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STAFF REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION ON APPEAL
 
 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT:  City of Oceanside  
 
DECISION:  Approved with Conditions 
 
APPEAL NO.:  A-6-OCN-11-028 
 
APPLICANT:  Thor Stensrud 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  Construction of a 240 sq. ft. enclosed second-story addition 

and the construction of a 288 sq. ft. open pergola to an existing 3,571 sq. ft.  
single-family home on a 6,900 sq. ft tri-level oceanfront lot. 

 
PROJECT LOCATION:  1705 South Pacific St., Oceanside, San Diego County.   
 
APPELLANTS:  Daniel Matlach 
              
 
SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, determine that no 
substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed.  
The appellant raises several issues, but the focus of the appeal is that the approved 
development is inconsistent with the City’s LCP in that the construction of the addition 
will result in impacts to public access, views, and recreation along the sandy beach west 
of the subject site, and that the addition will create a structure inconsistent with the 
surrounding community character. 
 
Based on review of the City’s file and information provided by the appellant and 
applicant, staff has concluded that the development, as approved by the City, is consistent 
with all applicable LCP provisions as it is in character with the overall surrounding 
community and will not result in any significant adverse impacts to public access, 
recreation, or public views. 
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Staff Notes: 
 
The City of Oceanside’s LCP was certified by the Commission in 1986 and the City has 
been issuing coastal development permits for development in the City’s Coastal Zone 
since that time.  Recently, through a joint review process between the City of Oceanside 
staff and Commission staff, it became apparent that, sometime between 1991 and 1992, 
the City of Oceanside significantly updated/replaced its zoning ordinance without benefit 
of review and/or approval by the Coastal Commission.  This oversight was realized in 
2007; and, directly following, the City began using the previously approved, and 
Commission certified version of its zoning document, dating back to 1986, to review 
developments within the coastal zone.  Among other things, the two versions contain 
significantly different provisions regarding height restrictions and development beyond 
the western “stringline” boundary; with the 1992 version being more restrictive.  
Consequently, the City has observed a significant influx in coastal development permit 
applications along the shoreline to take advantage of the less restrictive provisions. This 
has further resulted in strong public interest/concern.   
 
Standard of Review:  The City of Oceanside’s certified Local Coastal Program and the 
public access and recreation policies the Coastal Act. 
              
 
SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS:  Appeal by Daniel Matlach, Oceanside Coastal 

Development Permit RC 10-00004; the City of Oceanside’s certified Local 
Coastal Program; Appellant’s submittals dated May 2, 2011 and May 31, 2011; 
the applicant’s submittal dated April 16, 2011. 

              
 
I.  Appellant Contends That:  The appellant contends that the approval of the construction 
of the addition and pergola is inconsistent with the City’s LCP in several different ways.  
The appellant raises several separate but related issues.  These issues include loss of 
public views to the southeast, shadowing ultimately contributing to the privatization of a 
public beach; loss of use of a public recreational resource; cumulative detrimental effects 
on a public beach resource; change of character of the community through additional 
massing, bulk and scale of the existing structure; additional “wallification” of existing 
structures impacting a public beach.  These factors can be combined into three separate 
and distinct concerns and include: 1) the approved addition will impacts public access to 
the beach; 2) the addition will result in impact to public views; 3) the approved 
development will change the community character and is out of scale with the 
surrounding homes. 
 
II.  Local Government Action. 
 
The coastal development permit application was the subject of a 3-3 Planning 
Commission vote on October 25, 2010.  Planning Commissioners who opposed the 
proposed development cited the as-yet-unresolved issue of Coastal Zone Building height 
limits as a principal reason for voting against the proposal (the coastal zone building 



A-6-OCN-11-028 
Page 3 

 
 

 
height issue is discussed in greater detail in the “Staff Notes” section above).  Because 
the votes were split evenly, no action was taken.  In accordance with the City’s Municipal 
Code, the proposal was automatically placed on the agenda of the next regularly-
scheduled Planning Commission meeting for further consideration.  However, pursuant to 
the applicant’s request, the hearing was postponed until after the City Council acted on 
the City’s staff recommendation to reenact the 27 foot height limit in the City’s Coastal 
Zone.  On December 8, 2010, the City Council rejected the Planning Commissions’ 
recommendation, maintaining the 35 foot height limit in the Coastal Zone.  The subject 
project was then heard and unanimously approved by the Planning Commission on 
January 10, 2011.  The approved coastal development permit was appealed on January 
19, 2011.  On March 16, 2011, the City council voted 3-2 in favor of upholding the 
Planning Commissions’ January 10th approval. 
              
 
III.  Appeal Procedures/Substantial Issue Analysis.  After certification of a Local Coastal 
Program (LCP), the Coastal Act provides for limited appeals to the Coastal Commission 
of certain local government actions on coastal development permits.   
 
Section 30604(b)(1) of the Coastal Act states: 
 

The grounds for an appeal pursuant to subdivision (a) shall be limited to an 
allegation that the development does not conform to the standards set forth in the 
certified local coastal program or the public access policies set forth in this 
division. 

 
Coastal Act Section 30625(b) states that the Commission shall hear an appeal unless it 
determines: 
 

With respect to appeals to the commission after certification of a local coastal 
program, that no substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on which an 
appeal has been filed pursuant to Section 30603. 

 
If the staff recommends "substantial issue" and no Commissioner objects, the 
Commission will proceed directly to the de novo portion of the hearing on the merits of 
the project then, or at a later date.  If the staff recommends "no substantial issue" or the 
Commission decides to hear arguments and vote on the substantial issue question, 
proponents and opponents will have 3 minutes per side to address whether the appeal 
raises a substantial issue.  It takes a majority of Commissioners present to find that no 
substantial issue is raised.  If substantial issue is found, the Commission will proceed to a 
full public hearing on the merits of the project.  If the Commission conducts the de novo 
portion of the hearing on the permit application, the applicable test for the Commission to 
consider is whether the proposed development is in conformity with the certified Local 
Coastal Program. 
 
In addition, for projects located between the sea and the first public road paralleling the 
sea, Section 30604(c) of the Act requires that a finding must be made by the approving 
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agency, whether the local government or the Coastal Commission on appeal, that the 
development is in conformity with the public access and public recreation policies of 
Chapter 3.  In other words, in regard to public access questions, the Commission is 
required to consider not only the certified LCP, but also Chapter 3 policies when 
reviewing a project on appeal. 
 
The only persons qualified to testify before the Commission at the "substantial issue" 
stage of the appeal process are the applicant, persons who opposed the application before 
the local government (or their representatives), and the local government.  Testimony 
from other persons must be submitted in writing.  At the time of the de novo hearing, any 
person may testify. 
 
The term "substantial issue" is not defined in the Coastal Act or its implementing 
regulations.  The Commission's regulations indicate simply that the Commission will 
hear an appeal unless it "finds that the appeal raises no significant question" (Cal. Code 
Regs. titl. 14 section 13155(b)).  In previous decisions on appeals, the Commission has 
been guided by the following factors: 
 
 1. The degree of factual and legal support for the local government's decision that 

the development is consistent or inconsistent with the certified LCP; 
 
 2. The extent and scope of the development as approved or denied by the local 

government; 
 
 3. The significance of the coastal resources affected by the decision; 
 
 4. The precedential value of the local government's decision for future 

interpretations of its LCP; and 
 
 5. Whether the appeal raises only local issues, or those of regional or statewide 

significance. 
 
Even when the Commission chooses not to hear an appeal, appellants nevertheless may 
obtain judicial review of the local government's coastal permit decision by filing petition 
for a writ of mandate pursuant to the Code of Civil Procedure, section 1094.5. 
 
In this case, for the reasons discussed further below, the Commission exercises its 
discretion and determines that the development approved by the City does not raise a 
substantial issue with regard to the appellant’s contentions regarding coastal resources. 
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IV.  Staff Recommendation On Substantial Issue. 
 
The staff recommends the Commission adopt the following resolution: 
 
 MOTION: I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. 

A-6-OCN-11-028 raises NO substantial issue with 
respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been 
filed under § 30603 of the Coastal Act. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE: 
 
Staff recommends a YES vote.  Passage of this motion will result in a finding of No 
Substantial Issue and adoption of the following resolution and findings.  If the 
Commission finds No Substantial Issue, the Commission will not hear the application de 
novo and the local action will become final and effective.  The motion passes only by an 
affirmative vote by a majority of the Commissioners present. 
 
RESOLUTION TO FIND NO SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE: 
 
The Commission finds that Appeal No. A-6-OCN-11-028 does not present a substantial 
issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed under § 30603 of the 
Coastal Act regarding consistency with the Certified Local Coastal Plan. 
              
 
V.  Findings and Declarations. 
 
The Commission finds and declares as follows: 
 

1.  Project Description and Site History.  The subject site is a 6,900 sq. ft. (0.158 
acres) beachfront lot currently developed with a 3,811 sq. ft. tri-level single family 
residence and a 444 sq. ft. garage.  The home is comprised of two stories over a daylight 
basement constructed in 2005.  The project site is surrounded by a single-family 
residence to the north, a vacant lot to the south, the Pacific Ocean to the west, and 
multifamily residences to the east.  The residence extends westward over a coastal bluff, 
and the home steps down mirroring the contours of the bluff.  As the bluff descends 
toward the beach, the residence includes an additional level comprised of a “daylight 
basement” (a basement in a house situated on a slope, so that part of the level is below 
ground, and part of the level is above ground, with an opening to the outside) (ref. 
Exhibit #3).  The first and second stories end respectively 11 feet and 23.5 feet inland of 
the City’s “stringline” with open deck areas extending over the enclosed spaces below.  
At its most western point, the home is 11 feet inland of the City’s western development 
boundary or “stringline.” 

 
The “stringline” in this case is a line on a map loosely following the line of development 
on the beach-fronting homes along the City’s coast.  The certified “Stringline Setback 
Map” was developed in 1983 by overlaying an imaginary stringline on an aerial photo of the 
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shoreline in the City of Oceanside.  The map shows how far new development may extend 
towards the ocean.  The stringline map was based on existing building patterns, as well as 
anticipated future developments and remodels/expansions.  This “stringline” was certified 
by the Commission in 1986 as part of the City’s Local Coastal Program.  These maps are 
kept on file in the City’s Planning Division and are used to determine the westernmost 
boundary for any proposed development along the shoreline.  The goal of limiting new 
development to extend no further seaward than the stringline is to restrict encroachment onto 
the shoreline and preserve private and public views along the shoreline. 

 
In 2002, the Commission reviewed the existing development as an appealable City-issued 
permit, and did not pursue an appeal (ref. 6-OCN-02-166), nor did any other interested 
party.  The construction of the home in 2005 was approved under the land use and 
development standards of the City’s 1992 Zoning Ordinance, which is no longer the 
City’s certified implementation plan.  The subject addition, as reviewed by the City, was 
evaluated under the standards of the 1986 Zoning Ordinance, which is the current 
certified implementation plan and was formally reapplied by the City to coastal zone 
properties in May, 2009.   
 
The subject development approved by the City includes a 240 sq. ft. addition to the 
second story achieved by enclosing what now serves as part of the above mentioned open 
deck area.  The project as approved by the City would extend the enclosed portion of the 
second story an additional 10’ toward the western stringline.  However, the enclosed area 
would still be inland of the western extent of the first level, as well as the daylighted 
basement.  The applicant further seeks to place an open beam pergola over the remaining 
portions of the open deck area, also on the second story (ref. Exhibit #3). 

 
2.  Consistency with Certified LCP.  As previously stated, the appellant raises 

several separate, but related, issues.  These issues include loss of public views to the 
southeast, shadowing ultimately contributing to the privatization of a public beach; loss 
of use of a public recreational resource; cumulative detrimental effects on a public beach 
resource; change of character of the community through additional massing, bulk and 
scale of the existing structure; additional “wallification” of existing structures impacting 
a public beach.  These factors can be combined into three separate and distinct concerns 
and include; 1) the approved addition will impact public access to the beach; 2) the 
addition will result in impacts to public views; 3) the approved development will change 
the community character and is out of scale with the surrounding homes.  These three 
main LCP inconsistencies are asserted by the appellant; they are discussed separately and 
in greater detail below. 
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A.  Public Access/Recreation.  Because the project is located between the sea 

and the first coastal roadway, both the City of Oceanside and the Coastal Act have 
applicable policies pertaining to public access that state: 
 

Coastal Act Policies: 
  

30210 
In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California 
Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and 
recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent with 
public safety needs and the need to protect public rights, rights of private property 
owners, and natural resource areas from overuse. 
 
30211 
Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to the sea where 
acquired through use or legislative authorization, including, but not limited to, the 
use of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to the first line of terrestrial vegetation. 
 
30213 

 
Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, 
where feasible, provided.  Developments providing public recreational 
opportunities are preferred. 
 
30221 
Oceanfront land suitable for recreational use shall be protected for recreational 
use and development unless present and foreseeable future demand for public or 
commercial recreational activities that could be accommodated on the property is 
already adequately provided for in the area. 
 

The City of Oceanside’s Land Use Plan contains findings, objectives and policies 
providing for the regulation and protection of public access, protection of public views 
and maintenance of community character.  These policies can be found in Sections I 
(Coastal Access) and II (Recreation and Visitor Serving Facilities) and are listed, in part, 
below. 
 

City of Oceanside Local Coastal Program Policies: 
 

I.  Coastal Access 
 

A. Coastal Act Policies 
 
The Coastal Act requires that development not interfere with the public right of 
access to and along the shoreline.  New development may be required to provide 
public access to the shoreline. 
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B. Summary of Major Findings: 

 
1. Virtually the full length of Oceanside beach can be reached by the 

public, and has, in fact, been used by the public for many years. 
2. Seventy-two percent of Oceanside’s beach is in public ownership.  

This is relatively high percentage of public beach, when compared to 
the State-wide proportion of 47%. 

3. Lateral access along the beach is presently restricted because of the 
severely eroded condition of the beach from the southerly end of The 
Strand to the Buena Vista Lagoon.  Restoration of the beach will 
greatly improve lateral access, as well as enlarging the useable beach 
area… 

 
C. Objectives and Policies: 

 
The City shall protect, enhance and maximize public enjoyment of Coastal 
Zone scenic resources. 
 

II. Recreation and Visitor Serving Facilities 
 

A. Coastal Act Policies: 
 
The Coastal Act requires adequate distribution of public facilities such as parking 
areas, provision of lower cost visitor serving facilities, protection of ocean-front 
areas for coastal recreation, granting of priority to commercial recreational uses, 
reservation of upland area to support coastal recreation, and distribution of visitor 
facilities throughout the coastal zone. 

 
10. Summary of Major Findings: 
 

1. There has been a periodic decline in beach usage in Oceanside which 
corresponds to the seriousness of the beach erosion problem. 

 
2. Generally, only about one-third of the persons primarily using 

Oceanside’s beaches live in the City.  In fact, the City’s beaches attract as 
many out-of-county visitors as residents. 

 
 
[…] 
 
5.  The beach user survey revealed that primary beach activities are sunning 

and swimming.  Most users expressed a need for only basic support 
services, such as restrooms, parking, and trash containers.  New 
recreational equipment and eating establishments were a low priority. 

 
6.  Future growth in beach usage in Oceanside will depend on: 
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a.  Restoration of the beach. 
b.  Local and regional population growth 
c.  Changes in recreational participation rates 
d.  Development of new support services and amenities 
 

7.  Present day beach attendance (typically a hot summer Sunday) is about 
12,000.  Assuming the beach is restored, this figure is expected to grow at 
a rate of 5.5% annually. 

 
8.  The saturation capacity of Oceanside’s beach (when restored) is estimated 

to be about 30,000 persons per peak day.  Any additional use beyond that 
level could be expected to cause severe congestion and degradation of the 
beach environment.  Saturation is expected to occur around 1995. 

 
10. Objectives and Policies: 
 
Objective:  The City shall provide and maintain a wide range of public recreation 
areas, beach support facilities, and visitor-serving facilities, commensurate with 
need. 
 
Policies: 
 
[…] 
 
6. Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged 

and, where feasible, provided. 
 
7. In granting approvals for new development within the Coastal Zone, the City 

shall give priority to visitor serving commercial recreational facilities over 
private residential, general industrial or general commercial uses. 

 
[…] 
 
10. The City shall continue to promote coastal tourism through the revitalization 

of the coastal area and upgrading of visitor amenities. 
 

The City of Oceanside’s LCP also contains a section titled “Coastal Development Design 
Standards.”  The applicable policies contained within the certified document are listed, in 
part, below. 
 

III. Overall Objectives 
 
[…] 
 
3) The City shall maximize the use of recreational areas for recreational purposes…. 
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The appellant contends that the addition, as approved by the City, will result in impacts to 
public access and recreational opportunities on the sandy beach west of the subject site 
and, more specifically, a portion of this beach area, located northwest of the subject site 
currently protected by a public access easement held by the City of Oceanside (ref 
Exhibit #X).  The appellant is contending that the addition to the home and pergola will 
impact public access and recreation opportunities through its increased size and shading 
on the beach.  Specifically, the appellant contends that the addition will add to the 
cumulative “wallification” of the area.  To further explain, when referring to 
“wallification” the appellant is indicating that the intensity of development in the 
surrounding area is such that a beachgoer gets the sense that the adjacent developments 
wall off the beach and therefore deters the public from using the beach.  The appellant 
had provided a previous San Diego Coastal Regional Commission (the predecessor to the 
Coastal Commission) staff report, dated from 1975, approving the construction of a 
single family home directly to the north (ref. Exhibit #7).  The staff report includes 
findings that address concerns similar to the appellant’s contentions and states in part: 
 

A continuous wall of home structures such as the applicant proposes on the typically 
45 ft. lots along this portion of the coast would by their mass inhibit public use and 
enjoyment of the beach in violation of the requirement of the Coastal 
Act…Development of this entire ocean front area with structures of the sizes and 
massiveness of that proposed by the applicant would result in cumulative effects that 
would be inconsistent with the Coastal Act. 

 
The second contention raised by the appellant is that increasing the size of the home will 
cast a larger shadow on the beach.  This shadow will then increase the length of time the 
sand remains wet, and thus will deter the public from utilizing the beach.  To further 
explain the appellant’s contentions regarding the impact of wet sand on the beach, an 
excerpt from the appeal is included below. 
 

As little as one hour less of morning sunlight attempting to dry out the sand on the 
public beach on a slow dry rate day may mean the public beach might never reach a 
useable state until 3:00 or 4:00 p.m. in the afternoon when the recreation daylight 
hours are almost exhausted. 
 

Staff has reviewed the appellant’s submittals and exhibits and has determined that while 
the appellant’s contentions have some merit in theory, it is important to also consider the 
scale of the approved development.  The project includes a 240 sq. ft. addition, and the 
construction of a 288 sq. ft. open pergola.  As such, the increased mass and shading will 
be minimal.  Furthermore, the home, including the proposed addition, will still have 
articulations, and is set back 32 feet from the existing revetment (ref. Exhibit #3).  Thus, 
the wall effect raised by the appellant does not result in a significant concern.  Moreover, 
while the Regional Commission report was addressing the appropriate scale of 
development in this neighborhood in isolation, looking at only one project, the 
Commission considered these issues in a more holistic manner when it certified the 
City’s LCP and established the setbacks, height limits, stringline, etc. for this 
neighborhood Thus, the issue is not whether this project is consistent with a prior staff 
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report, but whether it is consistent with the certified LCP, which was certified after the 
staff report referenced by the appellant.   
 
Additionally, regarding impacts associated with wet sand, staff is unsure how wet sand 
would be a deterrent to the public.  It could be interpreted that some public may seek out 
sand with moisture on hot days, as the wet sand will be less hot.  Many members of the 
public, in fact, prefer to walk or run on wet sand.  Additionally, neither the Coastal Act 
nor the City’s LCP differentiates between wet and dry sand, or protects the preservation 
of dry sand.  The project can therefore be found consistent with the City’s LCP and the 
applicable policies of the Coastal Act, and therefore, does not raise a substantial issue on 
the grounds filed by the appellant relative to potential impacts to public access and 
recreation. 
 

B.  Public Views.  The appellant contends that the project, as approved by the City, 
will result in impacts to existing public views to the southeast.  The City has LUP 
provisions for protection of public views that are applicable and state: 

 
VI. Visual Resources and Special Communities: 

 
A.  Coastal Act Policies: 
  
The Coastal Act requires that the visual qualities of the Coastal Zone shall be 
protected and that new development be sited and designed to be visually 
compatible with the character of the surrounding communities. 
 
B.  Summary of Major Findings:   
 
1.  Oceanside’s Coastal Zone is blessed with several important natural 
aesthetic resources including the ocean, San Luis Rey River and Buena Vista 
Lagoon… 
 
C.  Objectives and Policies 
 
Objectives 
 
The City shall protect, enhance and maximize public enjoyment of the Coastal 
Zone scenic resources. 
 
The City shall, through it’s land use and public works decisions, seek to 
protect, enhance, and restore visual quality of urban environment. 
 
Policies 
 
1.  In areas of significant natural aesthetic value, new developments shall be 
subordinate to the natural environment. 
[…] 
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3. All new development shall be designed in a manner which minimizes 

disruption of natural land forms and significant vegetation. 
 

The City of Oceanside’s LCP also contains a section titled “Coastal Development Design 
Standards.”  The applicable policies contained within the certified document are listed, in 
part, below. 
 

III.  Overall Objectives 
 
1. The City shall protect, enhance and maximize public enjoyment of the Coastal 

Zone scenic resources. 
2. The City shall, through its land use and public works decisions, seek to protect, 

enhance and restore the visual quality of the urban environment. 
3. The City shall maximize the use of recreational areas for recreational purposes. 
4. The City shall encourage a continuing awareness of the long term effects of the 

physical forms of individual projects on the overall image of Oceanside. 
 
IV. Preserving and Creating Views  

 
The visual orientation to the Pacific Ocean is a major factor for the City of 
Oceanside.  Traditional view corridors should be preserved and reinforced in the 
placement of buildings and landscaping.  Additionally, some views not presently 
recognized, deserve consideration in the design and location of future coastal 
improvements. 
 
View areas can be preserved and reinforced by: 
 

A.  Removing Obstructions 
 

[…] 
 
3.  Proposed new development should consider surrounding views when 
designing building height. 
 

The appellant’s second contention is related to impacts to public views of the ocean.  As 
previously stated, the subject site is an ocean-fronting lot currently developed with a tri-
level approximately 3,500 sq. ft. home.  As such, additional construction at this location 
may result in blockage of public and private views.  Specifically, if the addition includes 
increasing the height of the home, views may be obstructed from a publicly used elevated 
sidewalk directly easy and above Pacific St., across the lot, and to the ocean.  
Additionally, if the proposed development included development west of the existing 
structure view impacts may also occur while one travels north and south along the beach 
west of the structure.  The proposed project includes a 240 sq. ft. enclosed addition and 
the construction of a 288 sq. ft. open pergola, both of which are to be constructed on the 
second level of the home.  Currently, the existing home steps down following the 
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contours of the bluff, and, because of this, the front of the home is at the highest 
elevation.  As such, the approval of the addition on the western side of the second level 
will remain below the height of the front of the home and thus not impact any public 
ocean view opportunities across the property and to the ocean.  The project does include 
adding additional square footage on the west side of the second level.  However, the 
lower level of the home is already constructed as far seaward as the approved second 
level addition.  Thus, the same building footprint will be maintained (ref. Exhibit #3), and 
the western boundary of the second level of the home will only change nominally.  
Therefore, construction of the addition will not result in impacts to public views while 
travelling north and south along the sandy beach, west of the subject site.  Commission 
staff has visited the site, and the surrounding beach, and has verified that the addition to 
the home will not result in any adverse impacts to existing public ocean views.  The 
project can therefore be found consistent with the City’s LCP and does not raise a 
substantial issue on the grounds filed by the appellant relative to potential impacts to 
existing public vantages to and along the ocean. 

 
C.  Community Character/Scale of Development.  The City of Oceanside’s LCP 

has Land Use Plan (LUP) provisions that address the appropriate scale of development.  
These provisions state, in part: 

 
VI. Visual Resources and Special Communities - Policies 

 
1. In areas of significant natural aesthetic value, new development shall be 

subordinate to the natural environment. 
 

[…] 
 

8. The City shall ensure that all new development is compatible in height, scale, 
color and form with the surrounding neighborhood.   

 
The City of Oceanside’s LCP also contains a section titled “Coastal Development Design 
Standards.”  The applicable policies contained within the certified document are listed, in 
part, below. 
 

Coastal Development Design Standards- II Existing Coastal Landscape; Preserving 
Oceanside’s Neighborhoods 

 
Significant Areas 
 
[…] 
 
5.  South Oceanside – The area known as South Oceanside encompasses several 
different neighborhoods and land uses.  For the purposed of this discussion, South 
Oceanside is broken down into sub-neighborhoods of: the beach residential area 
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(west of Hill Street); Hill Street Corridor; St. Malo; the residential area east of 
Hill Street; and the properties fronting on Buena Vista Lagoon.1
 

a.  Beach Residential Neighborhood – This area consists of a mixture of 
residential densities and housing types.  Most architecture in the area is 
contemporary, and styles range from austere stucco box apartments to large, 
modern beach front luxury homes.  Natural vegetation is sparse in this area, 
and introduced landscaping is confined to salt tolerant species due to the 
influence of coastal breezes and salt air.  Because of the narrow frontage lots, 
many of the beach front lots have been developed with “boxy” buildings.  
Stucco and wood are the predominant building materials, and colors on the 
more modern buildings are generally muted earth tones.  (emphasis added)  

 
The third of the appellant’s contentions included in the appeal pertain to the bulk and 
scale of the structure versus the surrounding community character.  Specifically, the 
appellant contends that between the years of 1992-2009, the City was utilizing a more 
conservative standard for development that lead to a specific community character in the 
area, and that this approved addition, if constructed, will allow for a residence of larger 
bulk and scale than the surrounding homes, thereby inconsistent with the City’s LCP.  
Additionally, the appellant contends that the approved addition will result in a more boxy 
structure, also inconsistent with the City’s LCP.  However, contained as a component in 
the City’s LCP is a section of design standards, which is cited above.  These design 
standards are neighborhood/community specific.  In this case, the subject site is located 
within the Beach Residential Area of South Oceanside.  This document describes the 
character of the area as “many of these beach homes have been developed with “boxy 
buildings.”  As such, a larger scaled/bulkier home would not be out of character with the 
surrounding community.  Furthermore, the property, including the construction of the 
approved addition, maintains architectural designs and articulations such that the building 
is not a typical “boxy building.”  Additionally, the additional square footage will remain 
within the scale of the surrounding community.  As such, the City’s approval of the 
addition and pergola can be found consistent with the City’s LCP and therefore does not 
raise a substantial issue on the grounds cited by the appellant. 
 

3.  Other Appellant Contentions.  The appellant’s contentions have been summarized 
into three primary issue concerns and are discussed separately above.  The entire appeal 
as submitted by the applicant can be reviewed directly as Exhibit #4.  Included in the 
remaining contentions are concerns regarding public access impacts to Catamaran Beach, 
the precedent set by this project’s approval and the lack of a shadow impact study.  
Regarding impacts associated with Catamaran Beach, while the applicant has submitted 
two copies of minutes (one from the Superior Court dated 1985 and the second from an 
Oceanside City Council meeting in 2002), both of which discuss the existence and 
general location of Catamaran Beach, it is unclear where this beach is precisely located or 
if the beach still exists.  It appears through discussions with the appellant that the area 
considered Catamaran Beach has since been developed.  Regardless of the history, or 

                                                 
1 Since the time of this policies’ certification, Hill Street has been renamed Pacific Street 
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lack thereof, the City’s LCP does not include any distinction for “Catamaran Beach,” and 
the only distinguished beach in this general vicinity is Buccaneer Beach, which is located 
19 homes to the north.  As such, the contention regarding public access impacts to 
Catamaran Beach specifically are not applicable, and general impacts to public access 
and recreation associated with the subject development have be adequately addressed 
starting on Page 10 of this staff report.  Additionally, the appellant’s contentions included 
that the applicant should have provided a “shadowing impact study” associated with the 
proposed development.  Neither the City’s LCP, nor the Coastal Act requires any such 
study to be completed; as such, this contention is not relevant.  The appellant also cites 
the precedent set by this approval as a final contention.  The development, as approved 
by the City, requires no variances, and can be found consistent with the City’s LCP, and 
as such, no such adverse precedent will be set.  Lastly, the appellant also cited numerous 
Coastal Act policies that are not contained within the public access and recreation 
chapters of the Coastal Act, and thus are not the standard of review.  
 
     4.  Conclusions.  In conclusion, the proposed addition and the construction of the 
pergola will not substantially impact the public’s access and recreational opportunities to 
the sandy beach area west of the subject site.  While the appellant contends that the 
additional mass to the home will increase the shading on the beach, potentially not 
allowing the sand to dry, Commission staff disagrees that the shading of a beach, or the 
resulting wet sand, is a deterrent to the public.  Additionally, the protection of dry sand is 
not included in the City’s LCP.  Commission staff has visited the site and has concluded 
that the 240 sq. ft. enclosed addition and the construction of a 288 sq. ft. open pergola 
will not impact any coastal views from the elevated sidewalk east of Pacific Street west 
across the subject site, or views along the beach north and south of the subject site.  
Lastly, the home, including the approved addition and pergola are consistent with the 
community character for this region of the City, as described by the City’s LCP.  As 
such, the proposed development does not raise substantial issue on any of the grounds 
filed by the appellants. 

 
     5.  Substantial Issue Factors.  Generally speaking, the Commission considers five 
specific findings when considering whether a project raises a “substantial issue.” These 
factors are listed on Page 4 of this staff report and none of them support a finding of 
substantial issue in this case.  As discussed above, there is strong factual and legal 
support for the City’s determination that the proposed development is consistent with the 
certified LCP.  The subject appeal is for a minimal development located in an area with 
an established line of development beyond that approved by the subject development.  
Therefore, the objections to the project suggested by the appellants do not raise any 
significant coastal resource or public access concerns, and as such, do not raise any 
substantial issues of regional or statewide significance.  Finally, the City’s approval of 
this coastal development permit will not create an adverse precedent for future 
interpretation of this LCP.  
 
 
 
(G:\San Diego\Reports\Appeals\2011\A-6-OCN-11-028_Stensrud.doc) 




























































































































































































































































































































