comment does not specifically address the adequacy or accuracy of the 
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environmental analysis provided in the PRDEIR, the City appreciates the 
commenters’ support of the inclusion of roundabouts along Coast Highway 
and this comment is included in this FEIR for consideration by the City 
prior to making a final decision on the project. 

PRDEIR I1-005 This comment expresses that a maximum building height of 65 feet is not 
supported the commenter and further expands upon this opinion. As 
discussed in Section 3.1, Aesthetics, of the PRDEIR, operation of the 
Incentive District would allow increased height of buildings only in the 
Node areas with discretionary approval up to a maximum of 65 feet 
compared to the existing limit of 45 feet. The Incentive District would also 
establish regulations intended to promote high-quality urban and 
architectural design and variability of massing and height, emphasizing the 
design of the interface between the private and public realms. Therefore, as 
projects are submitted to the City for approval under the Incentive District, 
the City’s planning process would ensure that building heights are varied to 
avoid a “canyon” effect in the Node areas.  

PRDEIR I1-006 This comment requests that the City give serious consideration to their 
submitted comments. The comments are included in this FEIR for 
consideration by the City prior to making a final decision on the project.   
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Letter Shanna Schwarze 
PRDEIR I2 January 11, 2019 
Response 
  

PRDEIR I2-001   This introductory comment expressed opposition of the Coast Highway 
Corridor Study road diet and requests a “no change” decision on the project. 
The City acknowledges the comment and notes the opposition to the 
proposed roadway diet along Coast Highway. However, the comment does 
not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the PRDEIR. This comment 
is included in this FEIR for consideration by the City prior to making final 
decision on the project. 

PRDEIR I2-002 This comment states that there have been three fatalities along Coast 
Highway in the last 5 years, two of which were the result from drunk 
driving. This comment does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of 
the PRDEIR and no further response is required.  

PRDEIR I2-003 This comment states that emergency response times would be affected with 
implementation of the project due to the installation of roundabouts, and 
emergency vehicles would be stuck in the increased traffic caused by the 
road diet. This comment also included a quote from Austin Assistant Fire 
Chief Leslie Bunte that states, “for every life saved due to ‘traffic calming’ 
37 lives will be lost due to a 30-second delay in emergency response.”  

 As stated in Section 3.14, Transportation and Traffic, of the PRDEIR and 
Section 3.12, Public Services, of the DEIR, construction of the Complete 
Streets improvements would not occur simultaneously throughout the 
corridor and would be required to implement a Traffic Control Plan during 
all partial roadway closures to ensure emergency access is not restricted. In 
addition, once the project is approved, the Oceanside Fire Department 
would continue to be part of the design process of the Complete Streets 
improvements, ensuring that the lane reduction and new roundabouts would 
accommodate large fire engines and response times for emergency services. 
Coast Highway’s reconfiguration would allow for heavy vehicle radii for 
turning and U-turns. The roundabouts would be constructed to allow access 
for semi-trucks, waste management trucks, and firetrucks. In addition, 
Coast Highway’s center median would be constructed with low curbs, 
approximately two feet wide, to allow left turning access to fire trucks 
and police mid-block. Therefore, operation of the Complete Streets 
improvements would not have significant impacts with regard to fire and 
police performance objectives and response times.  
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PRDEIR I2-004 This comment states that the proposed roundabouts do not provide a safe 
crossing option of Oceanside’s large blind population. These concerns were 
responded to previously in this FEIR; refer to response PRDEIR I1-003 for 
features identified above during final design stages of the project. 

PRDEIR I2-005 This comment states that the City has not demonstrated how implementation 
of the project would affect parking and that parking is necessary for a 
healthy economy. While analysis of parking is not required under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), information regarding the 
change in the number and location of on-street parking spaces along Coast 
Highway between existing conditions, the proposed project, and the project 
alternatives is presented in Section 9.0 of the appendices of the revised TIA 
(2018) included in the PRDEIR, as summarized in the table below. 

 
Segment No Project Project Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 

Harbor to SR-76 45 45 45 45 45 

SR-76 to Wisconsin 199 149 149 149 149 

Wisconsin to Oceanside 98 79 79 79 79 

Oceanside to Morse 6 92 6 92 92 

Morse to Vista 95 95 95 95 95 

Corridor On-Street Parking 
Total 443 460 374 460 460 

 
 As shown in the table above, the proposed project and Alternatives 2 and 3 

would increase the public on-street parking supply along Coast Highway 
from approximately 443 spaces to 460 spaces. In contrast, Alternative 1 
would result in a reduction in overall on-street parking supply, because of 
the inability to add new on-street parking in Segment 4 between Oceanside 
Boulevard and Morse Street. The project, Alternative 2, and Alternative 3 
do redistribute some on-street parking supply from segment 2 (SR 76 to 
Wisconsin Avenue) to segment 4 (Oceanside Boulevard to Morse Street). 
This redistribution of parking supply does not impact coastal access as both 
segments are equal distance to the coast. Furthermore, segment 2 has 
substantially more existing public parking resources that serve the coastal 
zone and beach areas than does segment 4, so a redistribution of this public 
parking supply may have a net benefit for beach access as well as for 
businesses located in South Oceanside. No revisions to the PRDEIR are 
required in response to this comment.  
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PRDEIR I2-006 This comment expresses that Oceanside business owners rely on local 
residents for 60 percent of their yearly business and do not want the 
roadway changes to send residents to other surrounding cities. This 
comment does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the PRDEIR 
and no further response is required.  

PRDEIR I2-007 This conclusory comment recommends finishing the Coastal Rail Trail 
instead of implementing the project. This comment does not raise any issue 
concerning the adequacy of the PRDEIR and no further response is 
required. The City appreciates the commenter for participating in this 
process. This comment is included in this FEIR for consideration by the 
City prior to a final decision on the project. 

 

 



A petition with signatures from more than 400 Oceanside residents asking that no road 
diet or development incentives be instituted south of Oceanside Blvd., because these 
changes would damage the unique character of South Oceanside. However, the city 
neglected to study this alternative. Instead, as proposed by a (now former) council 
member, Alternative 3 in the current EIR includes both a diet and incentives for that part 
of South Oceanside between Oceanside Blvd. and Morse.

 the guidelines of the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA)'s November 2014 Road Diet Information Guide. In particular, the 
EIR should mention that the 2013 afternoon rush hour traffic levels at the Oceanside Blvd, 
Morse, Cassidy and Vista Way intersections are already above the FHWA's recommended 
750 vehicles per direction per hour. Also, with increased density provided by Alternatives 
1 and 2, the Coast Highway traffic would also exceed the FHWA guidelines at the Mission 
intersection.

The EIR continues to emphasize the bicycle safety benefits of the road diet, but does not 
mention the clear preference by existing cyclists for the more scenic (and less polluted) 
Pacific Street route. (Public comments on pp. 534-538 of this EIR call this to the city's 
attention). The new EIR does not mention that since the 2017 EIR, the city has applied for 
and received (in June 2018) a $400k SANDAG grant for planning the completion of the 
Class I Rail Trail across Loma Alta Creek, which would further reduce the potential 
demand for the Class II bike lanes on Coast Highway.

The road diet between Morse and Oceanside Blvd. began in 2016, and the city engineer 
was quoted as saying he hoped that the data "will prove we can do a two lane Coast 
Highway." However, no data from this "pilot project" have been publicly released, and 
such data -- particularly regarding peak hour and summer traffic impacts -- would be 
highly relevant to understanding the accuracy of the EIR traffic models. This data should 
be released for public comment and incorporated in any final EIR.

The current EIR notes that, in response to the 2017 EIR, residents are concerned that 
"traffic might be diverted to side streets and that the adjacent neighborhoods would be 
negatively affected by the changes, including loss of parking." However, the 2,309 page 
EIR does not appear to quantify or discuss mitigation of these impacts.  



For example, Alternatives 1 and 2 would more than double Eastbound evening rush hour 
traffic off Coast onto Morse Street, from 156 cars/hour to 319 cars/hour (Fig. 4-1,5-5,5-7); 
Alternative 3 is even worse, nearly tripling traffic to 443 cars/hour. This traffic -- 
apparently due to the increased Coast Highway density -- would be dumped into 
residential neighborhoods, presumably en route to the freeway onramps at California or 
Cassidy Street at a time when most children are home from school. We have three schools 
in this area. The impact to Freeman and Tremont are not acceptable. 

The CEQA process (14 CCR § 15131b) says that economic impacts are part of 
understanding the significance of a proposed change. The 2017 EIR talks about the 
assumed increase in hotel rooms and commercial real estate. However, this current EIR 
(like it predecessor) does not talk about the potential impacts on existing businesses from 
increased traffic congestion, such as those that were experienced from the 2017 road 
diets instituted in the city of Los Angeles.

Even with these omissions, we believe that the current EIR shows that the adverse 
impacts of the new Alternative 3 on South O are as bad (or in some cases worse) than 
Alternatives 1,2 and 4. With all that said, we believe the City should listen to the citizens 
and not change Coast Hwy. in any form or fashion from Oceanside Blvd. south to the City 
of Carlsbad. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Vince and Colleen Balch 
1442 Machado St. 
Oceanside CA 92054
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Letter Vince and Colleen Balch 
PRDEIR I2 January 13, 2019 
Response 
  

PRDEIR I3-001 This introductory comment states that there should be no developer 
incentives along Coast Highway and that there should be no roadway diets 
south of Oceanside Boulevard as it would damage the unique character of 
South Oceanside, as supported by a petition with over 400 signatures from 
Oceanside residents. This comment also states that the inclusion of the new 
Alternative 3 instead includes extending the roadway improvements and 
Incentive District to the part of South Oceanside between Oceanside 
Boulevard and Morse Street. As stated in Chapter 5, Alternatives, of the 
PRDEIR, the inclusion of the new Alternative 3 in the PRDEIR was the 
result of direction from the City Council and City staff and was included to 
provide a comparison of the project as proposed to an alternative that limits 
the extent of the Complete Streets improvements and the Incentive District 
from the community of south Oceanside. Furthermore, this alternative was 
included in the analysis of the PRDEIR in response to public comments in 
favor of considering an alternative that maintained four lanes throughout 
the southern portion of Coast Highway and removed the Incentive District 
from the community of south Oceanside (refer to pages 5-87 and 5-89 in 
Chapter 5, Alternatives, of the PRDEIR). 

PRDEIR I3-002  This comment states that neither the DEIR or the PRDEIR mentioned the 
guidelines of the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA’s) November 
2014 Road Diet Informational Guide and specifically highlights that the 
environmental analysis should mention that the 2013 afternoon rush hour 
traffic volumes at the Oceanside Boulevard, Morse Street, Cassidy Street, 
and Vista Way intersections already exceed the FHWA’s recommended 
750 vehicles per direction per hour. In addition, the comment states that 
Mission Avenue intersection exceeds this threshold under Alternative 1 
and 2. The traffic analysis conducted as part of the DEIR and PRDEIR is 
based on the standards and guidelines for traffic impact analyses adopted 
by the City of Oceanside and the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans). These two agencies have jurisdiction over the study 
intersections and study roadway segments included in the analysis. The 
FHWA document cited in the comment is a guideline report issued by 
FHWA to assist states and local jurisdictions with designing, studying, and 
evaluating roadways for possible road diets. This document does not set 
binding thresholds that jurisdictions would need to satisfy or evaluate 
under CEQA and is not applicable to the analysis contained in the 
PRDEIR. 
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PRDEIR I3-003 This comment states that while the EIR mentions that the project would 
increase bicycle safety, it fails to acknowledge that bicyclists would rather 
use the more scenic route along Pacific Street. This comment also states 
that the EIR fails to that the City has obtained a $400k SANDAG grant to 
complete the Class I Rail Trail across Loma Alta Creek, which further 
reduces the demand for bike lanes on Coast Highway. The DEIR and 
PRDEIR do not evaluate the demand for the completion of the Rail Trail as 
this is not a component of the proposed project. In addition, Alternative 1 
includes limiting the Complete Street improvements to Oceanside 
Boulevard and Alternatives 2 and 3 includes limiting the Complete Streets 
improvements to Morse Street, where the DEIR and PRDEIR have 
evaluated these alternatives to a level of detail that the City Council could 
choose to adopt one of these alternatives in place of the project. At the time 
of approval, the City Council could take into consideration the completion 
of the Rail Trail in conjunction with the project and choose to adopt one of 
the alternatives that limit the Complete Streets improvements from South 
Oceanside, if so desired. No revisions to the PRDEIR are required in 
response to this comment. 

PRDEIR I3-004  This comment states that the traffic data captured by the pilot project along 
Coast Highway has never been released to the public and should be 
included in the traffic models in the EIR. This comment also states that this 
data should be released for public comment and incorporated into this 
FEIR. The Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) (2017) and the revised TIA 
(2018) do not specifically analyze current traffic conditions for the City’s 
pilot project in place between Oceanside Boulevard and Morse Street as it 
is not a component under the proposed project. The City has conducted a 
separate traffic analysis for the pilot project. Furthermore, per CEQA 
Guidelines, the TIA (2017) and revised TIA (2018) analyze the existing 
condition for traffic conditions within the study corridor. The lane 
narrowing pilot project noted in the comment is a temporary pilot project, 
and as such is not appropriate for use as the existing condition for CEQA 
analysis. No revisions to the PRDEIR are required in response to this 
comment.  

PRDEIR I3-005  This comment states that the DEIR and the PRDEIR fail to quantify and 
mitigate traffic which may spillover onto adjacent side streets along Coast 
Highway for the project and alternatives’ traffic scenarios. The DEIR and 
PRDEIR include analysis of study intersections and roadway segments on 
streets parallel to the Coast Highway corridor. In locations where 
significant traffic impacts are identified in the DEIR and PRDEIR, 
appropriate mitigation measures to address these impacts are identified. 
The traffic figures cited in this comment for roadways such as Morse Street 
are not forecast to exceed the thresholds identified by the City of 
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Oceanside to result in a significant impact. No revisions to the PRDEIR are 
required in response to this comment.  

PRDEIR I3-006 This comment states that under the CEQA process economic impacts are 
part of understanding the significance of a proposed change and states that 
the DEIR and PRDEIR failed to disclose the economic effects of traffic 
congestion on existing businesses along Coast Highway. The commenter 
incorrectly indicates that Section 15131(b) of the CEQA Guidelines says 
that economic impacts are part of understanding the significance of a 
proposed change. The exact language of Section 15131(b) is provided 
below: 

“Economic or social effects of a project may (emphasis added) be used to 
determine the significance of physical changes caused by the project… 
Where an EIR uses economic or social effects to determine that a physical 
change is significant, the EIR shall explain the reason for determining that 
the effect is significant.” 

Furthermore, Section 15131(a) states:  

“Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant 
effects on the environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect 
from a proposed decision on a project through anticipated economic or 
social changes resulting from the project to physical changes caused in 
turn by the economic or social changes. The intermediate economic or 
social changes need not be analyzed in any detail greater than necessary 
to trace the chain of cause and effect. The focus of the analysis shall be on 
the physical changes.” 

As noted in Section 15131(a), the focus of the analysis should be on the 
physical changes to the environment. Related to the example raised by the 
commenter (traffic congestion and effects on existing businesses) the EIR 
addresses the potential for traffic congestion in Chapter 3.14, 
Transportation and Traffic, of the PRDEIR. It is not clear from the 
comment what other physical effects might occur related to changes in 
traffic patterns other than the effects analyzed in the EIR. For this reason, 
no further expansion or analysis is provided in response to this comment. 

PRDEIR I3-007 This comment states that the environmental effects of Alternative 3 are 
worse than the other three alternatives and states that the City should 
approve no changes to Coast Highway. The commenter is incorrect as 
Alternative 3 is the environmentally superior alternative as it would result 
in reduced environmental impacts compared to the project and the other 
three alternatives, as shown under heading 5.10, Comparative Summary of 
the Alternatives, in Chapter 5, Alternatives, of the PRDIER. This comment 
is included in this FEIR for consideration by the City prior making to a 
final decision on the project. 
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Letter Greg and Kathy Sampson 
PRDEIR I4 Owners of Paradise by the Sea RV Park 
Response January 14, 2019  
  

PRDEIR I4-001 This comment expresses support for the project and states that the 
commenters will continue to advocate for complete RV access to their 
business from both the north and south along with the adoption of the 
Incentive District to attract more tourism-friendly businesses and 
residential projects to South Oceanside. Since this comment does not 
address the adequacy or accuracy of the PRDEIR, no further response is 
required. The City appreciates the commenter’s support and participation 
in this process. This comment is included in this FEIR for consideration by 
the City prior to making a final decision on the project. 

PRDEIR I4-002 This comment expresses support for the current two-lane road diet between 
Oceanside Boulevard and Morse Street as RVs can make wider right turns 
into their driveways and guests can ride bikes in the bike lanes. Since this 
comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the PRDEIR, no 
further response is required.  

PRDEIR I4-003 This comment expresses support of the proposed Incentive District as it 
would draw developers that want to create a more live/stay/play 
atmosphere as well as allow current business and land owners to know they 
have new development options. Since this comment does not address the 
adequacy or accuracy of the PRDEIR, no further response is required.  

PRDEIR I4-004 This comment expresses support for the new Alternative 3 as it would help 
to improve and revitalize the underutilized area around “the Dip.” Since 
this comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the PRDEIR, 
no further response is required.  

PRDEIR I4-005 This comment opposes installation of roundabouts from Oceanside 
Boulevard to Vista Way as RVs would not be able to safely or physically 
navigate through the roundabout due to narrow streets and insufficient 
diameter. This comment also provides a discussion on the geometric 
roadway parameters that do not would allow RVs to safely use Coast 
Highway if roundabouts were installed south of Oceanside Boulevard. The 
City has completed preliminary engineering (equal to a 30 percent level of 
design) during the Coast Highway Corridor Study process. This 
preliminary design effort included review of the proposed roundabouts to 
ensure that large vehicles such as trucks, fire trucks, and motor homes can 
travel through the roundabouts as proposed. The design of the roundabouts 
would be further advanced and refined during subsequent stages of project 
design. 
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 In addition, Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would alleviate this concern, as no 
roundabouts are proposed as part of these alternatives in the intersections 
of Coast Highway at Oceanside Boulevard, Morse Street, Cassidy Street, 
or Vista Way.  

PRDEIR I4-006  The comment highlights a legal agreement between the commenter and the 
City, which was signed in 2016, that if a crosswalk is ever installed on the 
stretch between Oceanside Boulevard and Morse Street, it cannot be near 
the entrance of the RV Resort (dangerous to both pedestrians and RV 
drivers) and cannot have a raised center pedestrian refuge. While the legal 
agreement referenced by this commenter was made in regard to the pilot 
project, the City would continue to honor the legal agreement under this 
project. Although the project description for the Coast Highway Corridor 
Study identifies a proposed mid-block pedestrian crosswalk on Coast 
Highway in the vicinity of Loma Alta Creek, the specific location for this 
crosswalk and its configuration would be determined by the City in 
subsequent stages of the engineering design plans for the Complete Streets 
improvements. As the design process progresses, the City would continue 
to work with this commenter and would consider vehicle movements, 
including in and out movements from adjacent driveways, along Coast 
Highway to avoid potential impacts related to sidewalk/parkway safety.  

PRDEIR I4-007 The comment provides a conclusion to the comment letter. This comment 
does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy or accuracy of the 
PRDEIR and therefore no further response is required. The City 
appreciates the commenter for participating in this process.  

PRDEIR I4-008 Attachments 1 through 4 have been included with the comment letter to 
visually demonstrate the commenters’ points raised in the comments 
above. 

 

 

 

 



Road Diet Information Guide. 
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Letter Joel West 
PRDEIR I5 Save South O  
Response January 14, 2019 
  

PRDEIR I5-001 This comment provides an introduction to the following comments. This 
comment does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the 
PRDEIR. The City appreciates the commenter for participating in this 
process. This comment is included in this FEIR for consideration by the 
City prior to making a final decision on the project. 

PRDEIR I5-002 This comment states that there should be no developer incentives along 
Coast Highway and that there should be no roadway diets south of 
Oceanside Boulevard as it would damage the unique character of South 
Oceanside, as supported by a petition with over 400 signatures from 
Oceanside residents. This comment also states that the inclusion of the 
new Alternative 3 instead includes extending the roadway improvements 
and Incentive District to the part of South Oceanside between Oceanside 
Boulevard and Morse Street. Please refer to response PRDEIR I3-001 for 
the response to this comment.  

PRDEIR I5-003 This comment states that neither the DEIR or the PRDEIR mentioned the 
guidelines of the FHWA’s November 2014 Road Diet Informational 
Guide and specifically highlights that the environmental analysis should 
mention that the 2013 afternoon rush hour traffic volumes at the 
Oceanside Boulevard, Morse Street, Cassidy Street, and Vista Way 
intersections already exceed the FHWA’s recommended 750 vehicles per 
direction per hour. In addition, the comment states that Mission Avenue 
intersection exceeds this threshold under Alternative 1 and 2. Please refer 
to response PRDEIR I3-002 for the response to this comment. 

PRDEIR I5-004 This comment states that while the EIR mentions that the project would 
increase bicycle safety, it fails to acknowledge that bicyclists would 
rather use the more scenic route along Pacific Street. This comment also 
states that the EIR fails to that the City has obtained a $400k SANDAG 
grant to complete the Class I Rail Trail across Loma Alta Creek, which 
further reduces the demand for bike lanes on Coast Highway. Please 
refer to response PRDEIR I3-003 for the response to this comment. 

PRDEIR I5-005 This comment states that the traffic data captured by the pilot project 
along Coast Highway has never been released to the public and should be 
included in the traffic models in the EIR. This comment also states that 
this data should be released for public comment and incorporated into 
this FEIR. Please refer to response PRDEIR I3-004 for the response to 
this comment. 
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PRDEIR I5-006 This comment states that the DEIR and the PRDEIR fail to quantify and 
mitigate traffic which may spillover onto adjacent side streets along 
Coast Highway for the project and alternatives’ traffic scenarios. Please 
refer to response PRDEIR I3-005 for the response to this comment. 

PRDEIR I7-007 This comment states that under the CEQA process economic impacts are 
part of understanding the significance of a proposed change and states 
that the DEIR and PRDEIR failed to disclose the economic effects of 
traffic congestion on existing businesses along Coast Highway. Please 
refer to response PRDEIR I3-006 for the response to this comment. 

PRDEIR I7-008 This comment states that the environmental effects of Alternative 3 are 
worse than the other three alternatives and states that the City should 
approve no changes to Coast Highway. Please refer to response PRDEIR 
I3-007 for the response to this comment. 
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Letter Sally Prendergast 
PRDEIR I6 Sierra Club North County Coastal Group 
Response January 14, 2019  
  

PRDEIR I6-001 This introductory comment expresses appreciation for being able to 
comment on the PRDEIR and states that the following comments are 
submitted on behalf of the Sierra Club North County Coastal Group. This 
comment does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the 
PRDEIR. The City appreciates the commenter for participating in this 
process. These comment is included in this FEIR for consideration by the 
City prior to making a final decision on the project. 

PRDEIR I6-002 This comment states that the PRDEIR, similar to the DEIR, fails to 
adequately address the results of the VMT analysis and therefore remains 
non-compliant with the Office of Planning and Research EIR Guidelines. 
This comment also requests that this information be incorporated into 
this FEIR in order to comply with Senate Bill 743.  

The commenter is incorrectly states that the DEIR and PRDEIR did not 
adequately evaluate VMT as the TIA (2017), the revised TIA (2018), and 
Section 3.14, Transportation and Traffic, included a VMT analysis for 
the project. The City acknowledges that the State of California Office of 
Planning and Research (OPR) has issued guidance related to the 
implementation of Senate Bill 743. This guidance, Technical Advisory 
on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (April 2018), identifies 
that using per capita or per employee VMT generated by new 
development that is 15 percent below that of existing development may 
be a reasonable threshold. This guidance document is careful to 
acknowledge that lead agencies have discretion to develop and adopt 
their own thresholds, provided that these thresholds are supported by 
substantial evidence. The City not yet adopted a specific target threshold 
for VMT reduction associated with the evaluation of new development. 
In the absence of a city-adopted threshold, the RPDEIR utilizes the OPR 
suggested threshold as a placeholder for this analysis. 

It is important to clarify that the OPR suggested VMT reduction 
threshold of 15 percent below existing development is the threshold 
proposed to be applied to new land use development. The Coast 
Highway Corridor project does not propose any new land use 
development within the study corridor. The land use scenarios evaluated 
for both the Year 2035 Without Project traffic scenario and the Year 
2035 With Project traffic scenario propose no changes to the City’s 
General Plan land use map or land use intensities permitted by the City’s 
zoning code. 
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The project description, as identified in the PRDEIR is to transform the 
Coast Highway roadway to become a complete street that safely 
accommodates all modes of transportation. Per the OPR technical 
advisory cited above transportation projects that would not likely lead to 
a substantial or measurable increase in vehicle travel include projects that 
reduce the number of through traffic lanes on a roadway, projects that 
involve the installation of roundabouts or traffic circles, and projects that 
include the addition of new or enhanced bike or pedestrian facilities on 
existing streets/highways or within existing public rights-of-way. The 
Coast Highway Corridor Project has all three of these attributes. 

The project also proposes the adoption of a land use incentive district 
along portions of the Coast Highway corridor. The purpose of the 
Incentive District is not to propose new land use development in the 
corridor beyond that which is already envisioned in the City’s General 
Plan but instead is to encourage the land use development permitted by 
the General Plan to occur in targeted locations along the corridor, 
particularly those located within 1/2 to 1 mile of the two existing transit 
stations located along the corridor – the Oceanside Transportation Center 
and the Coast Highway Sprinter Station. New land use development 
located within 1/2 mile of an existing transit station is considered to have 
a less than significant impact by OPR in the April 2018 Technical 
Advisory. Because the Coast Highway Corridor project is by definition a 
complete street transportation project and does not propose new land use 
development within the study corridor, it is not subject to the 15 percent 
per capita VMT reduction threshold suggested by OPR and no further 
mitigation measures related to VMT are required.  

 PRDEIR I6-003 This comment provides the conclusion to the comment letter. This 
comment does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of the 
PRDEIR. The City appreciates the commenter for participating in this 
process.  



Road Diet Information Guide. 
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Letter Joel West 
PRDEIR I7 Save South O  
Response January 14, 2019 
  

PRDERI I7-001 This comment provides an introduction to the following comments. This 
specific comment does not raise any issue concerning the adequacy of 
the PRDEIR. The City appreciates the commenter for participating in 
this process. This comment is included in this FEIR for consideration by 
the City prior to making a final decision on the project. 

PRDEIR I7-002 This comment states that there should be no developer incentives along 
Coast Highway and that there should be no roadway diets south of 
Oceanside Boulevard as it would damage the unique character of South 
Oceanside, as supported by a petition with over 400 signatures from 
Oceanside residents. This comment also states that the inclusion of the 
new Alternative 3 instead includes extending the roadway improvements 
and Incentive District to the part of South Oceanside between Oceanside 
Boulevard and Morse Street. Please refer to response PRDEIR I3-001 for 
the response to this comment.  

PRDEIR I7-003 This comment states that neither the DEIR or the PRDEIR mentioned the 
guidelines of FHWA’s November 2014 Road Diet Information Guide 
and specifically highlights that the environmental analysis should 
mention that the 2013 afternoon rush hour traffic volumes at the 
Oceanside Boulevard, Morse Street, Cassidy Street, and Vista Way 
intersections already exceed the FHWA’s recommended 750 vehicles per 
direction per hour. In addition, the comment states that Mission Avenue 
intersection exceeds this threshold under Alternative 1 and 2. Please refer 
to response PRDEIR I3-002 for the response to this comment. 

PRDEIR I7-004 This comment states that while the EIR mentions that the project would 
increase bicycle safety, it fails to acknowledge that bicyclists would 
rather use the more scenic route along Pacific Street. This comment also 
states that the EIR fails to that the City has obtained a $400k SANDAG 
grant to complete the Class I Rail Trail across Loma Alta Creek, which 
further reduces the demand for bike lanes on Coast Highway. Please 
refer to response PRDEIR I3-003 for the response to this comment. 

PRDEIR I7-005 This comment states that the traffic data captured by the pilot project 
along Coast Highway has never been released to the public and should be 
included in the traffic models in the EIR. This comment also states that 
this data should be released for public comment and incorporated into 
this FEIR. Please refer to response PRDEIR I3-004 for the response to 
this comment. 



V2.3 PRDEIR – Individual Responses 
 

Oceanside Coast Highway Corridor Study V2.3-34 ESA / 130217 
Final Environmental Impact Report April 2019 

PRDEIR I7-006 This comment states that the DEIR and the PRDEIR fail to quantify and 
mitigate traffic which may spillover onto adjacent side streets along 
Coast Highway for the project and alternatives’ traffic scenarios. Please 
refer to response PRDEIR I3-005 for the response to this comment. 

PRDEIR I7-007 This comment states that under the CEQA process economic impacts are 
part of understanding the significance of a proposed change and states 
that the DEIR and PRDEIR failed to disclose the economic effects of 
traffic congestion on existing businesses along Coast Highway. Please 
refer to response PRDEIR I3-006 for the response to this comment. 
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Letter Joel West 
PRDEIR I8 Save South O 
Response January 14, 2019 
  

PRDERI I8-001 This comment states that the DEIR and the PRDEIR do not analyze the 
impacts of increased traffic due to the Incentive District or reduced 
traffic capacity due to the Complete Streets improvements to public 
safety in the event of a tsunami evacuation. This comment also states that 
traffic impacts would be particularly severe during evening rush hour and 
summer weekends.  

 As stated in Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the DEIR, 
implementation of the project would not increase the risk of tsunami 
inundation compared to existing conditions and the probability of 
tsunami large enough to exceed the banks of the Loma Alta Creek 
Slough and Buena Vista Lagoon and overflow to the adjacent parcels is 
low.  

 Furthermore, as discussed in Section 3.14, Transportation and Traffic, of 
the PRDEIR, construction and/or operation activities associated with the 
project could have the potential to result in partial lane closures, which 
could temporarily impact emergency access during an evacuation event. 
However, the project is required to implement mitigation measures 
which would require the preparation and implementation of a Traffic 
Control Plan in accordance with the City’s traffic control guidelines to 
ensure that congestion and traffic delays are not substantially increased 
as a result of the lane closures. In addition, the Complete Streets 
improvements would be designed in accordance with all applicable City 
roadway regulations to ensure emergency access and evacuation times 
are satisfactory to the City’s Traffic Engineer. The City appreciates the 
commenter for participating in this process. This comment and response 
are included in this FEIR for consideration by the City prior to making a 
final decision on the project. 
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