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SUBJECT: STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON CITY OF OCEANSIDE MAJOR 
AMENDMENT 1-2001 (D Downtown District) (For Commission consideration 
and possible action at the Meeting of June 10-14, 2002) 

STAFF NOTES: 

On April 8, 2002, the Commission approved a time extension for up to one year on the 
subject LCP amendment request. The City had originally requested the LCP amendment 
be scheduled for the April 2002 agenda to obtain direction from the Commission on the 
significant policy questions raised by this amendment; however, the City requested a 
postponement of that hearing until the June meeting, which was granted by the 
Commission. On May 17, 2002, the City and Commission staff met to discuss potential 
processing scenarios for the LCP amendment which included significant revision of the 
proposal in an effort to gain a positive staff recommendation, or withdrawal of the LCP 
amendment and processing a revised LCP amendment through the City . It was 
understood that any revisions to the submittal could not be incorporated or reviewed in 
time for the June Commission hearing. On May 22,2002, City staff requested the LCP 
amendment remain on the June agenda with the previously-issued staff recommendation 
of denial. Only minor changes were made to the staff report to correct typos, etc. No 
substantive changes have been made to the staff report. 

SUMMARY OF AMENDMENT REQUEST 

The City is requesting the proposed changes to the certified City of Oceanside land use 
plan and the D Downtown District ordinance to accommodate redevelopment of the 
blufftop and beach area adjacent to and inland of the Oceanside municipal pier, the 
adjacent beach and Pier Plaza amphitheater with two, high-rise resort hotel and timeshare 
developments. The two projects, the Oceanside Beach Resort and the Oceanside Pier 
Resort, were approved by the City at the same time as the subject LCP amendment, and 
both permit decisions have been appealed by the Coastal Commission, the Sierra Club, 
and the Citizens for Beach Preservation. In the submitted LCP amendment, the City has 
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proposed the changes it believes are necessary to the LCP to find the proposed resort 
developments consistent with the LCP, as amended. The requested changes raise three 
significant policy questions for the Commission to consider, i.e. closure of the first 
coastal roadway to vehicular traffic to create a pedestrian promenade, grading of the 
coastal bluff to accommodate development at beach level and closer to the shoreline, and 
the extension of private development into public use areas. The City had requested the 
LCP amendment be scheduled for the April agenda to obtain direction from the 
Commission on these significant policy questions. Staff is recommending denial of the 
LCP amendment with no suggested modifications at this time. 

The proposed changes to the LCP include policies which would allow closure of The 
Strand, a beach level roadway, to vehicular traffic for the segment extending from one 
block north of the pier at Civic Center Drive, to two blocks south of the pier just north of 
Seagaze Drive. The proposed LCP policies would also allow closure to vehicular traffic 
of Pacific Street, the first coastal roadway on the blufftop paralleling the beach, for the 
same segment, and re-routing of the first coastal roadway one block inland to Myers 
Street. Also proposed is policy language that would allow closure of Pierview Way, the 
road perpendicular to the shoreline which terminates at the pier, to vehicular traffic from 
the pier inland to the railroad tracks. All three roadway segments would become 
pedestrian promenades of 28 feet, 50 feet and 50 feet in width, respectively. 

The other significant policy change proposed with the LCP amendment would allow 
grading of the disturbed bluff located east of the beach parking lot at Seagaze Drive, 
known as "Betty's" lot, to develop the beach resort. The proposed policy language 
requires that such development include creation of new useable public open space 
through construction of a minimum 40,000 sq.ft. deck over "Betty's" parking lot and 
retention of at least the same number of parking spaces that presently exists (111 spaces). 

The grading of the bluff allowed by the policy change would accommodate an open 
public plaza above the beach level parking garage (131 spaces) and a grand stairway at 
Mission Ave.; however, as approved by the City, it would also accommodate additional 
resort parking at beach level extending from the previous bluff location inland to Myers 
Street (304 spaces), and a second higher level of underground resort parking (179 spaces) 
and administrative use which would occupy the area inland of a beach-facing fitness 
center, restaurant, and four meeting rooms to serve the resort. This second level would 
be located below the public right-of-way and at the same level and inland of the public 
plaza. As designed, the public plaza would be accessed most directly from the resort 
facilities, and would be recessed below the pedestrian promenade and elevated above the 
beach. 

Therefore, with the grading of the natural landform permitted by the LCP amendment, 
the resort development could be constructed at beach level and include two additional 
levels of "below grade" development not anticipated in approval of the currently certified 
LCP. Also, the creation of the auto-free, pedestrian zones and resultant loss of 110 on­
street public parking spaces in close proximity to the beach and municipal pier was not 
anticipated in approval of the policies in the currently certified LCP addressing 
development in the pier/beach area of the D Downtown District. 

• 
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SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff is recommending denial of the proposed policy changes for the following reasons: 

1. The proposed policies would allow for pedestrian promenades in place of three 
existing public street segments which would displace a significant amount of on­
street parking in the vicinity of the municipal pier, public amphitheater, and 
adjacent sandy beach, which is the primary beachfront visitor-destination point 
within the City; however, the existing LCP policies only require that replacement 
parking be located west of the railroad right-of-way. This would not assure there 
is an adequate reservoir of affordable public parking, secured and maintained in 
perpetuity, within walking distance of the pedestrian promenades and the City's 
pierfront areas; 

2. The proposed policy changes do not adequately protect lower cost visitor and 
recreational facilities within the pier/beach area or enhance public access and 
recreational opportunities. Instead, the proposed policies would allow for a 
development pattern that would exclude the public and replace on-street parking 
and affordable public beach facilities with higher cost commercial recreational 
facilities and garage parking. The LCP amendment results in reduction in the 
area available to provide lower cost visitor and recreational facilities and does not 
contain sufficient public benefits or measures to enhance public access 
opportunities which would offset the impact to coastal access of closure of these 
streets to create auto-free zones; 

3. Closure of the streets would create significant adverse impact to traffic at the 
intersection of Coast Blvd. and Mission Ave., two major coastal access routes 
serving this area; however, the mitigation measures identified in the EIR to 
address this impact would involve removal of additional on-street parking spaces 
which is not acceptable to the City or downtown merchants and would represent 
and additional impact to coastal access. Additionally, the EIR indicates a traffic 
and parking management plan will be necessary during peak use periods and 
amphitheater events; however, the submitted LCP amendment does not include a 
traffic and parking management plan or requirement. 

4. The combination of the closure of Pacific Street and grading the bluff allows a 
potential building envelope that is closer to the shoreline, and increased 
development potential at beach level. The result is a more intense, massive resort 
development as viewed from the adjacent public use areas including the beach, 
amphitheater and the pier. Measures to mitigate the visual impact of the resort 
development, such as, reduction in building height and/or mass, increased 
setbacks from the public pedestrian promenade, additional landscape screening, 
etc., have not been included in the LCP amendment. 

5. The public amenity that is proposed to offset the impact of grading the bluffs and 
closure of the street is the public plaza on the level above the beach parking 
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garage; however, if such grading is accepted, the LCP must include policy 
language that would improve the public orientation and accessibility of the 
public plaza and assure its function as a public activity center. Also, the LCP 
should specifically address the inland connection from the restaurant to the plaza 
(rather than through the resort) and prohibit the exclusive use for private 
functions associated with the adjacent meeting rooms. 

In summary, the City has been anticipating redevelopment of the D Downtown District 
which includes Subdistricts 1, 12 and 15 in the vicinity of the municipal pier, adjacent 
beach and public amphitheater for some time. The Commission approved LCP 
amendment #1-91 in February 1992 which allowed a substantial increase in building 
height (up to 140ft.) to constuct high-rise hotels and timeshare units and to assure 
provision of visitor-serving recreational facilities as priority uses within this nearshore 
area. Subdistricts 1 and 12 (nine blufftop blocks) are to be developed pursuant to a 
Master Plan. In that approval, it was anticipated that Pacific Street would be open to the 
public and on-street public parking provided. The required Master Plan was to 
incorporate design standards to offset the impact of the increased building height and 
maintain the public orientation, openness and view corridors. A 10ft. setback from 
Pacific Street and 15ft. public plazas at comers are required, as well as 30% of the site 
dedicated to public or semi-public uses for recreational purposes. Subdistrict 15 (three 
beach level blocks) was not incorporated into the design of the adjacent resort facilities 
in that LCP amendment and this area was to remain open to the public to provide lower 
cost public recreational facilities including the amphitheater, parking lot and restrooms 
that exist today. 

Staff believes the proposed policy revisions which address only closure of the streets and 
creation of the pedestrian promenades, and allow grading of the bluff inland of the beach 
parking lot, do not adequately address the impacts from the potential resort development, 
as described above, that could occur as a result of these policy changes. Staff believes 
the LCP amendment should include a reassessment of the appropriate intensity of use 
and scale of development, the availability of secured, affordable public parking in the 
immediate vicinity of its removal, the provision of lower cost visitor and recreational 
facilities, the provision of offsetting public benefits and the traffic and visual impacts 
associated with redevelopment in this prime visitor-serving location. The fact that the 
City found these resort developments consistent with the policies of the certified LCP 
except for the proposed changes, indicates to staff that more comprehensive policy 
revisions are required to address the impact of the street closures and grading of the bluff 
and assure consistency of future redevelopment with the public access and recreation 
policies and the scenic resource protection policies of the Coastal Act. 

Staff recommends that the Commission find the amendment, as submitted, inconsistent 
with the scenic resource protection. public access and recreation policies of Chapter 3 of 
the Coastal Act, and recommends denial of the proposed amendment. 

The appropriate resolutions and motions begin on Page 8. The findings for denial of the 
Land Use Plan Amendment as submitted begin on Page 9. The findings for denial of the 
Implementation Plan Amendment as submitted begin on Page 28. 

• 

• 

• 
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The City of Oceanside's Local Coastal Program (LCP) was certified by the Commission 
in July of 1985 and the City assumed permit authority and began issuing coastal 
development permits in March of 1986. The City's certified LCP consists of a Land Use 
Plan (LUP) and Implementing Ordinances. A portion of the LCP is the Downtown 
Redevelopment Area, which is 375-acres located in the northwest portion of the City 
where a Redevelopment Plan was approved in 1975 creating 13 subdistricts. In 1992 the 
Plan was amended to include 15 subdistricts (LCPA #1-91). The part of Subdistrict 12 
west of Pacific Street was placed in Subdistrict 15, with other beachfront areas east of 
The Strand to the north and south. The allowable height in Subdistrict 12 was increased 
to 140-feet if certain development design standards such as view corridor preservation, 
setbacks at the comers, and other measures are met. This amendment also removed the 
requirement that one-third of The South Strand area be reserved for visitor commercial 
uses. To offset this provision, minimum requirements for development of visitor 
commercial uses were imposed in the pier area subject to approval of a Master Plan for 
the nine-block area east of Pacific Street, between Civic Center Drive and Seagaze Drive. 

In 1992 (LCPA #1-91), redevelopment of the three-blocks of the development site 
between Myers Street and Pacific Street was approved with timeshare, visitor 
commercial, and hotel uses, however, no redevelopment has occurred in accordance with 
this LCP amendment. 

In 1997, the Oceanside Community Development Commission solicited development 
proposals to have a resort hotel, convention and conference facility developed adjacent to 
the municipal pier. The Community Development Commission selected the Manchester 
Resorts proposal. The western three-block portion of the Manchester Resorts 1997 
proposal included redevelopment of Subdistrict 15 which contains Betty's Lot (public 
parking), the beachfront amphitheater, and the Beach Community Center to include a 
mixture of public and private recreation and hotel related uses. The City conducted an 
election on the proposed lease of Subdistrict 15 for these uses on the November 1998 
ballot. The measure was approved by approximately 55 percent of the voters and reads 
as follows: 

PROP V: LEASE OF PARKLAND PROPERTY. Shall the property lying east of 
the beach and The Strand right-of-way and west of Pacific Street from Seagaze 
Drive to Civic Center Drive, be leased as an acceptable use of City parkland for a 
development and redevelopment of facilities and recreation uses related to a resort 
hotel, and which shall include public parking and a new beachfront 
amphitheater/pavilion entertainment and events facility. 

The City Council approved the project on April 5th, 2000. During its review of the City­
approved project on appeal, Coastal Commission staff expressed concerns regarding 
several issues. The issues centered on the private use of the public parkland, the 
proposed closure of Pacific Street and Pierview Way to become pedestrian promenades, 
loss of on-street parking in proximity to the beach, and the development (grading) of the 
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coastal bluffs. As a result of these concerns, Manchester Resorts elected to redesign the 
project, and the City has processed the subject LCP amendment. 

On October 24, 2001, the City approved the subject LCP amendment and coastal 
development permits for two projects, the Ocean Beach Resort and the Ocean Pier 
Resort. The City found these LCP revisions were required to be able to find the proposed 
developments to be in conformance with the certified LCP, as amended. The City's 
action on both project was appealed on November 29, 2001 by Coastal Commissioners 
Wan and Detloff, the Sierra Club and Citizens for Beach Preservation ( 49-day time limit 
waived pending review of the LCP amendment). This LCP amendment proposes to 
change both the land use plan and the implementing ordinances to allow the closure of 
Pacific Street, The Strand and Pierview Way to become pedestrian promenades, and to 
allow development of the bluff east of the existing beach parking lot and creation of a 
public plaza above public parking. 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

Further information on the Oceanside LCP amendment No. 1-2001 may be obtained from 
Bill Ponder, Coastal Planner, at (619) 767-2370. 

• 

• 

• 
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• PART I. OVERVIEW 

LCPHISTORY 

• 

• 

The City of Oceanside first submitted its Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan (LUP) to the 
Commission in July 1980, and it was certified with suggested modifications on February 19, 1981. 
This action, however, deferred certification on a portion of the San Luis Rey River valley where 
an extension of State Route 76 was proposed. On January 25, 1985, the Commission approved 
with suggested modifications the resubmitted LUP and Implementing Ordinances. The suggested 
modifications included ones related to the guaranteed provision of recreation and visitor-serving 
facilities, assurance of the safety of shorefront structures, and the provision of an environmentally 
sensitive routing of the proposed Route 76 east of Interstate 5. The suggested modifications to the 
Zoning/Implementation phase resulted in ordinances and other implementation measures that were 
consistent with the conditionally certified LUP policies. 

With one exception, the conditionally certified LUP and Implementing Ordinances were reviewed 
and approved by the City on May 8, 1985. The City requested that certification be deferred on 
one parcel adjacent to Buena Vista Lagoon designated by the City for "commercial" use; the 
Commission's suggested modification designated it as "open space." On July 10, 1985, the 
Commission certified the City's Local Coastal Program as resubmitted by the City, including 
deferred certification on the above parcel. 

On December 17, 1985, the Commission approved the post-certification appeals maps for 
the City of Oceanside, and the City began issuing permits in March 1986. This is the 
second major amendment to the Redevelopment Plan area. The last major LCP 
amendment which addressed this area of Oceanside was LCP A #1-91 approved by the 
Commission in February 1992. That LCP amendment included the current D Downtown 
District ordinance which established Subdistricts 1, 12 and 15 comprising the 12-block 
area located one block north and two blocks south of the pier and extending from The 
Strand four blocks inland to Cleveland Street (west of the railroad right-of-way). Pacific 
Street is the first through coastal roadway in this area which currently provides both 
vehicular and pedestrian lateral access along the blufftop via the street and linear park 
adjacent to the street. Pacific Street is elevated above the community center, beach 
amphitheater and public parking lot which are located at beach level on the public 
parkland inland of The Strand. Vertical access to the pier and beach level public facilities 
is provided via ramps and stairways at Pierview Way and a stairway at Mission Avenue. 
As amended, the certified LCP requires the City to prepare a master plan for the three 
blocks constituting Subdistrict 12 and the six blocks of Subdistrict 1 in the City's 
Downtown District. The purpose of the master plan requirement is to insure that eventual 
development of the entire nine-block area includes a minimum of 240 hotel rooms and 
81,800 sq.ft. of visitor-serving commercial uses as specified in the certified LCP. 

B. STANDARD OF REVIEW 

The standard of review for land use plans, or their amendments, is found in Section 
30512 of the Coastal Act. This section requires the Commission to certify an LUP or 
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LUP amendment if it finds that it meets the requirements of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. 
Specifically, it states: 

Section 30512 

(c) The Commission shall certify a land use plan, or any amendments thereto, 
if it finds that a land use plan meets the requirements of, and is in conformity 
with, the policies of Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 30200). Except as 
provided in paragraph (1) of subdivision (a), a decision to certify shall require a 
majority vote of the appointed membership of the Commission. 

Pursuant to Section 30513 of the Coastal Act, the Commission may only reject zoning 
ordinances or other implementing actions, as well as their amendments, on the grounds 
that they do not conform with, or are inadequate to carry out, the provisions of the 
certified land use plan. The Commission shall take action by a majority vote of the 
Commissioners present. 

C. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

The City has held Planning Commission and City Council meetings with regard to the 
subject amendment request. All of those local hearings were duly noticed to the public. 
Notice of the subject amendment has been distributed to all known interested parties. 

PART II. LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM SUBMITTAL- RESOLUTIONS 

Following a public hearing, staff recommends the Commission adopt the following 
resolutions and findings. The appropriate motion to introduce the resolution and a staff 
recommendation are provided just prior to each resolution. 

MOTION I: I move that the Commission certify Land Use Plan 
Amendment #1-01 as submitted by the City of 
Oceanside. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION TO DENY: 

Staff recommends a NO vote. Failure of this motion will result in denial of the 
amendment as submitted and adoption of the following resolution and findings. The 
motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a majority of the appeinted Commissioners. 

RESOLUTION TO DENY: 

The Commission hereby denies certification of the Land Use Plan Amendment #1-01 as 
submitted by the City of Oceanside and adopts the findings set forth below on the 
grounds that the amendment does not conform with the policies of Chapter 3 of the 
Coastal Act. Certification of the Land Use Plan amendment would not comply with the 
California Environmental Quality Act because there are feasible alternatives or mitigation 

• 

• 

• 
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measures which could substantially lessen any significant adverse impact which the Land 
Use Plan Amendment may have on the environment. 

MOTION II: I move that the Commission reject the Implementation 
Plan Amendment for the City of Oceanside as submitted. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF REJECTION: 

Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in rejection of 
Implementation Plan Amendment and the adoption of the following resolution and 
findings. The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a majority of the 
Commissioners present. 

RESOLUTION TO DENY CERTIFICATION OF THE IMPLEMENTATION 
PLAN AMENDMENT AS SUBMITTED: 

The Commission hereby denies certification of the Implementation Plan Amendment 
submitted for the City of Oceanside and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds 
that the Implementation Program Amendment as submitted does not conform with, and is 
inadequate to carry out, the provisions of the certified Land Use Plan. Certification of the 
Implementation Plan Amendment would not meet the requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act as there are feasible alternatives and mitigation measures that 
would substantially lessen the significant adverse impacts on the environment that will 
result from certification of the Implementation Plan Amendment as submitted 

PART III. FINDINGS FOR DENIAL OF CERTIFICATION OF THE OCEANSIDE 
LCP LAND USE PLAN AMENDMENT, AS SUBMITTED 

A. AMENDMENT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed amendment to the certified Oceanside Local Coastal Program (LCP) 
involves changes to both the land use plan (LUP) and the implementation plan (IP). 
Changes to the LUP include adding text language to the Coastal Access section to 
address closure of The Strand, Pierview Way and Pacific Street to vehicular traffic. 
Pacific Street is the first coastal roadway paralleling the shoreline on the blufftop above 
beach level and The Strand is the roadway located at beach level. The proposed text 
addition is as follows: 

COASTAL ACCESS 

I. The Strand promenade shall be enhanced and shall be reserved as an auto-free 
zone (with a minimum 28 feet width) between the Pier and the northernmost 
entrance to Bettv' s lot. Pedestrians. bicycles, roller blades. skate boarding and 
other pedestrian/visitor uses shall be allowed. All public safetv and beach 
maintenance vehicles necessarv to support the Pier and beach area shall be 
accommodated within The Strand. 
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2. Pierview Way between the Pier and the railroad tracks may become a 
public pedestrian promenade Can auto-free zone with a minimum 50 feet width) 
and shall link to a pedestrian and bicycle underpass to the east below the railroad 
tracks so as to provide a continuous and direct pedestrian link from upland 
(downtown) areas to the Pier and beach area. The promenade shall be enhanced 
with decorative sidewalk pavers, landscape features, sidewalk furniture and other 
amenities customarily found in public promenades. All such physical features 
shall be so designed to ensure that public safety vehicles can access and drive 
through the promenade, as necessary. 

3. Pacific Street may be re-routed to connect with a two-way Myers Street 
between Seagaze and Civic Center Drive (3 blocks) in which case it shall serve as 
the first continuous public roadway along the City's coastline for all forms of 
vehicles, pedestrians and bicycle traffic and shall redelineate the zone of appeal 
jurisdiction for coastal development permits. If this rerouting occurs, a public 
pedestrian promenade shall be provided within Pacific Street replacing the 
existing street pavement from Seagaze Drive north to Civic Center Drive and the 
promenade shall be a minimum of 50 feet in width. The promenade shall be 
enhanced with decorative sidewalk pavers, landscape features, sidewalk furniture 
and other amenities customarily found in public promenades. All such physical 
features shall be so designed to ensure that public safety vehicles can access and 
drive through the promenade. as necessary. In addition. the principles and 
policies contained within the Downtown Oceanside Way-Finding Concept Study 
(September 2001) which is included as Appendix Kin the final Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Report for the Oceanside Beach Resort shall be followed 
and used to implement an enhanced pedestrian experience if the Pacific Street 
promenade is constructed as proposed. 

4. Visitor serving uses such as restaurants, retail and visitor serving accommodations 
proposed on the private lands adjacent to the Pacific Street and Pier View Way 
promenades shall be required and shall be designed so as to have access points 
into these businesses for the general public along these promenades. 

Additionally, the City has proposed additional text in the following section of the LUP to 
allow development of the coastal bluff immediately inland of the existing beach parking 
lot known as "Betty's"lot. The language is proposed to be added to the section of the 
LUP which prohibits such grading, and would allow development of this particular bluff 
with creation of a new 40,000 sq.ft. public plaza above public parking to replace the 
existing beach parking lot, and submittal of a geology report indicating the bluff is 
isolated, disturbed and no longer provides a sand source. The proposed language is as 
follows: 

WATER AND MARINE RESOURCES; DIKING, DREDGING, FILLING, AND 
SHORELINE STRUCTURES; AND HAZARD AREAS 

5. New development along the City's coastal bluffs and hillsides should assure 
stability and protection of natural landforms, and neither create nor contribute 

• 

• 

• 
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significantly to erosion of geologic instability, or in any way require the 
construction of protective devices that would substantially alter natural landforms. 

Substantially disturbed and isolated coastal bluffs (eroded cut slopes) immediately 
east of Betty's lot that no loneer provide sand replenishment resources for the 
beach may be developed. Such development must include creation of new 
useable public open space through construction of a minimum 40,000 sq.ft. deck 
over "Betty's" parking lot and must retain at least the same or a greater number of 
parking spaces than presently exists (111 spaces). Prior to development a report 
shall be prepared by a licensed geologist or engineer specializing in coastal bluff 
development. The report shall make a determination that the coastal bluff is 
substantially disturbed and isolated and that it no longer provides a sand 
replenishment source. The report shall be included as part of the regular coastal 
permit review. 

The proposed LCP amendment has been approved by the City to accommodate the 
construction of two projects, the Oceanside Beach Resort to be developed by Manchester 
Resorts, and the Oceanside Pier Resort to be developed by Winners Circle Resorts. The 
City has approved the proposed revisions to the LCP with the belief that these are the 
only changes necessary to the LCP to find the two resort developments consistent with 
the certified LCP, as amended. Although the two resort projects are not being reviewed 
by the Commission as part of the proposed LCP amendment, the fact that the City 
believes the proposed LCP amendment enables these resort developments, as approved 
by the City, is relevant information for consideration by the Commission. Therefore, a 
description of the resort development approved by the City will follow. These findings 
should not be construed to imply that the Commission agrees with the City's 
determination that the proposed amendment to the certified LCP is sufficient to make the 
proposed resort developments consistent with all applicable LCP requirements. 

Oceanside Beach Resort 

The proposed Oceanside Beach Resort site consists of a four-block area bounded by 
Pierview Way to the north, Seagaze Drive to the south, The Strand roadway to the west and 
Myers Street to the east. Two-blocks are blufftop lots inland of Pacific Street. Of these lots, 
the northern block is vacant and the southernmost block has five residences, one of which is 
currently being used as an office. The project site also includes two City-owned blocks 
seaward of Pacific Street and south of the Oceanside Pier where modifications to existing 
public improvements are proposed as part of the approved development. This portion of the 
site includes The Strand, a public roadway adjacent to the beach and Pacific Ocean, the 
beachfront amphitheater, public restrooms (Bathhouse), lifeguard headquarters (under the 
pier), a police substation, Betty's Beach public parking lot, a fast-food restaurant, the 
Oceanside Pier, and stairways to the beach. South of the site along Pacific Street are single­
family residences interspersed with multifamily residential development, and The Strand 
Park. The project site is immediately adjacent to the south of the (proposed) Oceanside Pier 
Resort. 
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The proposed Oceanside Beach Resort includes a 400-room hotel (2-towers at 140 feet 
high) with 545,509 sq.ft. guest accommodations; 12,200 sq.ft. retail shops; 6,400 sq.ft. 
restaurants; 9,400 sq.ft. meeting rooms; and 19,500 sq.ft. ballrooms; a public promenade 
and two levels of subterranean parking with 483 parking spaces on 4.63 acres. Grading is 
175,000 cubic yards of export to remove the coastal bluff in a two-block area. 

The proposed development would create an auto-free zone on Pacific Street between 
Seagaze Drive and Pierview Way, about 750 lineal feet. Pacific Street traffic would be 
re-routed to Myers Street in this segment. The vacated section of Pacific Street is 
proposed as a 50-foot wide pedestrian promenade that will provide access to the 
Oceanside Pier, beach, and the resort. A 250-foot lineal segment of Pier View Way 
would also be closed to vehicular traffic between the railroad tracks and Pacific Street 
and would also be a minimum of 50-feet wide. Development of the site will displace an 
estimated 110 on-street parking spaces. These spaces will be replaced by constructing a 
surface parking lot west of the railroad tracks near the Oceanside Transit Center. The 
replacement parking is located three blocks inland of Pacific Street and starting at four 
blocks south of the pier and extending for three blocks. Access to the hotel complex 
would be from Myers Street. Setback of the resort from the inland extent of Pacific Street 
is 0 feet. 

The Strand public roadway, between Seagaze Drive and Pierview Way, is also proposed 
to be closed to all vehicles except police, fire, lifeguard, beach maintenance, and other 
emergency vehicles. Pedestrian and bicycle access would be provided. This segment of 
The Strand has already been closed to vehicular traffic for the past 7 years without 
benefit of an LCP amendment or coastal development permit approved by the City or the 
Commission. 

A number of modifications to public owned facilities located at beach level on the two­
blocks south of the pier are proposed with the project. They include: reconfiguring of 
Betty's lot into a parking structure with 131 spaces and a new 40,000 sq.ft. public open 
space deck; a terrace and fountain feature between Betty's Lot and the existing 
amphitheater; a new grand staircase at the western terminus of Mission A venue; a public 
elevator on the north side of the pier along the Pacific Street Promenade, which will 
connect the upper pier area to the lower Strand area; renovation of the bandshell; a water 
feature within the floor area of the amphitheater that can be removed during special 
events held at the amphitheater; and renovation of the existing bathroom facilities 
(bathhouse) adjacent to the amphitheater. No improvements are proposed on the pier, the 
area under the pier, or the Beach Community Center located to the north of the Oceanside 
pier. A two- to three-foot-high sand migration wall is proposed along the west side of The 
Strand roadway to prevent sand from blowing onto The Strand. 

Oceanside Pier Resort 

The project site for the Oceanside Pier Resort encompasses a one-block blufftop area in 
Oceanside that is bounded by Pierview Way to the south, Civic Center Way to the north, 
Pacific Street to the west and Myers Street to the east. The site is mostly vacant, with 
occasional date palm trees, disturbed ground cover, and omamentallandscape vegetation. 

• 

• 

• 
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To the north of the site is the San Miguel condominiums. To the east of the site is vacant 
land with some parking and a small park area bisected by the San Diego Northern Railroad 
tracks and right-of-way. South of the site is the proposed Oceanside Beach Resort, a 
proposed 400-room hotel in two 140-foot high structures. 

The proposed Oceanside Pier Resort includes !50-timeshare units with 170,815 sq.ft of 
guest accommodations; 1,585 sq.ft. of retail shops and 4,100 sq.ft. of restaurants, a public 
promenade, and one level parking structure with 195 parking spaces on a 2.38-acre 
coastal blufftop site. The timeshare complex is arranged in a 6-story (60-foot high) two 
tower configuration over one level of subterranean parking. Grading is 45,000 cubic 
yards of export. Access to the complex is from Myers Street. The portion of Pacific 
Street located seaward of the resort would become a 50 ft. wide pedestrian promenade. 
Setback of the resort from the inland extent of the Pacific Street right-of-way is 0 feet. 

Pedestrian-oriented visitor commercial uses will be located primarily along the Pierview 
Village public promenade (5,685 sq.ft.). Pedestrian beach access at Civic Center Drive 
will not be altered and will continue to be available. No improvements are proposed on 
the pier, the area under the pier, or the Beach Community Center. 

B. CONFORMANCE WITH SECTION 30001.5 OF THE COASTAL ACT 

The Commission finds, pursuant to Section 30512.2(b) of the Coastal Act, that portions 
of the Land Use Plan as set forth in the preceding resolutions, are not in conformance 
with the policies and requirements of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act to the extent necessary 
to achieve the basic state goals specified in Section 30001.5 of the Coastal Act which 
states: 

The legislature further finds and declares that the basic goals of the state for the 
Coastal Zone are to: 

a) Protect, maintain and, where feasible, enhance and restore the overall quality 
of the coastal zone environment and its natural and manmade resources. 

b) Assure orderly, balanced utilization and conservation of coastal zone 
resources taking into account the social and economic needs of the people of the state. 

c) Maximize public access to and along the coast and maximize public 
recreational opportunities in the coastal zone consistent with sound resource conservation 
principles and constitutionally protected rights or private property owners. 

(d) Assure priority for coastal-dependent and coastal-related development over 
other development on the coast. 

(e) Encourage state and local initiatives and cooperation in preparing procedures 
to implement coordinated planning and development for mutually beneficial uses, 
including educational uses, in the coastal zone. 
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The Commission therefore finds, for the specific reasons detailed below, that the land use 
plan does not conform with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act or the goals of the state for the 
coastal zone with regards to preservation of scenic resources and protection of public 
access and recreational opportunities. 

B. NONCONFORMITY WITH CHAPTER 3 POLICIES 

1. Land Use/Intensity of Development 

The certified LCP calls for preparation of a master plan for the nine-block area comprised 
of Subdistricts 1 and 12 inland of Pacific Street. The purpose of the master plan is to 
assure a minimum amount of visitor-serving commercial facilities and tourist and visitor­
oriented hotels are provided. 

Subdistrict 12 is the three blocks immediately inland of Pacific Street and Subdistrict 15. 
The LCP states the objective of Subdistrict 12 is "to provide a special tourist/visitor 
oriented subdistrict that relates to the pier, ocean, beach, marina and freeway." 
Subdistrict 1 is a six-block area immediately inland of Subdistrict 12. The LCP states the 
objective of this subdistrict is "to provide a commercial/retail and office complex offering 
a wide variety of goods and services to both the community at large and to tourists and 
visitors. Residential uses are encouraged when and where appropriate." 

The LCP also designates the three blocks in Subdistrict 12 and the three blocks in 
Subdistrict 15 that are proposed for redevelopment in the resort projects approved by the 
City, as "Coastal Dependent, Recreation and Visitor-Serving Commercial". The LCP 
describes this land use category as follows: 

This land use category encompasses specialized commercial uses that are directly 
dependent, supportive or related to the coast. Such uses provide services or goods 
for coastal industries or recreationists, and include boat slips, supplies, and 
service; diving, commercial fishing, and sport fishing establishments; restaurants, 
snack bars and convenience markets; gift sundries, and novelty shops, transient 
accommodations, such as hotels, motels, tourist cottages, campgrounds and 
recreational vehicle parks; and recreational equipment rentals. 

Additionally, the LCP includes the following policies applicable to the nine-block Master 
Plan area. 

a. Tourist and visitor oriented hotels are to be constructed in 2 phases with 120-250 
units per phase. 

b. Visitor serving commercial facilities shall be provided at a minimum of 81,800 · 
sq.ft. 

c. Development in Subdistrict 12, the three blocks bounded by Pacific Street, Myers 
Street, Seagaze Drive and Civic Center Drive shall be required to be master­
planned to insure a minimum intensity of visitor serving commercial facilities to 
include at least: 

• 

• 

• 
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2. 33,600 sq.ft. of visitor serving commercial space 

d. Development in a portion of Subdistrict 1, the six blocks adjacent to the AT&SF 
Railroad right-of-way bounded by Myers Street, Cleveland Street, Seagaze Drive 
and Civic Center Drive shall be reserved to provide for the remainder of the 120-
250 hotel rooms and 81 ,800 sq. ft. of visitor-serving commercial facilities not 
provided for in Subdistrict 12. 

Additionally, the LCP includes development criteria applicable to this area which 
addresses height limits, setbacks, view preservation, public use requirements and 
maximum density and intensity in order to provide for both public access and commercial 
recreational and visitor-serving facilities within this nine-block area. The purpose of the 
LCP policy language and master plan requirement was to assure that the area would be 
redeveloped with hotel and commercial development consistent with the public access 
and recreation policies of the Coastal Act and to not allow the area to be redeveloped 
with lesser priority development, such as residential and/or office use. 

With the subject LCP amendment, the City has approved two resort developments which 
would provide 400 hotel units, 159 timeshare units, and 24,285 sq.ft. of visitor serving 
commercial development, collectively. This amount of commercial development would 
exceed that required by the Master Plan; however, the master plan does allow for build­
out of all the required commercial development within Subdistrict 12, if possible, rather 
than also utilizing Subdistrict I. 

Additionally, the greater amount of commercial development on these sites may be 
possible because the City included the right-of-way of Pacific Street as the site area to 
which the master plan development standards were applied. Those standards are 
established in D Downtown District Ordinance section (N) (2) which include, but are not 
limited to, a maximum 60% site coverage requirement; additional setbacks at street 
comers to create plazas; a pedestrian promenade adjacent to development on Pacific 
Street; a minimum 30% of the entire master plan area for public or semi-public uses for 
recreational purposes, with paving for streets, driveways and parking areas not counted 
toward this requirement; and, view corridor preservation with only minimal 
encroachments into existing right-of-ways for landscaping, food/sundries, kiosks and 
street furniture. Other applicable standards address maximum intensity of development 
through FAR regulation and maximum height limits which apply to a specific percentage 
of development. 

By including Pacific Street in the site area, the street itself was counted as meeting the 
30% public use requirement (contrary to the policy), and the plaza and building setbacks 
were measured from the seaward extent of the right-of-way. Therefore, the approved 
resort development covers the entire three block area without setbacks, and with all the 
public amenities envisioned by the ordinance provided off-site within the adjacent street 
right-of-ways which are proposed as pedestrian promenades. Although the standards 
indicate that only minimal encroachment into the right-of-ways is allowed for 
landscaping, food/sundries, kiosks and street furniture, as approved by the City, the 50 ft. 
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wide pedestrian promenades are the only blufftop areas remaining where such amenities 
could be provided. 

At the time the Commission approved the certified LCP language, the possibility of the 
street being included within the project site was not contemplated, and the required 
setbacks, corner plazas and public use requirement were to be provided on the portion of 
the development site inland of the street right-of-way. These requirements are designed 
to encourage public access and protect public views throughout this critical upland area 
immediately adjacent to the municipal pier, beach amphitheater, community center and 
wide sandy beach which is a prime visitor-serving destination within the City of 
Oceanside. Although the Commission is not reviewing the projects as approved by the 
City at this time, the fact that the City believes such development pattern and intensity is 
consistent with the certified LCP, if Pacific Ave. becomes a pedestrian promenade and 
the bluff is allowed to be graded, suggests that other more comprehensive changes are 
required to the development standards applicable to this area. Necessary changes should, 
at a minimum, retain required setbacks, clarify the site boundaries to which the standards 
apply and reassess the appropriate siting and development intensity for the area. 

Additionally, Subdistrict 15 is not included in the master plan area identified in the 
currently certified LCP. The certified LCP states the objective of the Subdistrict 15 is "to 
provide for public facilities, public parks, open spaces, and other public oriented uses." 
Subdistrict 15 includes the entire Strand and beach area between Wisconsin Street to the 
south and the harbor on the north and allows commercial parking facilities and eating and 
drinking facilities. Retail sales are currently allowed only if related to the operation of a 
pier baitshop and kiosks, and then only with Community Development Commission 
approval. The extent to which the private development potential of Subdistrict 15 is 
affected by the proposed changes to the LCP which would allow grading the bluff and 
closure of The Strand and Pacific Streets to become pedestrian promenades is of concern 
to the Commission and is addressed in the following finding. 

2. Lower·Cost Visitor and Recreational Facilities. 

Section 30213 of the Coastal Act states: 

Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, 
where feasible, provided. Developments providing public recreational opportunities are 
preferred. 30213 of the Coastal Act states, in part, that "lower cost visitor and 
recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, where feasible, provided. 
Developments providing public recreational opportunities are preferred ... ". 

Section 30221 states: 

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. 

• 

• 

• 
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• Section 30223 states: 

• 

• 

Upland areas necessary to support coastal recreational uses shall be reserved for such 
uses, where feasible. 

Currently, there is a variety of low or no cost visitor-serving amenities provided within 
Subdistrict 15 (bandshell, lower cost restaurant) and the municipal pier which are highly 
accessible to all members of the public. The beach amphitheater next to the pier provides 
a unique opportunity for community-oriented events to be held in an oceanfront setting, 
as does the community center located at beach level north of the pier. 

There is currently unobstructed public access and views of the ocean, pier and shoreline 
offered from Pacific Street in this area because it is on the blufftop above beach level. 
Additionally, Mission Ave. is a prime visitor-serving roadway providing direct access 
from I-5 to the beach and currently one of the few streets providing vehicular access 
across the railroad tracks. The LCP language would allow closure of the segment of 
Pacific Street from Civic Center Drive to Seagaze Drive, and closure of Pierview Way. 
from Pacific Street to the railroad tracks. These upland public access routes would be 
replaced by pedestrian promenades. Mission Ave. west of Myers Street would remain 
open to vehicular traffic as access to the resort hotel and its commercial and resort­
oriented facilities only, and would terminate at the porte cochere/entry court for the resort 
inland of the Pacific Street pedestrian promenade . 

The Oceanside Beach Resort project includes a grand stairway, which would be located 
across the 50 ft. wide promenade from the resort's entry court at Mission Ave. The grand 
stairway can be constructed in the proposed design only if grading of the bluff is 
permitted, thus, this design would be enabled by approval of the subject LCP amendment. 
The stairway, as approved by the City, includes two staircases with interior fountain, and 
extends down to beach level (+12ft.) via two stairways off the pedestrian promenade 
(+43ft.). There are landings shown at elevation+ 16ft. and +27 feet. The stairway, as 
approved by the City, would occupy approximately 80 lineal feet of beach front in the 
area immediately north of the potential parking garage and elevated public plaza. 

The proposed public plaza is approximately 40,000 sq.ft. and is to be located one level 
above a beach parking garage at elevation +27ft. There is no connection shown from the 
stairway directly to the public plaza. Access to the plaza is from two separate staircases 
leading down from the Pacific Street pedestrian promenade towards the center of the 
plaza; and access is also provided from the beach at two separate staircases on the 
northwest and southwest corners of the plaza. Additionally, there are doorways shown to 
the resort meeting rooms adjacent to and inland of the plaza; however, this area of the 
resort would not be open to the public. The City has also indicated public access to the 
plaza will have to be redesigned to accommodate handicap access requirements. 

The Commission recognizes the passage of the ballot measure that would allow lease of 
the City parkland comprising Subdistrict 15 for "development and redevelopment of 
facilities and recreation uses related to a resort hotel, and which shall include public 
parking and a new beachfront amphitheater/pavilion entertainment and events facility." 
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However, the Commission notes if facilities associated with a private resort are located 
on land currently owned and used by the public, such facilities should be appropriate and 
available to the general public as well as guests of the resort. The conversion of 
oceanfront public parkland for resort use would be inconsistent with the certified LCP 
which allows a variety of uses in Subdistrict 15, but mostly public facilities, parks, open 
space and commercial establishments related to fishing and kiosks. All facilities in 
Subdistrict 15 should serve the general public. 

Further, grading of the bluff to accommodate greater development potential on the block 
containing the existing Mission Ave. access stairway and "Betty's" lot within Subdistrict 
15 could only be permitted if there is a clear and enhanced benefit to public access and 
recreational opportunities associated with such a significant change in policy. The 
Commission finds the proposed language which requires creation of a public plaza above 
public parking does not contain sufficient detail as to how the public use area would 
function, and the accessibility to the public of the plaza from the beach, pedestrian 
promenade and the adjacent public access stairway. Additionally, the inland connection 
to the restaurant from the plaza (rather than through the resort) and the potential for 
exclusive use for private functions associated with the resort meeting rooms should be 
specifically addressed in LCP policies. Only through policies which enhance public 
access and which maintain Subdistrict 15 open and available to the general public to the 
same or to a greater extent as through the existing facilities, could the Commission 
support such a policy revision to the certified LCP. 

The proposed LCP amendment, as submitted, would enable the construction of a large, 
high-end hotel and timeshare complex that will not be affordable to the majority of the 
general population. These structures will occupy areas that could be developed to 
accommodate the general public with such commercial or public recreational uses as 
restaurants, retail shops, and open space. Alternatively, the Commission finds approval 
of the amendment, as submitted, would allow this location to be developed in a manner 
that is exclusive of the general public and would discourage public access and 
recreational use of this prime visitor-serving location. Although the amendment contains 
policy language that encourages visitor-serving uses adjacent to the promenades, the 
proposed policy changes have the potential to diminish the area available adjacent to the 
beach and within the adjacent upland to provide such lower cost visitor and recreational 
facilities which support coastal recreational uses, inconsistent with Section 30213, 30221 
and 30223. Additionally, the LCP amendment does not contain specific policy direction 
or offsetting public benefits to assure public coastal access and recreational opportunities 
will be maximized and enhanced rather than diminished. Therefore, the Commission 
finds the LCP amendment, as submitted, must be denied as it does not meet the 
requirements of the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. 

3 . Public Access/Pedestrian Orientation 

Section 30210 of the Coastal Act states: 

In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California 
Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and recreational 

• 
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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. 

Section 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. 

As noted above, numerous Coastal Act policies pertain to the provision of public 
recreational opportunities and adequate public access to the shoreline. Section 30252 
also requires the location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance 
public access to the coast by facilitating the provision or extension of transit service, by 
providing non-automobile circulation within the development, and by providing adequate 
parking facilities or substitute means of serving the development with public 
transportation. When development does not provide adequate parking facilities, or 
alternative means of non-automobile access, the general public can be precluded from 
accessing the shoreline. 

The first new section of the amendment to the Coastal Access section of the LUP would 
allow closure of the segment of The Strand from one block north of the pier to two blocks 
south of the pier to vehicular traffic. The Strand would be enhanced as a 28 ft. wide 
pedestrian promenade in the same location as the current roadway. Safety and beach 
maintenance vehicles would be permitted along with pedestrians, bicycles, roller blades 
and skateboards. This proposed use is consistent with how The Strand has operated the 
last 7 years. The City closed this portion of The Strand to vehicles in 1995 and was told 
by Commission staff the closure requires an LCP amendment and a coastal development 
permit. The closure of this segment of The Strand has had a positive impact on public 
access and is consistent with the existing pedestrian orientation of the facilities located on 
the beach and the pier. Beach level public parking exists at "Betty's" lot (111 surface 
spaces) south of the pier and a small surface lot north of the pier which will remain. 

The Strand is accessed by Surfrider Way and Seagaze Drive in the project area. It is one­
way northbound north of Surfrider Way and one-way southbound of Seagaze Drive. It is 
two-way between these streets and the closed areas, providing access to parking lots. 
Parking is prohibited along The Strand. The speed limit is posted at 15 mph. 

The Strand restriction of vehicular traffic from Betty's Lot entrance to Civic Center Drive 
was studied in a separate traffic report. Vehicular traffic is currently prohibited year­
round from the Oceanside Pier south to the entrance of the Betty's lot and from 10:00 
p.m. to 6:00a.m. daily north of the exit to the pier parking lot to Surfrider Way. The 
beach resort development would provide a pedestrian promenade along the portion of 
The Strand from the proposed Betty's Lot entrance to Civic Center Drive, with access 
only to emergency, lifeguard, and service vehicles. The traffic report concluded that 
under current and future conditions pedestrian safety is improved in the vicinity of the 
pier and no significant impacts on adjacent streets or intersections were identified from 
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The second component proposed to be added to the Coastal Access section of the land 
use plan would allow Pierview Way to become a pedestrian promenade between Pacific 
Street inland to the railroad tracks. Currently, this street segment provides on-street 
parking, links Pacific Street to Myers Street and terminates at the railroad tracks. A 
pedestrian and bicycle underpass is currently under construction to provide a continuous 
and direct pedestrian link from the upland (downtown) areas to the pier and beach area. 
Pierview Way terminates into the pier, and the proposed amendment indicates visitor­
serving uses such as restaurants, retail and visitor serving accommodations proposed on 
the private lands adjacent to the Pierview Way promenade shall be required and shall be 
designed to have access points into these businesses for the general public. Therefore, 
the intent of the LCP amendment is to provide for public activating uses along the 
pedestrian promenade and landscape features, street furniture, etc. within the right-of­
way. The closure of this segment to vehicular access does not represent a significant 
conflict with the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act, if the displaced 
on-street parking is replaced in proximity and within walking distance of the pedestrian 
promenade. 

The third component proposed to be added to the Coastal Access section would allow the 
closure of the segment of Pacific Street to through traffic from Civic Center Drive (one 
block north of the pier) to Seagaze Drive (two blocks south of the pier) and re-routing of 
this first coastal roadway inland one block to Myers Street. Pacific Street currently 
provides the vehicular access connection between Seagaze Drive and Surfrider Way 
which is not provided via The Strand. Even when The Strand was open to vehicles, it 
was not a two-way thoroughfare and not the designated first public roadway. 

The City is proposing a significant revision to the traffic circulation pattern in the 
nearshore area and has completed a Downtown Oceanside Wayfinding Study as 
Appendix K to the final supplemental EIR (October 2001) which identifies a 
comprehensive framework for pedestrian and bicycle circulation in downtown Oceanside. 
This study is referenced in the submitted LCP policy language to be followed and used to 
implement an enhanced pedestrian experience if the Pacific Street promenade is 
constructed as proposed. 

The City of Oceanside, unlike a number of beach communities, has an abundance of 
parking facilities within walking distance of the shoreline. The Wayfinding study 
identifies the location of all the existing parking lots which serve several major activity 
centers in the downtown and nearshore areas including, the beach, the beach community 
center, the pier plaza amphitheater, Tyson Street park, Strand Beach park, The Strand, 
Oceanside pier, Coast Highway retail area, Historical Block, Oceanside Civic Center, 
Oceanside Library, Oceanside Museum, Oceanside Transit Center, Regal Cinema, and 
the Surf Museum. According to the study, no location within the Downtown is more than 
six-tenths of a mile, or about a seven to nine minute walk, from the nearest bluff access 
point. Additionally, no location within the Downtown is more than one-half mile, or 
about a six to eight minute walk, from the nearest railroad crossing point. Only three 
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east-west routes in the study area traverse the railroad tracks, i.e. Surfrider Way, Mission 
Ave. and Wisconsin Ave. 

Further, the Oceanside Transit Center is located four blocks south and four blocks east of 
the pier and is planned to eventually serve North County Transit, Metrolink, Coaster, 
light rail, Greyhound, Amtrak, and expanded local transit including the Fast Forward 
program. Due to the location of the transit center, the amount of available parking and 
the proximity of the major visitor and civic attractions to the shoreline, the City has the 
opportunity to create a viable pedestrian-oriented, public activity center in the vicinity of 
the beach and pier. The Wayfinding study has been submitted as part of the LCP and 
would be used to identify pedestrian trails and support facilities necessary to implement 
the goals of the study in the City's review of future development proposals within the 
study area. Such pedestrian-orientation and reduced reliance on the automobile is 
consistent with Section 30252 of the Coastal Act. 

However, the revised traffic circulation pattern and pedestrian promenade system 
envisioned in the proposed LCP amendment would result in the loss of 110 on-street 
parking spaces which are currently located within one-block of the pier and beach access 
points. Also lost would be the ability for those members of the public not able to walk 
freely or for long distances to drive in proximity to the shoreline and experience the vast 
views of the ocean, pier and sandy beach from the intersection of Pacific Street and 
Pierview Way. Although the LCP contains policies which assures development seaward 
of the bluff cannot extend above the level of Pacific Street, unobstructed views of the 
shoreline are not available in all locations along Pacific Street to the north and south. 
Additionally, the pier area is currently the primary visitor-serving commercial node at the 
beach. A restaurant is provided at the end of the pier, and a snack shop is located at the 
base of the pier. During the summer months, beach rental stands/kiosks are permitted 
along The Strand and in the vicinity of the amphitheater. Temporary events, such as 
volleyball tournaments and surfing contests are regularly held within Subdistrict 15 
within the beach area north and south of the pier. Thus, the existing on-street parking 
reservoir in the nearshore area which would be displaced, is in peak demand particularly 
during the summer beach season. Further, the existing beach parking lots which are 
closest to this location are first utilized and in greatest demand. 

The current LCP policy anticipates the loss of some on-street parking and indicates such 
parking must be relocated west of the railroad tracks. However, approximately II 0 on­
street parking spaces are lost in the project area and replacement parking is proposed 
approx. 6-8 blocks away from the project area, rather than in proximity to the impact. 
There are several other existing parking lots one block inland of the railroad tracks at 
Pierview Way and Mission Ave. that would be more suitable as replacement parking for 
that lost through the pedestrian promenades; however, the LCP policy requires 
installation of new parking to augment the existing supply, and, as stated, there is 
currently demand for all the existing parking in proximity to the pier. The Wayfinding 
study has the following recommendations regarding parking . 

"Update the parking plan for Downtown. Parking is an origin, or generator of 
pedestrian activity. As development occurs, sites currently used for beach-going 
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parking are likely to be replaced by other uses. Replacement parking will be 
necessary in order to maintain public access, and should be integrated into the 
wayfinding framework. Notwithstanding a financial analysis, replacement parking 
may be provided as part of individual development projects or may be focused at 
selected city-owned parking structure sites. As stated in section 6.1.1, the location 
of driveways should be carefully integrated with the wayfinding framework in order 
to maintain the emphasis on pedestrian-oriented trails. " 

This language indicates there is no guarantee that the parking lots currently providing 
beach parking will be maintained as such. Additionally, this Wayfinding study is 
assuming the closure of Pacific Street and Pierview Way and development of the 
Oceanside Beach Resort and Oceanside Pier Resort as approved by the City. While the 
study provides an excellent analysis of the existing parking and the ideal pedestrian 
access routes to enhance the pedestrian orientation of the downtown and nearshore areas, 
it is not mandatory or binding on any future redevelopment within the study area. The 
study uses words such as "should" or "may" rather than" shall", and "encourages" rather 
than "requires" when referring to what the Commission finds to be necessary offsetting 
measures or benefits to assure conformance with the Coastal Act. 

Necessary support facilities, such as strategically placed parking, to implement a viable 
pedestrian circulation system is particularly critical for its success and consistency with 
the Coastal Act. The LCP amendment, as submitted, lacks a specific commitment to a 
minimum number of public parking spaces to be secured at all times to replace those lost 
through the subject redevelopment proposals, as well as to serve the ongoing and ever­
increasing demand for public recreational facilities. Other offsetting measures which 
must be more thoroughly explored and the mechanisms identified for their 
implementation include, but are not limited to, a beach access shuttle from parking lots 
and the transit center; a parking and traffic management plan for events and peak use 
periods; beach drop-off locations; transit service on the weekends; and provision of 
public parking in the underground garage with commensurate reduction in intensity of 
use. Without a greater commitment to implementation of these kinds of offsetting 
measures to mitigate the impact of the pedestrian promenades on general public access to 
the shoreline, the Commission cannot find the LCP amendment, as submitted, maximizes 
public access for all persons consistent with Section 30210 of the Coastal Act. 

4. Scenic Resource Preservation/Landform Alteration 

Section 30251 is applicable to the proposed LCP amendment and states "the scenic and 
visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a resource of public 
importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and 
along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, 
to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to 
restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. " The proposed LCP 
amendment, as submitted, would allow for grading of the natural landform inland of the 
beach parking lot and creation of a 40,000 sq.ft. public plaza above public parking. 

Certified LCP land use plan policies state: 

• 
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• 
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1. In areas of significant natural aesthetic value, new developments shall be subordinate 
to the natural environment. 

2. Ail new development shaii be designed in a manner that minimizes disruption of 
natural landforms and significant vegetation. 

3. The City shaii maintain existing view corridors through public right-of-way. 
4. The City shaii encourage development of viewing areas at the Pacific Street Linear 

Park .... 

The proposed LCP amendment would allow grading and/or elimination of the coastal 
bluff landform which separates Subdistrict 15 (public parkland) from Subdistrict 12 and 
Pacific Street which are located on the bluff above the beach. This grading would 
completely remove the bluff and a portion of the existing Pacific Street Linear Park 
which is a public improvement sponsored by the Coastal Conservancy. As graded, the 
elevation of the project would go down to as low as the + 12 ft. NGVD elevation which is 
the elevation of the beach seaward of Pacific Street. Currently, the elevation of Pacific 
Street is at approximately +43 ft. NGVD. Thus, the LCP amendment is required because 
such landform alteration is inconsistent with the current certified LCP which requires 
new developments to be subordinate to the natural environment and minimize landform 
alteration. 

A report prepared for the subject LCP amendment by Walt Crampton titled "Status of 
Pacific Street Slope The Pier Plaza and Oceanside Beach Resort, Oceanside, California" 
dated 6/5/01 states, in part: 

"The project site is located along a 40+ foot high coastal bluff at the westerly 
margin of the coastal terrace. The terrace is a gently southwesterly-sloping wave­
cut surface approximately one-mile wide upon which non-marine and nearshore 
marine sediments were deposited during the Pleistocene epoch. The coastal bluff 
terrace deposits are in turn underlain by middle Miocene and Eocene marine 
sedimentary rocks. 

Along this section of coastline, the face of the bluff varies in inclination, with 
much of the upper part near vertical, and the lower part typically inclined at 40 to 
60 degrees (Figure 1). A wide area between the bluff and the ocean was set aside 
for residential and commercial development, and a street, Paseo Del Mar (today 
"The Strand"), was constructed approximately 125 to 170 feet west of the bluff in 
circa 1905. This action effectively removed this section of bluff from marine 
processes, effectively severing the pre-anthropic coastal geomorphic processes." 

The Commission concurs the bluff is disturbed in the location targeted by the LCP 
amendment through development of the adjacent streets and amphitheater; however, it is 
still a natural landform providing an elevational difference between the blufftop and 
beach level. Further, although the City's LCP allows for development seaward of the 
bluff due to the pattern of development established prior to the Coastal Act, it does not 
aiiow grading of the adjacent bluff to accommodate such development. The proposed 
LCP amendment is a departure from current policy and the City has designed the 
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language to be potentially applicable only to the bluff inland of "Betty's" lot to avoid the 
possibility of the LCP amendment establishing a precedent for wholesale removal of the 
coastal bluff inland of Oceanside's shoreline. 

However, the combination of the closure of Pacific Street and grading of the coastal bluff 
allows a potential building envelope within Subdistrict 12 which is closer to the shoreline 
and starting at beach level. Additionally, the grading of the bluff provides an increased 
development potential for Subdistrict 15 at beach level. The grading of the bluff allowed 
by the policy change would accommodate an open public plaza above the beach level 
parking garage (131 spaces) and construction of the grand stairway; however, as 
approved by the City, it would also accommodate additional resort parking at beach level 
extending from the previous bluff location inland to Myers Street (304 spa~es), and a 
second higher level of underground resort parking (179 spaces) and administrative use 
which would occupy the area inland of a beach-facing fitness center, restaurant, and four 
meeting rooms to serve the resort. This second level would be located below the public 
right-of-way and at the same level and inland of the public plaza. As designed, the public 
plaza would be accessed most directly from the resort facilities, and would be recessed 
below the pedestrian promenade and elevated above the beach. 

Therefore, with the grading of the natural landform permitted by the LCP amendment, 
the resort development could be constructed at beach level and include two additional 
levels of "below grade" development not anticipated in approval of the currently certified 
LCP. The result is a more intense, massive resort development as viewed from the 
adjacent public use areas including the beach, amphitheater and the pier. Measures to 
mitigate the visual impact of the resort development, such as, reduction in building height 
and/or mass, increased setbacks from the public pedestrian promenade, additional 
landscape screening, etc., have not been included in the LCP amendment. Instead, the 
City has interpreted the language to allow the setbacks previously required from the 
inland extent of the Pacific Street right-of-way, to be measured from the seaward extent 
of the right-of-way (existing lineal park at the current bluff edge). 

In general, the City of Oceanside's certified LCP allows a scale of development that is 
higher and more intense than any development that exists elsewhere in the City. The 
certified LCP allows construction of two 140-foot high hotel towers and two 65-foot high 
timeshare towers. The Commission acknowledges the proposed towers are sited in a 
manner to have the least impact on views from streets (view corridors) that provide views 
to the ocean. As mitigation for impacts to public views, the certified LCP includes 
language which requires development in the nine block Master Plan Area to be sited and 
designed to maintain public view corridors through and adjacent to the project. 

Additionally, in its action on LCPA #1-91, the Commission certified language which 
allowed for additional height on a case-by-case basis for mixed-use development within 
Subdistricts 1 and 12 only if certain standards and regulations are incorporated which are 
designed to assure "superior design results". Those standards are established in D 
Downtown District Ordinance section (N) (2) which include, but are not limited to, a 
maximum 60% site coverage requirement; additional setbacks at the comer of the center 
block a minimum dimension of 15ft. to create plazas; a pedestrian promenade along 
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Pacific Street; a minimum 30% of the entire master plan area for public or semi-public 
uses for recreational purposes, with paving for streets, driveways and parking areas not 
counted toward this requirement; and, view corridor preservation with only minimal 
encroachments into existing right-of-ways for landscaping, food/sundries, kiosks and 
street furniture. Other applicable standards address maximum intensity of development 
through FAR regulation and maximum height limits which apply to a specific percentage 
of development. 

As stated previously, the City has included the Pacific Street promenade as part of the site 
area when calculating the site coverage, FAR and public use requirements. However, the 
LCP requires that such public uses be developed within the site plan and outside the 
Pacific Street and other public right-of-ways. Additionally, a 10ft. setback and 15ft. 
corner plazas are required by the LCP. Since the setback and plaza requirement is being 
measured from the seaward extent of the right-of-way, the City has found the setback is 
met by the 50-foot wide promenade. The grading of the bluff will allow two additional 
levels of development below the existing bluff grade and under public right-of-way, 
extending to the pre-existing bluff edge. The proposed high-rise development above 
bluff level will be setback only 50 feet to accommodate the pedestrian promenade. 

Therefore, the Commission finds the appearance of the 12-story, high-rise development 
as viewed from the pier, beach and adjacent public use areas will be as if it is constructed 
at beach level and thus, 14 stories in height. Currently, the bluff provides a vegetative 
break in the development pattern which would be eliminated. This pattern of 
development is not what was anticipated in approval of LCP amendment #1-91 which 
allowed the potential for high-rise resort development in this shoreline location only with 
offsetting measures such as increased setbacks and corner plazas. Should the grading of 
the bluff and closure of the streets be permitted, the City should reconsider the scale and 
bulk of development in Subdistrict 12 to offset the encroachment into areas otherwise 
available for more open public activating uses. As submitted, the Commission finds the 
proposed LCP amendment does not include sufficient policy direction to guide the scale, 
bulk and proximity of the adjacent resort development to public use areas to find 
consistency with Section 30251 and, as stated previously, the public access and recreation 
policies of the Coastal Act. 

5. Traffic and Circulation. 

Regarding traffic, as part of the environmental review for the proposed LCP amendment, 
a traffic analysis was prepared to determine and evaluate the traffic impacts on the local 
circulation system associated with the closure of the three coastal access routes and 
construction of the resort improvements. The SEIR identifies significant impacts to 
traffic and circulation for a number of signalized and unsignalized intersections and street 
segments, including prime and secondary arterials in the project area. These impacts 
would increase intersection delays and decrease level of service in excess of thresholds 
allowed by the City of Oceanside which has jurisdiction over the streets and intersections . 
Significant and unmitigated impacts on direct and cumulative traffic and parking would 
occur due to adverse levels of service at the Mission A venue/Coast Highway intersection 
and on the street segment of Coast Highway from Surfrider Way to Michigan Avenue. 
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These impacts could be mitigated by intersection improvements at the Mission 
Avenue/Coast Highway intersection and the Seagaze Drive/Coast Highway intersection, 
by eliminating on-street parking at these locations. However, the City found that 
eliminating these spaces will greatly impact existing businesses by eliminating public 
parking. It approved the project and associated unmitigated traffic congestion without 
the replacement parking mitigation measure as an "Overriding Consideration" under 
CEQ A. 

According to the traffic report, impacts at intersections and arterials are determined 
"significant" if the addition of "development" traffic causes a decrease in LOS to worse 
than LOS D (LOSE or F) The Mission Avenue/Coast Highway intersection is calculated 
to worsen from existing LOS C to LOS E for both weekdays and Saturday with the 
potential resort development and associated street closures. Implementation of the 
mitigation measures proposed by the traffic consultant would improve both weekday and 
Saturday operations to an acceptable LOS D at this intersection. The mitigation measures 
include adding and restriping approaches to create turn and through lanes and removing 
curbside parking on both sides of Mission A venue at Coast Highway. The report also 
recommends that curbside parking on both sides 'of Coast Highway at Seagaze Drive be 
removed (and adding lanes etc.). As approved by the City, without the requirement to 
remove the curbside parking, the project would result in an unacceptable LOS E. 

Therefore, the City found that the approved project with the street closures would have 
adverse traffic/circulation impacts unless mitigated. However, the City also found the 
mitigation, if implemented, would impact coastal access opportunities by eliminating 
additional on-street parking. The City chose to not eliminate the parking spaces; 
however, by that choice the circulation impacts on these critical nearshore street 
segments remain unmitigated. As such, the Commission finds the amendment cannot be 
found consistent with Section 30252 of the Coastal Act which requires that new 
development should maintain and enhance public access to the coast. 

Additionally, significant impacts to access were identified in the project area during peak 
summer periods when the amphitheater is full (approx. 2,500 people). At such times 
stacking and related congestion may occur in the project area as vehicles wait in limited 
space to enter and leave the area. Mitigation measures identified to reduce the impact to 
below a level of significance include providing turn and through lanes at a number of 
streets and intersections and implementation of a traffic management plan. The details 
and goals of the traffic management plan is outlined in the SEIR.. However, the LCP 
amendment, as submitted, does not include requirements for a traffic management plan as 
part of any future development approval. The Commission finds additional policy 
language is needed in the certified LCP to identify the elements of a required traffic and 
parking management plan for any redevelopment of the subject six-block pier area 
(bounded by The Strand, Myers Street, Seagaze and Civic Center Drive). 

6. Lower Cost Accommodations 

The proposed hotel represents a high-cost visitor facility prohibitively expensive to a 
large segment of the general public. As such, it is important the project be designed to 
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attract the general public to the proposed restaurants, retail areas and plazas. When 
exclusive visitor accommodations are located on the shorefront, they occupy area 
otherwise available for lower cost visitor and recreational facilities. In this particular 
case, the LCP contains specific policy statements addressing the protection of existing 
lower cost visitor and recreational facilities in the City. 

Policy 26 of the Oceanside LUP requires the City to protect a mix of 375 lower cost hotel 
and motel units and 220 recreational vehicle camping sites within the coastal zone, 20% 
in shorefront locations. No demolition of units are allowed which would result in the 
inventory to drop below 20%; the City shall report the inventory of affordable 
hotel/motel units to the Commission on an annual basis. To address whether or not 
sufficient lower cost overnight accommodations are already provided for in the project 
area, City staff has provided a recent inventory of low to moderate cost accommodations 
in Oceanside's downtown area. 

The inventory provides a list of the largest summer rental units that are available within 
the coastal zone. These 489 hotel/motel units have a average daily rate of $51 and an 
average maximum rate of $82. The availability of the units varies but they are typically 
fully booked during the peak months of the summer season. The City indicates the lower 
cost units that were targeted for protection by the LCP policy continue to exist today. 
Also, although not technically shorefront, all of the identified hotel/motel units are at 
Coast Blvd. or seaward and are, thus, in nearshore areas. The summary is as follows: 

Existing Lower Cost Hotel/Motel Units 

Beachwood Motel 210 Surfrider Way 28 $45-$55 $50-$60 
Coast Inn 921 North Coast Highway 27 $45 $55 
Days Inn at the Coast 1501 Carmela Drive 80 $55-$75 $75-$125 
Dolphin Hotel 133 South Coast Highway 25 $35-$58 $35-$58 
Guest House Inn 1103 North Coast Highway 80 $55-$75 $64-$94 
Hill Top Motel 1607 South Coast Highway 13 $35 $45 
Motel9 822 North Coast Highway 44 $49-$99 $49-$99 
Ocean Breeze Inn 2020 South Coast Highway 11 $45-$55 $55-$65 
Oceanside Inn & Suites 1820 South Coast Highway 21 $45 $59 
Oceanside Travelodge 1401 North Coast Highway 28 $47-$77 $57-$97 
Pacific Inn 901 North Coast Highway 59 $50-$65 $50-$65 
Inn of Oceanside 900 North Coast Highway 106 (under canst.) N/A 
Oceanside Marina Inn 2008 Harbor Drive North 52 $205-235 $205-$235 
Marina Del Mar 1202 North Pacific Street 42 $89-$153 $196-$3 71 
Roberts Cottages 704 North The Strand 24 $412(wk) $660(wk) 

Total 640 
Minimum Required By LCP 375 
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Shorefront Lower Cost Hotel/Motel Units 

Location Number of Units 
2008 Harbor Drive North 

1202 North Pacific Street 
704 North The Strand 

52 
42 
24 

Total 118 
Minimum Required By LCP 75 

Recreational Vehicle/Camping Sites 

Location 
1510 South Coast Highway 

1537 South Coast Highway 

Number of Spaces 
134 
102 

Total 236 
Minimum Required By LCP 220 

According to the City, this information indicates that ample lower-cost visitor-serving 
opportunities exist in the City. Based on the above analysis, it appears lower cost visitor 
accommodations are adequately provided for in the City which would offset the exclusive 
nature of the proposed resorts. 

PART IV. FINDINGS FOR REJECTION OF THE OCEANSIDE IMPLEMENTATION 
PLAN AMENDMENT, AS SUBMITTED 

A. AMENDMENT DESCRIPTION 

The LCP amendment proposes to modify existing zoning regulations contained in the D 
District Ordinance, which is part of the City's Zoning Ordinance and an implementing 
ordinance of the LCP. As background, in 1975, the City of Oceanside adopted a 
Redevelopment Plan for revitalization of 375-acres located in the northwest portion of the 
City, including the subject site. 

In LCPA #1-91, the Redevelopment Plan was amended to include 15 subdistricts. The 
part of Subdistrict 12 west of Pacific Street was placed in Subdistrict 15, with other 
beachfront areas east of The Strand to the north and south. The allowable height in 
Subdistrict 12 was increased to 140-feet if certain development design standards such as 
view corridor preservation, setbacks at the corners, and other measures are met. This 
amendment also removed the requirement that one-third of The South Strand area be 
reserved for visitor commercial uses. To offset this provision, minimum requirements for 
development of visitor commercial uses were imposed in the pier area subject to approval 
of a Master Plan for the nine-block area east of Pacific Street, between Civic Center 
Drive and Seagaze Drive. 
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The currently proposed changes to the D District Ordinance are as follows: 

5. N2 iii A pedestrian promenade shall be required adjacent to development in place of 
the existing street pavement on Pacific Street in conjunction with any adjacent new 
development between Seagaze Drive and Civic Center Drive. The new promenade 
shall be a minimum of 50 feet wide and shall contain all the components and features 
included in the City's LCP Coastal Access Policy amendments 3 and 4 noted above. 

The references to amendments 3 and 4 are the proposed changes to the land use plan that 
would allow conversion of The Strand, a segment of Pacific Street and a segment of 
Pierview Way to pedestrian promenades. The land use plan policies for the Pacific Street 
promenade allow for safety vehicle access and indicate the promenades will be enhanced 
with decorative sidewalk pavers, landscape features, sidewalk furniture and other 
amenities customarily found in public promenades. In addition, the policies indicate the 
principles and policies contained within,. the Downtown Oceanside Wayfinding Concept 
Study (September 2001) shall be followed and used to implement an enhanced pedestrian 
experience if the Pacific Street promenade is constructed as proposed. 

B. FINDINGS FOR REJECTION 

1. Purpose and Intent of the Ordinance . 

The specific purpose of the "D" Downtown District is to promote the long-term viability 
and redevelopment of the downtown area. In addition, the ordinance seeks to maintain 
and promote an appropriate mix of uses while establishing necessary land use controls 
and development criteria. The "D" Downtown District establishes special land use 
subdistricts with individual objectives. 

The proposed amendment to the ordinance provides that a minimum 50 feet wide 
pedestrian promenade shall be required on Pacific Street in conjunction with any adjacent 
new development in the project area and shall contain public access and visitor serving 
provisions identified in the City's Coastal Access Policy amendments. 

2. Major Provisions of the Ordinance. The implementation plan amendment 
proposes to modify zoning regulations contained in the "D" Downtown District 
Ordinance to conform to the proposed land use plan changes that would allow closure of 
Pacific Street to vehicular traffic and its realignment as the "first coastal roadway" to 
inland of the proposed resort. The subject amendment also includes making the Pacific 
Street right-of-way, "pedestrian only" and references a plan (Way Finding Study) that 
recommends public access improvements with a pedestrian orientation to offset the loss 
of vehicular access in the project area. The plan addresses access opportunities and 
constraints in the project area including parking and circulation and recommends a 
parking management plan and shuttle system for peak season uses . 

3. Adequacv of Ordinance to Implement the Certified LUP. The standard of 
review for LCP implementation submittals or amendments is their consistency with and 
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ability to carry out the provisions of the certified LUP. In the case of the subject LCP 
amendment, the City's "D" Downtown District Ordinance serves as the implementation 
program for the City's Redevelopment Area. 

The proposed amendment would enable Pacific Street to be converted from vehicular 
access to pedestrian access. A minimum 50 feet wide public pedestrian promenade is 
proposed within the right of way of Pacific Street from Seagaze Drive north to Civic 
Center Drive. This amendment simply implements the LUP amendment which would 
authorize closure of Pacific Street. The amendment to the LUP was necessary because 
the current LUP provides that Pacific Street is open to cars. Because, as explained above, 
the Commission has denied certification to the LUP amendment, the proposed 
amendment to the Implementation Plan is inconsistent with the certified LUP. The 
Implementation Plan amendment must therefore be denied. 

The LCP amendment, if resubmitted, should include a reassessment of the appropriate 
intensity of use and scale of development, the availability of secured, affordable public 
parking, the provision of lower cost visitor and recreational facilities, and the traffic and 
visual impacts associated with redevelopment in this prime visitor-serving location. 
More comprehensive policy revisions are required to address the impact of the street 
closures and assure consistency of future development with the public access and 
recreation policies of the Coastal Act. 

PARTV. CONSISTENCY WITH THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL 
QUALITY ACT (CEQA) 

Section 21080.5 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) exempts local 
government from the requirement of preparing an environmental impact report (EIR) in 
connection with its local coastal program. Instead, the CEQA responsibilities are 
assigned to the Coastal Commission and the Commission's LCP review and approval 
program has been found by the Resources Agency to be functionally equivalent to the 
EIR process. Thus, under CEQA Section 21080.5, the Commission is relieved of the 
responsibility to prepare an EIR for each LCP. Nevertheless, the Commission is required 
in an LCP submittal or, as in this case, an LCP amendment submittal, to find that the 
LCP, or LCP, as amended, does conform with CEQA provisions. 

As described above, the proposed amendment does have the potential to result in damage 
to scenic resources and public access and recreation in the form of individual and 
cumulative impacts. The proposed amendment was the subject of an Environmental 
Impact Report under CEQA. The EIR was subject to public review and hearing and was 
adopted. However, the Commission has found that the landform alteration and public 
access provisions of the proposed amendment cannot be found in conformance with 
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act and that these elements of the proposed amendment 
will result in significant adverse impacts to the environment of the coastal zone. There 
are feasible alternatives or mitigation measures available which would substantially 
lessen any significant adverse impact which the amendment might have on the 
environment. Therefore, the Commission finds that the LCP amendment is not the least 
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environmentally-damaging feasible alternative and cannot be found consistent with the 
requirements of the Coastal Act to conform to CEQ A. 

The City's "D" Downtown District revisions, as submitted, raise the potential for significant 
adverse impacts to visitor-serving and public access opportunities in the coastal zone. As 
submitted, the ordinance could decrease opportunities to secure visitor-serving opportunities for 
such uses along the City's shoreline within the Redevelopment Area. Therefore, the Commission 
finds that the proposed changes, as modified, cannot be made and that significant, unmitigable 
environmental impacts within the meaning of CEQA will result from the approval of the proposed 
amendment. 

(G:\San Diego\Reports\LCP's\OceansideiOCN LCPA 1-01 D Dntwn District.doc) 
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RESOLUTION NO. Ol-R585-l 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
OCEANSIDE RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF A LOCAL 
COASTAL PROGRAM AlviENDMENT 

(Manchester Resorts and Winner's Circle Resorts Int.- Applicants) 

WHEREAS, an application for a Local Coastal Program Amendment (LCPA-200-0 1) 

has been filed to amend the Local Coastal Program including the Downtown "D" District. The 
8 

specific text language of the Amendment (LCPA-200-0 1), attached as Exhibit "A" to this 
9 

Resolution, will replace the existing text and become part of the new implementation document 
10 

11 

12 

13 

of the Local Coastal Plan; 

WHEREAS, on October 5th, 2001, the Redevelopment Design Review Committee 

(RDRC) of the City of Oceanside did review and recommended approval of the Local Coastal 

Program Amendment (LCPA-200-01); 
14 

WHEREAS, on October 8th, 2001, the Project Area Committee (PAC) of the City of 

Oceanside did review and recommended approval of the Local Coastal Program Amendment 

(LCPA-200-01); 
17 

18 
WHEREAS, on October 24th, 2001, the Redevelopment Advisory Committee (RAC) of 

the City of Oceanside did review and recommended approval of the Local Coastal Program 
19 

Amendment (LCPA-200-01); 
20 

21 
WHEREAS, on October 24, 2001, a duly advertised public hearing before a joint 

meeting of the City Council and Community Development Commission of the City of 
22 

23 
Oceanside was held to consider the Local Coastal Program Amendment (LCPA-200-01) and 

the recommendation of the Redevelopment Design Review Committee (RDRC), Project Area 
24 

25 
Committee (PAC) and Redevelopment Advisory Committee (RAC). During this hearing, the 

26 
City Council heard and considered written evidence and oral testimony by all interested parties 

on the Amendment (LCPA-200-01); 
27 EXHIBIT NO. I 

WHEREAS, based upon such evidence, testimony, and staff reports, tt.I--A-=p-=p:--u=-=c=-=A-=r::-::10:::-:N~N::;:;O~. -; 28 
as follows: Oceanside LCPA 

1 

No. 1-2001 
Council Resolution 

~California Coas:al Comm,:oston ·.-..-



1 1. The granting of the Local Coastal Program Amendment (LCPA-200-01) 1s 

2 consistent with the purposes of the Coastal Act of 1976. 

3 WHEREAS, a Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report was prepared by the 

4 Resource Officer of the City of Oceanside for this application pursuant to the California 

5 Environmental Quality Act 1970 and the State Guidelines implementing the Act; 

6 WHEREAS, the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report ("FSEIR") was also 

7 reviewed and certified by the City Council and Community Development Commission prior to 

8 taking any action on the Local Coastal Program Amendment (LCPA-200-01). 

9 NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Oceanside DOES RESOLVE as 

10 follows: 

11 1. The Local Coastal Program Amendment (LCPA-200-01) as described in Exhibit 

12 "A" attached hereto is hereby approved. 

13 2. The Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report has been reviewed and 

14 certified by the City Council prior to approval of the Local Coastal Program Amendment 

15 (LCPA-200-01). 

16 3. Notice is hereby given that the time within which judicial review must be sought 

17 on this decision is governed by CCP Section 1094.6. 

18 PAS SED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Oceanside, California, 

19 this 24th day of October, 2001, by the following vote: 

20 AYES: HARDING, FELLER, MCCAULEY 

21 NAYS: SANCHEZ 

22 ABSENT: JOHNSON 

23 ABSTAIN: NONE 

24 

25 CITY OF OCEANSIDE 

26 

27 

28 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

City Attorney 

2 
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Exhibit "A" 

LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM (LCP) POUCY AMENDMENTS 
FOR THE OCEANSIDE BEACH RESORT 

10/24/01 

The following are proposed policy amendments to the Local Coastal Program-Land Use 
Plan (LUP) for the Oceanside Beach Resort project. Proposed modifications to the LUP 
are identified in an underline and stril\eout format. Upon approval of the final policy, 
they will be integrated into the relevant section headings of the LCP document. 

COASTAL ACCESS 

1. The Strand promenade shall be enhanced and shall be reserved as an 
auto-free zone (with a minimum 28 feet width) between the Pier and the 
northernmost entrance to Betty's lot. Pedestrians, bicycles, roller blades, 
skate boarding and other pedestrian/visitor uses shall be allowed. All 
public safety and beach maintenance vehicles necessary to support the 
Pier and beach area shall be accommodated within The Strand. 

2. 

3. 

Pierview Way between the Pier and the railroad tracks may become a 
public pedestrian promenade (an auto-free zone with a minimum SO feet 
width) and shall link to a pedestrian and bicycle underpass to the east 
below the railroad tracks so as to provide a continuous and direct 
pedestrian link from upland (downtown) areas to the Pier and beach 
area. The promenade shall be enhanced with decorative sidewalk pavers, 
landscape features, sidewalk furniture and other amenities customarily 
found in public promenades. All such physical features shall be so 
designed to ensure that public safety vehicles can access and drive 
through the promenade, as necessary. 

Pacific Street may be re-routed to connect with a two-way Myers Street 
between Seagaze and Civic Center Drive (3 blocks) in which case it shall 
serve as the first continuous public roadway along the City's coastline for 
all forms of vehicles, pedestrians and bicycle traffic and shall redelineate 
the zone of appeal jurisdiction for coastal development permits. If this 
rerouting occurs, a public pedestrian promenade shall be provided within 
Pacific Street replacing the existing street pavement from Seagaze Drive 
north to Civic Center Drive and the promenade shall be a minimum of SO 
feet in width. The promenade shall be enhanced with decorative 
sidewalk pavers, landscape features, sidewalk furniture and other 
amenities customarily found in public promenades. All such physical 
features shall be so designed to ensure that public safety vehicles can 
access and drive through the promenade, as necessary. In addition, the 
principles and policies contained within the Downtown Oceanside Way­
Finding Concept Study (September 2001) which is included as Appendix K 
in the final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report for the Oceanside 



4. 

Beach Resort shall be followed and used to implement an enhanced 
pedestrian experience if the Pacific Street promenade is constructed as 
proposed. 

Visitor serving uses such as restaurants, retail and visitor serving 
accommodations proposed on the private lands adjacent to the Pacific 
Street and Pier View Way promenades shall be required and shall be 
designed so as to have access points into these businesses for the 
general public along these promenades. 

WATER AND MARINE RESOURCES; DIKING, DREDGING, AWNG, AND 
SHORELINE STRUCTlJRES; AND HAZARD AREAS 

5. New development along the City's coastal bluffs and hillsides should 
assure stability and protection of natural landforms, and neither create 
nor contribute significantly to erosion of geologic instability, or in any way 
require the construction of protective devices that would substantially 
alter natural landforms. 

Substantially disturbed and isolated coastal bluffs (eroded cut slopes) 
immediately east of Betty's Lot that no longer provide sand replenishment 
resources for the beach may be developed. Such development must 
include creation of new useable public ooen space through construction 

• 

of a minimum 40.000 square feet deck over "Betty's" parking lot and • 
must retain at least the same or a greater number of parking spaces than 
presently exists (111 spaces). Prior to development a report shall be 
prepared by a licensed geologist or engineer specializing in coastal bluff 
development. The report shall make a determination that the coastal 
bluff is substantially disturbed and isolated and that it no longer provides 
a sand replenishment source. The report shall be included as part of the 
regular coastal permit review. 

D District Zone Text LCP Amendment 

The following presents a new text amendment to the D District Zoning Ordinance of the 
City's adopted Local Coastal Program (LCP). Proposed modifications are shown in an 
underline and stril.;eout format. 

6. 

Ill 

N2 iii A pedestrian promenade shall be required acijaeent £a elevelopment 
in place of the existing street pavement on Pacific Street in conjunction 
with any adjacent new development between Seaqaze Drive and Civic 
Center Drive. The new promenade shall be a minimum of SO feet wide 
and shall contain all the components and features included in the Citv's 
LCP Coastal Access Policy amendments 3 and 4 noted above. 

• 
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DOWNTOWN PARKING LOTS • - Lot #of Spaces --

Lot20 
Pacific and Breakwater 119 
Lot 21 
Pacific and Negtune 154 
Lot22 
Behind PaQQ:t's Market 24 
Lot23 
Cleveland and Civic Center 183 
Lot24 
Myers and Pier View Way 101 
Lot25 
Myers and Mission 61 
Lot26 
M:ters and Seagaze 268 
Lot27 
Behind Wisconsin's Market 49 
Lot29 
North Pier 49 • Lot30 
Betty's Lot 112 
Lot31 
Wisconsin and The Strand 36 
Lot32 
Mission {Northside) and Cleveland 147 
Lot33 
Cleveland and Seagaze (Southside 1 177 
Lot34 
Tremont and Civic Center 50 
Lot35 
Tremont and Pier View 30 

Civic Center Garage 292 

Total 1,852 

• 
G:\Paylot Machine locations.without fees.doc 
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Downtown Oceanside 
Way-Finding Concept 
Pedestrian Trails 

District Edge Trail 

Mission Avenue Trail 

Pier View Way Trail 

Neighborhood Trail 

North-South Trail 

Pedestrian Activity Centers 

A Beach Related Activity Centers 

• Other Activity Centers 

Entryways 

j Local Scale Feature 

r District Scale Feature 

Crosswalks 
At Grade 

Undercrossing 

Vertical Access 

Ramp 

i Stairs 

! Proposed Elevator 

Proposed Development Projects 

Oceanside Pier Resort 

Oceanside Resort Hotel 

Parki~ 

..-...,..Free Parking Lot 

0 Pay Parking Lot 

j,),;,.~tl Proposed Parking Structure 

!iiiii¥iiiJ Proposed Parking Lot 

Way-Finding Related Public Space 

Parks 

Study Area Boundary 

Railroad 

FIGURE 6: 
WAY-FINDING 
FRAMEWORK DIAGRAM 

Futterman & Associates, Inc. 
September 2001 

///// ReplaceMevft 'ParklVj 
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Figure 2 Typical Bluff Profile 

Source: Artim 1981 

Figure 3 Geological conditions along a typical bluff 
segment viewed looking north from the 
proposed Tyson Street extension. Note thP 
uniformity of the geologic units. slope 
inclinations and the general slope 
configuration. 
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Source: Artim 1981 
Bluff Study by Group 
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.11 . · · ' .. 727 Rivertree Drive 
'1 Oceanside, CA 92054 
. .-:,•::r PHONE: (760) 966-1854 

Coastal Commission 
7575 Metropolitan Drive· Suite I 03 
San Diego, CA 92108 

Dear Mr. Ponder: 

ATTN: Bill Ponder 

Some people are saying that the endless delays requested by our City Council are 
happening because four members of our Council are hoping there wiD be a change in 
the membership of the Coastal Commission. It's been said that Doug Manchester is 
hoping he will be able to "influence" any new Co11111lission members into aUowing him 
to proceed, no matter what the negative consequences to Oceanside. We have already 
seen how his influence "bought" the passage of the tainted Prop V (written by 
Manchester's attorneys), by a very smaU majority of votes. 

I an writing once more to plead with the Commission to stop this greedy once 
and for all. We have one of the few remaining "good" beaches on the coast. Tourists 
can come any time; there are plenty of places for them to stay and still use our 
beaches. But to produce a traffic gridlock so bad that no-one can even get to the 
beaches, much less our downtown streets, is nothing short of insanity. 

Our resources are already stretched to the breaking point. Water is a precious 
and critical commodity in Califumia: yet Manchester plans to squander our water on 
his fountains and swimming pools. Years ago it was predicted, through studies and 
research, that future wars will be fought over water. (We even bad that problem 
when the West was young, and cattle ranches depended on water for their cattle; and 
farmers, for their crops.) Periodically we have suffered drought, and have been on the 
cutting edge when our water departments issued warnings not to wash cars, water 
lawns, or waste water. There were warnings ofheavy penalties: fines or having water 
to homes of violators shut off. However, some people, for political reasons, refuse to 

"see the writing on the wall." 
Already Oceanside has closed off an expansive downtown ocean view with a 

massive theater complex. This Manchester project would not only block more ocean 
views, but would also take away public beach access which is now still available. This 
would be a disaster for Oceanside, and a slap in the fuce for tourists who now come to 
enjoy the beaches on a weekend and could face harassment by Manchester hotel 
security. There are plenty of hotels in the Carlsbad and Oceanside area to 
accommodate tourists without such an enormous project that doesn't even fit in 
aesthetically to the surrounding area. 

I came originally from a smaU towa in Illinois and we had no tourist trade. 
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Page2 

• . . 

We did very welL We had no traffic jams, no over-population to drain our resources 
and, as small as our town was, we had cultural events at our local high-school; much 
better than anything Oceanside has to offer. However, our Oceanside Council seem 
like lemmings, who throw themselves over cliffs and into the sea to drown; under 
present Council leadership, it seems we are headed for a real disaster. The Council 
wants more tourists, more industry, and more people: all in the name of increased "tax 
revenue." But at what great sacrifice! 

The tragedy of it is that they are willing to trsde our standard of living for the 
almighty lax dollar. So we get hotel taxes (from an enormous, half-filled hotel), and in 
the meantime, we get more downtown hookers (always a big problem in Oceanside) to 
entice the tourists, we create a need for more police and frremen to protect our city 
Gobs for which we even now do not have the money to support), for water, utilities, 
and more schools. It's a vicious circle. We are already "bustin' at the seams" trying 
to provide the necessities of life for our citizens. I don't want to live in a city with a 
downtown ghetto, and I don't believe tourists will be attracted to a decaying 
downtown, with a serious crime and traffic problems in an area they must traverse to 
get anywhere away from the hotel itself 

It has already cost the City a lot in the way of money, years of wasted time and 
effort, divisiveness. We could have had Catellus's project (smaller, non-invasive, and 
already approved, I am told, by the Coastal Commission) five years ago. We would 
not have had to sacrifice the bluffs, the streets, and the standards we had been used to. 
And this waiting, and dickering, with each new contract demanding a bigger chunk of 
Oceanside. 

With streets blocked off, and no longer available for use by people who live here, 
(right this moment, there are people living near the beach who are lined for parking in 
front of their homes--see North County Times, Aprillst edition), I tremble to think 
how many more police we will need to protect us from the crime should this project go 
through. Even now, the City Council is using El Corazon (another proposed 
acquisition of D. Manchester) as the scapegoat, blaming the people trying to protect 
El Corazon for a long-standing deterioration in our City Communications System. 
Crazy? No. Political? Yes. 

We've waited almost five years now, plagued by delay after delay, while 
Manchester swallows up all he intends to take over ( airport supporters are now talking 
about the airport "serving tourists too." Another Manchester acquisition in the luture'? 
It's time to put a frrm, and irrevocable, stop to this. It's in your hands. May God give 
you guidance to save us from this greedy developer and end this mess, once and for 
aiL 

Thank you very much for your patience. 

Sincerely, Mrs. June Kfistapovieh 
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STATE Of CAlfFOFINIA.- fHE ReSOUFICES AGENCY 

,d\LIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
~ •. u DIEGO AREA 
iST$ METAOPOLITAN DRIVE, SUirE tOJ 
SAU OtECO, CA 9iUJ&4.02 
tol~J IU1·Z310 

IMPORTANT PUBUC HEARlNG NOTICE 
CITY OF OCEANSIDE LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM 

MAJOR AMENDMENT 1-2001 

I. HEARING TIME AND LOCATION 

DATE: Monday, AprilS, 2002 
TIME: !O:OOa.m. 
LOCATION: Radisson Santa Barbara 

Ill! East Cabril!o Blvd. 
Santa Barbara, CA 

II. HEARING PROCEDURES 

Ronald Baftard 
4211 Beach Bluff Rd. 
Carlsbad. CA 92008 

fro)t(G~ U'(lrr~.) l.t'~ -<~. ~~~ 
1\PR 0 2 ZOOl 

t.:".AliFCi•:Nt'. 
·.:OA~TAL •:0,\-ti.-ti, 

)AN DIF.GO COA!"i 

At the time of the public hearing, staff will make a brief oral presentation to the 
Commission. Immediately following the presentation of the staff, a representative or 
representatives from the City of San Diego may address the Commission regarding the 
local coastal program amendment Upon conclusion of the City's presentation, interested 
members of the public and agencies will have an opportunity to address the Commission 
and comment on the amendment. The Commission will then close the public hearing; 
and, since there are preliminary recommendations and findings prepared for the 
Commission, tbe Commission may take final action on !he amendment request at this 
.l!!rul. 

III. BACKGROUND 
,4./'(J ~0 _,A./0---

The City of Oceanside's Local Coastal Program (LCP) was certified by the Commission 
in July of 1985 and the City assumed permit authority and began issuing coastal 
development permits in March of 1986. On October 24, 2001, the City approved the 
subject LCP amendment and coastal development permits for two projects, the Ocean 
Beach Resort and the Ocean Pier Resort. The City found these LCP revisions were 
required to be able to find the proposed developments to be in conformance with the 
certified LCP, as amended. This LCP amendment proposes to change both the land use 
plan and the implementing ordinances to allow the closure of Pacific Street, The Strand 
and Pierview Way to become pedestrian promenades, and to allow development of the 
bluff east ofthe existing beach parking lot and creation of a public plaza above public 
parking. 

• • 

Oceanisde LCPA #1-2001 
Important Public Hearing Notice 
Page 2 

IV. AMENDMENT REQUESTS ~0 ,/1/" 0 y 0 

The proposed changes to the LCP include policies would allow closure ofThe Strand, a ) 
beach level roadway, to vehicular traffic for the segment extending from one block north 
of the pier at Civic Center Drive, to two blocks south of the pier just north ofSeagaze 
'Drive,., The proposed LCP policies would also allow closure to vehicular traffic of Pacific 

L-.7'f; Skebt; "the first ci:>astal roadway on the blufflop paralleling the beach, for the same 
·' c segniertt;' andre~routing of the first coastal roadway one block inland to Myers Street. 

Also proposed is policy language that would allow closure of Pierview Way, the road 
perpendicular to the shoreline which terminates at the pier, to vehicular traffic from the 
pier inland to the railroad tracks. All three roadway segments would become pedestrian 
promenades of28 feet, 50 feet and 50 feet in width, respectively. 
-- ,A./" 0 1'- 0 /'-- 0 
The other significant policy change proposed with the LCP amendment would allow 
grading of the disturbed bluff located east of the beach parking lot at Seagaze Drive, 
known as "Betty's" lot, to develop the beach resort. The proposed policy language 
requires that such development include creation of new useable public open space 
through construction of a minimum 40,000 sq. ft. deck over "Betty's" parking lot and 
retention of at least the same number of parking spaces that presently exists (111 spaces). 

V. AVAILABILITY OF STAFF REPORT 

A staff report on !he LCP amendment containing recommendations has been prepared for 
the Commission. If you would like the full text of the staff report, call or write the San 
Diego Area Office of the Coastal Commission and request a copy of the "City of 
Oceanside Local Coastal Program Amendment No. 1-2001" staff report. A copy will be 
mailed to you promptly. Questions regarding the report or hearing should be directed to 
Bill Ponder at (619) 767-2370. 

We apologize if you received duplicate notices; however, because of the overlap 
of persons with interest in more than one community on our mailing lists, the 
duplications are unavoidable. 

• " 
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Mr. Bill Ponder 
California Coastal Commission 
7535 Metropolitan Drive, #103 
San Diego, CA 92108-4402 

R E: Oceanside Beach Resort 

r223 Hill Place 
Port Townsend, W A 98368 

.Nlarch 29, 2002 

~~~llWJEf.ffi 
APR 0 2 ZOOZ 

M P d CAUFORI~IA 
Dear 1 r. on er: CO.i\~TAL coMM>s~JGi~ 

SAN DIE\.(.) C:ClASl ntST~IC1 

Although we have moved from the Oceanside community, we continue to be 
concerned about the environment and justice - and that is why we write to 
you again about the Oceanside Beach. 

The Coastal Commission is the only defense of the Oceanside Beach against 
the organizations that wish to privatize it. To do this, they will close a public 
street, bulldoze coastal bluffs, block view corridors and cause parking 
inconvenience to Oceanside citizens. In fact, the entire project prevents 
coastal access to residents. 

Public parkland should not be controlled by a developer. 

We thank you and the other members of the Commission for protecting 
this bit of the California coast. 

Sincerely, 

~ ~.,_Jk._ 

ln=~agh 

, 
Sherilyn Sarb 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Coast4U 
Tuesday, April 02, 2002 10:21 AM 
Sherilyn Sarb 
FW: Oceanside Beach Resort 

~~Original Message----~ 

From: grady hopkins [mailto:grady4qlm®yahoo.com] 
Sent: Thursday, March 28, 2002 1:56 PM 
To: coast4u®coastal.ca.gov 
Cc: grady3l®lycos.com 
Subject: Oceanside Beach Resort 

Hello Commissioners 

Thank you for the hard work you have chosen to do. 

I understand you have already sent out notices stating 
that the Beach Hotel project in Oceanside will be on 
the April 8th, and you have posted it on your 
web 

I also understand that the city of Oceanside has been 
asked by the Manchester company, to ask that you delay 
looking at the project until June. 

Please do the Citizens of Oceanside a favor, and keep 
your date, extending the date will not in any way make 
a difference. If the Manchester company does not know 
what your objections to their project are then maybe 
they should not be the builders in the first place. 
Most of the citizens know what the objections are. 
they have been printed over and over again. The 
developer has been informed of the do's and don'ts 
(if you will) of the Coastal Plan. 

Please address the issue on the 8th, then maybe we can 
start working together towards a positive project in 
Oceanside. 

Thank you; 
Rev. Grady E. Hopkins 
Quest For r.:lfe Ministry's 

Do You Yahoo!? 
Yahoo! Movies - of the 74th Academy Awards$ 
http://movies.yahoo. 
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Arthur Halsted 

F.tx 1W·'N5-69K1 
lk-.nc Pbi.nt' 764)·W:j-6()87 
Email.mhah? u.;ttnJc:S net 

Morch 30, 2002 

California Coastal Commission 
San Diego Coastal Area 
7575 Metropolitan Drive, Suite 103 
San Diego CA, 
92108-4402 

Deor Stalf and Members: 

m. '"'I,(" "·"' F'l~''l ·~I jjl llt!: .. ··..;Jo'J,;~# .J. . ' ~·1 ii' 
..,<l- ~ . .::..;) 

APR 2 2002 

5235 Ch•unplaiu Street 
CX-oJus:tde,CAtJlOS() 

I am opposed to the Manchester Hotel Project proposed for downtown 
Oceanside and also the one proposed tor El Corazon Pork The siting of tl1e 
downtown hotel is wrong. If anything it should be adjacent to t11e Regal Theater 
Complex, rather than at the Beach. If you have ever visited Waikiki Beach on 
Oahu you know how the ocean view is blocked by high rise buildings fronting on 
the Ocean. It is a disaster and the area poorly serves visitors to Waikiki whose 
beach access is severely restricted by tall buildings. Similar to the Oceanside 
proposal Public Access is restricted to public ways between buildings. 

Secondly, I am opposed because of the offensive plans to restrict auto 
traflic in the orea. The area now is a nightmare of one way streets and closed 
access. I realize measures were taken to prevent "cruising" but that problem could 
have been handled by police action and increased fmes. 

It is my opinion that the Oceanside City Council as presently 
constituted will not exist atler November 2002. The citizens have effectively 
rejected the actions of the Council and will reject the project in November since 
they put it on the ballot with the initiative process. 

Sincerely 

~/J-J.!i3h 
Arthur Halsted 

• • 

Jj)) 'S'r('- ;:;.• iF\i' ff.'</"~. ·~ U:i IE:~ . ..:.- ~-' ~· •• , L:i J! ~ 

921 Hillcrest Place 
Oceanside, CA 92054 

March 30, 2002 

California Coastal Commission 
San Diego Area 

AP.~ - 2 2002 

1515 Metropolitan Drive Suite 103 
San Diego, California 92108·4402 

Dear Coastal Commissioners: 

The City of Oceanside Local Coastal Program Major Amendment 
1·2001 deserves to be rejected in its entirety. This proposed 
amendment conflicts with the Coastal Act and is not in the best 
interests of all Californians. The closure of Pacific Street, the 
bulldozing of coastal bluffs, the blocked view corridors, the traffic 
and loss of parking, the control of public parkland by a developer, 
and the restrictions on COASTAL ACCESS are all reasons to 
reject this proposed amendment. 

j::~ 
Lou Fenton 

• 
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California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Bill Ponder 
7575 Metropolitan Drive # 103 
San Diego, CA 92108-4402 

Dear Sir: 

~ : ' ' 

~~· 

·.~ 'OL;; 

''•,, 

I have lived and worked in the Oceanside area for over fifteen years and 
have lived on Pacific Street for the past eight years. I have enjoyed the 
beach, both walking and swimming and especially driving along the beach 
corridor where I can bask in the beauty ofthe sun and surf. This is the 
reason so many others and I bought in the beach area. I am extremely upset 
to think that any private enterprise will be allowed to not only close offthis 
wondrous drive but will also be closing access streets, parking areas and the 
four or five blocks of Pacific Street in the pier area to the local citizenry and 
worse yet, place multi-story buildings cutting out the bountiful view of the 
beach and water that we, the local citizens bought here to enjoy. We do not 
need all the horrific traffic problems that will undoubtedly ensue in the 
entire beachfront area. Already, we tend to have gridlock west ofl-5 during 
the summertime. We definitely do not need it all year long. Coast Highway 
and Pacific Street has already become a very big problem, closing the 
Strand, Pacific Street and adding all the homebuilding and the anticipated 
hotel/motels will cause terrible gridlock and total frustration to those of us 
living and working in the area. Not only will the above streets be jammed 
but so will the VERY FEW connecting streets. 

I am not saying we don't need or can't use some great hotels or even time­
shares, but let us not cut off the Oceanside citizens just for the sake of 
tourism. This does not a happy citizenry make ... .Just think, Atlantic City, 
Waikiki Beach, a number of areas in Florida where the skyscraper projects 
have been built at the beach edge (for tourism) and the homes, small 
businesses and the streets have gone downhill and unattended. This is not 
good ! ! ! ! ! There will be pollution, noise, gridlock, lack of parking and then 
the crime will be a problem too. Hopefully things won't escalate to this 

but PJease . .rlon't let it even start. 

ill L. LewiS 
910 N. Pacific Street 
Oceanside, CA 92054 

• 
California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Bill Ponder 
7575 Metropolitan Drive# 103 
San Diego, CA 92108-4402 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

\ ~-_,' 

; ,;'\( ·· 'l lOU/ 
.I'\ 

Sf..! I 

• 
., 
:1 

·:·:1 

I am a long time resident (since 1976) of Pacific Street in the city of 
Oceanside and I am extremely fearful that closing the two to five blocks of 
Pacific Street in the pier area will cause horrific traffic problems in the entire 
beach front area. During the summer traffic already "crawls" so slowly on 
Coast Highway and Pacific Street becomes a raceway. Now, with the influx 
of homebuilding and the anticipated hotel/motels not only will the two above 
streets be jammed but so will the VERY FEW connecting streets. 

I have questioned the City Council/Manchester and others about parking in 
the area. There is not enough now. When all the building is finished there 
will be even fewer parking spots. Already, as I understand it, there are plans 
for building the new Catellus Project (about 5 blocks being utilized for off 
road parking now) and again, with no where near enough parking. What are 
they thinking? 

Some of our biggest problems will be lack of parking, pollution, noise and 
definitely gridlock west of 1-5. Another of the problems is the fact that the 
Manchester Project will be taking the beach access from the Oceanside 
residence and catering to those occupying the time shares, hotels and motels. 
All in the name of private enterprise! Please don't let this happen. 

Thank you for taking the time to listen to those many people (local citizens 
of the Oceanside beach area) that really enjoy seeing and hearing the 
beautifid beach. 

-'-/ 
-...// .:!f:'tt7<' L/j:•:'>; 

Sharon Lucarelli 
910 N. Pacific Street# 4 
Oceanside, CA 92054 
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Bill Ponder 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

March 31, 2002 

dzajic1 [dzajic1@cox.net] 
Sunday, March 31,2002 11:31 AM 
Lola Sherman: Esther Sanchez; Ron Raposa; Opinion NCT; Carol McCauley; Shari Mackin; 
Caroline Krammer; Terry Johnson; David Hydegger(OCoC]; Jerry Hlttleman; Belly Handing; 
Jack Feller; Letters to the Editor; Melba Bishop 
Bill Coastal Comm Ponder 
Roses & Rasberries 

Melba Bishops {LTEl was right on the mark! I've never met Melba, Carolyn, 
or Shari# but I share their feelings toward the Manchester Fiasco, for the 
reasons, listed in the Melba'a letter. and the Coastal Commission report, as 
well as, for the probable negative cash flow into the City General Fund. 

I've asked the NCT and the Oceanside Chamber to arrange for an unbiased 
cash flow analysis of this monstrosity, ie, expected average yearly 
occupancy rate# TOT resulting from same, lt sales tax from area~ and the 
offset, yearly repayment of $20 million bond, cost of new unusual fire and 
emergency equipment, additional unusual City employees to cope with Resort 
requirements. 

Oceanside City & Council, Manchester & I, are deemed biased information 
sources, not capable of issuing an unbiased estimate of MET return to the 
City. Their are such national organi~ationa, [NOT San Diego Based] that do 
this regularly, it would be interesting to get an unbiased analysis from a 
Chicago or New York financial outfit, and see what the estimated cash flow 
results would be. Manchester has to much influence on the local outfits* in 
fact, it's allegedt hets gone to San Francisco to sue a local Port 
Director. 

These women deserve Roses. 
know, but Oceanside deserves a 
complement the best sand beach 

Dick Zajic 
Dick Zajic, Oceanside, CA. 

whether you deserve a Raspberry, I don't 
financially viable Beach Resort, to 
in San Diego county, for Oceanside residents 

• 



• 
Bill Ponder 

From: Carolnoceanside@cs.com 

Sent: Friday, March 29, 2002 9:57AM 

To: bponder@coastal.ca.gov 

Cc: smackin@nctimes.net; Mag0121@aol.com; jjacksol@ix.netcom.com; 
mark.massara@sierraclub.org; savewet!ands@compuserve.com 

Subject: Oceanside LCP amendments 

Page I of l 

Hi Mr. Ponder: We have received a copy of lll<l CCC Staff Report on the Oceanside LCP amendments. It is our 
understanding that the Manchester people and our City Council and Staff were completely surprised by !he 
recommendation to deny. Now we have heard that they want to postpone the hearing until June. Can you please 
verify this information? Are we being heard in April in Santa Barbara?? 

apologize for using the e-mail as I am sure you are plagued with an enormous amount of mail but sometimes it 
takes less time than a phone call. Thank you again for all your hard work. It is much appreciated. Thank you, 
Carolyn Krammer 

Citizens for the Preservation of Parks & Beaches 
(760) 439-0863 phone 

3/30/2002 

•~)\ 

March 26, 2002 

Dear Mr. Ponder: 

• 
Jft~~ll\WJ~LI}} 

MAR 2 9 21ltll 

.;:.4UF(;~I-II/; 
COA~f,!ot 

:1/V•J DIF.(;(-} 

I desire to add my voice to those others who have expressed grave reservations 
concerning the feasibility of the Manchester Project in Oceanside. Since Mr. Manchester 
does not seem willing to build a hotel and timeshare project that does not take over parts 
of Pacific Street, does not intend to build without bulldozing a section of the coastal bluff 
and intends to take away the beautiful view from others by creating such a tall, unwieldy 
structure, it seems that Manchester has attempted to bite off more of Oceanside than 
many of us can chew. 

Others who built before the Manchester Project was conceived were capable of building 
without taking any beach or streets or views away from the citizens of Oceanside. If Mr. 
Manchester cannot follow in their footsteps, perhaps another developer who can tread 
more conscientiously upon our precious resources would do. Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely yours, 

)'/Jt.Ul.<-~~ Al~-e .. ) 
Marianne Hesse 
I 0 l Belvedere Street 
San Francisco, CA 94117 
Mhesse@pacbell.net 
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March 29,2002 

To: Cit.y of Oecansidl! 
SI<:Ye Jepllell. Cit.y Mara!ger 
Mia Blessing, Dep. City Mallagu 

Dear Mr. Jepsen and BIC!SSing: 

Mar. 29 2002 u:49AM Pl 

?1 '""'-6 

f ~'El!flt!l'$1 
M4R a 9 zooz <!!/ 

en. C'.<~ur~,. s-4•-''""~SJ4t cn.:v/4 
·v Dtt:co c(5'"'11isf!9tv 

~<~sr Dtsrii!Cr 

Could you pl-clarify t'or me whelber or not tbe City ot' Oceaoaide, or anyone for !bat 
matter. can demolish a struclm'll m the Coaslal Zone wilhout a penni! ftvm the Coastal 
Commission? J have just come ftont 1be hislorical bouse located at 101 Mission AV1111ue 
(Cooler ofPacifie and Miuion Aw) and tmmd lbat the brick patio, brick fireplace brick 
barllecull and the exterior sll1'llltUidiog area is being demolished by Rancllo Del Oro 
Landsca~. Whea ~O!Uld wbo a\llhoriad the wodc I wulold the City of~Jide. 

I would like to have a clarifk:ation on whether or DOl a permit Is aecessuy for tbo 
demolition. 

TbankYou, ~~ 

c~ ChaitpersoD 
904 L\lolwd AftiiiiO. Clc¢all$ido, CA. 920S4 
(760) 439~3 (760) 1S1-S820 fl!Jc 

cc: Mr . .am Pondei, Coastal Commission 
Slwi Mackill. CPPB 
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Bill Ponder 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Anne Johnson [burtannea@cox.nelj 

Thursday, March 26, 2002 6:56AM 

Bill Ponder 

Jeff Scullin; Coast News; CNS Publishing; North County Times 

Subject: Oceanside Manchester Resort and LC.P. Amendments 

March 26, 2002 

Dear Mr. Ponder and California Coastal Commission Members, 

Page I of I 

In a time when honor among public officials is no longer the rule, " is heartening to observe your position on !he 
proposed Oceanside Manchester Beach Resort project and Local Coastal Plan Amendments. In standing fast lor 
the principle of protecting public interests, public coastal access and coastal integrity, you did the right thing in 
deciding to deny the amendments to the L C. P. which would have paved the way for the project. The concept of 
the Manchester Beach Resort has been wrong from inception. The city council should have selected either of 
the other developers at the time who submitted plans for projects which met Coastal Commission guidelines. The 
Manchester plan to close three city streets (including Pacific). grade coastal bluffs, restrict public beach access 
and eliminate street parking should never have been sanctified by local cily officials. 

Manchester's next move lo try to convince you of the value of the public promenades and 'urban plaza• atop 
Betty's parking lot is ridiculous. If the public cannot park near the beach and pier, they cannot use the 
promenades and 'urban plaza•. Manchester's theory the! 'enhanced mass and alternative transportation would 
reduce the need for 
parking" is missing the point. Local southern Californians and Oceanside residents will be driving down to the 
beach and pier. There is insullicient parking in that area for them now. All of the planned development in that 
locale outlines underground parking for the residents or guests of the structures. There are no plans for 
accommodating public parking. The city council seems unable or unwilling to grasp the concept of providing 
public uses tor communny residents. They seem totally obsessed with catering to the hoped for wealthy tourist 
dollar. 

1 expect Manchester will revise his project plans for an Oceanside Resort, (or abandon the project) and that the 
city will come up with a plan for low cost public parking adjacent to the beach and pier if you stand firm on ell 
points. I hope and trust you wilt do so. 

Anne E. Johnson 
1719 Woodbine Place 
Oceanside, CA 92054 (760} 721·5222 

3/2812002 
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Bill Ponder 

From: 
Sent: 

dzajict [dzajic1 @cox.net] 
Wednesday, March 27, 2002 11:04 AM 

To: Lola Sherman; Esther Sanchez; Ron Raposa; Bill Coastal Comm Ponder; Opinion NCT; Carol 
McCauley; Terry Johnson; David Hydegger(OCoC]; Jerry Hitllernan; Betty Harding; Letters to 
the Editor; Jack Feller 

Cc: Surfrider; Jack Orr 
Subject: Another Manchester Delay 

March 27th, 2002 

Letter to The Editor: 

This date another requested Manchester delay 

LEXICON OF 
DOUBLESPEAK 

(S.D.Trib] 

The Coastal Commission, for the last five (5) years, have been looking 
at the McCauley/Manchester Beach Resort plans, and they have said ...... NO 
STREET CLOSURES, NO BEACH ENTRY RESTRICTIONS, ADEQUATE VISITOR AND 
HANDICAP BEACH PARKING, among other things. 

All Coastal Commission comments are in English~ apparently 
McCauley/Manchester and some City Management have difficulty with English. 
they only understand McCauley doublespeak. After five !5] years, you would 
think, even Mccauley would get it 

Don't worry, Manchester will ask for additional delays again, and 
McCauley will get it on November Sthi 2002, .. Election Day! 

I hope she gets whatever Manchester promised her, logically, reviewing 
the City's advantages vs disadvantages, their can't be any other reason ! 

Why can't we have an acceptable Beach Resort by late 2003 or early 2004 

Dick Zajic 
Dick Zajic, Oceanside, CA . 



California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Bill Ponder 
7575 Mlltropolitan Dr. # 103 
San Diego, Ca. 92108-4402 

March 27, 2002 

Dear Mr. Ponder, 

Ruth & Ray Steiner 
5069 Corinthia Way 

Oceanside, CA 92056 ~~~~Elf~Y~\ID 
MAH 2 7 ZOOZ 

We moved to this area in 1978 to escape the congestion, traffic, air pollution, etc. of 
Los Angeles. Oceanside has a magnificent beach, enjoyed by so many of our residents. 
We need to protect it from the overbuilding and blockage of entrance to the ocean. 

When our City Council made it's deal with Manchester, they were only thinking of 
money and what was in it for themselves ........ not for their constituents, the residents. 

We need you to help protect us from their poor judgement, and force them to comply 
with your rules about not blocking our public streets or access to the beach. We are very 
concerned about Manchester's Monster being too high, blncking views, causing 
incredible traffic, eliminating parking and controlling public parkland. 

Sincerely, 

;~£yc~~~ 
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California Coastal Commission 
Attn. Bill Ponder 
7575 Metropolitan Dr. #103 
San Diego; Ca. 92108-4402 

Dear Mr. Ponder, et al: 

3615-34 Vista Bella 
Oceanside, Ca. 92057 
March 24, 2002 

,, \ \• 
.' .. ~ ' ... : 

MIIR 2 li 2002 

I hope that you will deny the Manchester Resorts Beachfront Hotel 
because it restricts public access to the ~each, closes the portion 
of Pacific Street that has the best view~ the ocean, eliminates 
an existing parking lot at the beach, gives Manchester Resorts 
the control of a popular beach amphitheater, and permits Manchester 
to grade the bluffs which will eliminate the existing seating for 
people to view the public concerts at the amphitheater. Also the 
closure of Pacific Street and-the western end of Mission Avenue 
will force traffic onto other busy streets. 

Hot only Oceanside residents, but many people from the surrounding 
cities of Vista, San Marcos, ;atlbrook, Bobsall and Escondido use 
the Oceanside beach. During the summer the beach is crowded from 
the Oceanside pier north to the San Luis Rey River and to the south 
for at least a mile. 

Public access to the beach is mainly at the Oceanside pier which 
Manchester would control. Public access to the beach from the 
south end of Oceanside north to Buccaneer Park, a distance of at 
least one mile, is practically non-existent. Wealthy homeowners have 
installed locked gates at the stairways from the beach to Pacific 
Street. 

If the Manchester Resorts is built, the vast majority of the Jobs 
produced will be low-paying jobs and some may even be minimum wage. 
Where will these people findhousing when a one bedroom apartment 
rents for about $1000 per month? Primarily, it will make only a 
few rich people richer. 

I believe that you should support your staff and deny the City of 
Oceanside's request for changes in coastal development guidelines, 
and :believe that you are justified in denying Manchester's proposed 
project, which has dragged along for five years. 

ENOUGH ALREADY II! 

Sincerely yours, 

J~ ;<!. 11 r:JL...._ 
Louis R. Bales 
760-439-3117 

• 
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March 11 ,:!002 

Dear California Coastal Commission; 

As an Oceanside resident and user of our magnificent beaches, I want you to know of nty 
opposition to the proposed Manchester beach hotel. It is far too large and will .:ont rol the 
coastal access in the entire South Pier area. II will block the view clmidors so that one 
will not be able to see the ocean from downtown as one presently can. Also. the 
restrictions that will be imposed on Pacific Street will cause traffic tie-ups all along 1he 
bluffs and will contribute to a parking problem that already cxisls along this section of 
the bcaclt. 

1 do not object to a considerably smaller hotel or two at this local ion but this Manchester 
hotel is simply too large and cuts off access to too much of the beach. 

Please reject the Manchester hotel and protect our coastal areas. 

Thank you, 

/~'ll!Si-/ 
George McNeil 
2153 Anda Lucia Way 
Oceanside, CA 92056 

~~rguw~IID 
MAR 2 5 2002 

Ci-\llfGRNIA 
":C•MMIS5IOI-; 

~'!IN '~ :>o ~T 11f!iTR!l I 
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• Bill Ponder 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

dzajic1 (dzejic1 @cox.net} 
Sunday, March 24, 2002 11:06 AM 
lola Sherman; Esther Sanchez; Ron Raposa; Bill Coastal Comm Ponder; Carol McCauley; 
Terry Johnson; David Hydegger[OCoC}; Jim Hoelscher; Betty Harding; Letters to the Edilor; 
JaCk Feller 
Jack Orr 
McCauley Doublespeak 

March 24, 2002 

LETTER. TO THE EDITOR.: 

McCAULE:'t 
DOIJllLESI'E:AK 

Five years of McCauley/Manchester doublespeak ... and .. NO Beach 
Resort, maybe. just maybe, ... the other Councilmembers and City 
Management are beginning to understand the Coastal Commission Mandate~ ie, 
No Street Closures, No Restrictions of Beach Access. maintain convenient and 
hdndicap Beach parking. 

we should help McCauley out, she wanted to pave over acres of sand beach 
for that "fish" outfit, we don't know what Manchester promised her during 
those ''secret meetingslf, hope she gets something, come November OSth, we 1 ll 
should help her out! 

Hopefully we can soon get a developer to build a reasonably sized Beach 
Resort, that doesn't require giving away our great sand beach, doesnjt 
restrict Beach access, doesn't eliminate park entities. doesn't eliminate 
convenient parking, or delete the General Fund! 

Dick 
Dick ic, Oceanside,CA. 

• 
Bill Ponder 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

2002 

~etter To the Editor: 

dzajic1 [dzajic 1 @cox.netj 
Sunday, March 17, 2002 7:50AM 

• 
Lola Sherman; Esther Sanchez; Ron Raposa; Jack Orr; Carol McCauley; Teny Johnson; 
David Hydegger[OCoC}; Betty Harding; Letters to the Editor; Jack Feller 
Surfrider; Bill Coastal Comm Ponder; Opinion NCT; Terry-home Johnson; Jeny HIUieman 
Election Day Triple Play 

March J 7th( 

"AN fl!,EC'l'JON DAY 
TRIPLE P!,AY" 

Just think, on Tuesday Nov.Sth. Election day, we vote on the pad<;. 
petition 
we signed, as well as the McCauley/Manchester version of the Bl Co.rozan 
initiative. 

We also vote for or against the current Councilwomen McCauley and 
Harding, or 
we can vote for reputable, unbiased, overt individuals, who understand the 
General 
Fund. 

On a SINGLE day , we can, with your change this aituat.ion from ~'~ 
"RAPE OF OCEANSIDE" feelir~g. to a wonderful of a City Awakentng. 

To compare .. "see website", Cat:"lsbad Aviara Resort, without any beach 
access, 
charges $850/day, [one nite, one round of golf & one spa treatment], it one 
threw in 
our sand beach •.. what would Mccauley/Manchester charge per nj te? How many 
days of each month will the C.O.A.S.T. or the Chamber people, indiv.idudlly, 
book 
into this proposed Beach Fiasco. 

I can't afford that lifestyle, but: I can currently take my k.ids dnd 
grandkids to 
the beach, .. I'm not a tourist. ! live here ! 

Try 11 L'Auberge Del Mar type resort 1 ·r•ve done that, t can ..:tfford that 
!!) 

Dick Zajic 
Dick Zajic, Oceanside, CA. 

{LTE Note: Less than 200 worda. 
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January 14,:2002 

Sherilyn Sarb & Bill Punder 
California Coastal Commission 
7575 Metropolitan Dri.ve #103 
San Diego, CA. 92108-4421 

, lil)jf.ttl§: u~:w!~f·. w...:J . ,.:::_:;' J 
ii\N 2 2 /UllZ 

... ;!.tu• .. ...:~··k· 
U· ,,:._:-itAl ".::.\\M:.~--- ... i,• 

'1.4N f)lf.~n C"C'uH.l I 11t;HH> .J 

FAX (619)767-2384 

RE: City of Oceanside Proposed LCP Amendments 

Dear Miss Sarb and Mr. Ponder: 

~ 

It is my understanding that you will be meeting today to discuss the proposed changes to 
the Oceanside LCP. Please understand that we are not against some kind of development 
at the Oceanside Pier area. But, we are opposed to this kind of development that would 
close public streets, bulldoze our bluffs, and tower above our beachfront. 

First, The Strand has been closed illegally by the City of Oceanside for quite some time 
and is currently being used as a pedestrian promenade. No vehicles are allowed between 
the Pier and Seagaze Drive except to enter the public parking lot (Betty's lot). We feel 
that The Strand, between the Pier and Seagaze Drive directly adjacent to the beach and 
sand, is the most appropriate place for a pedestrian promenade. 

Second, the LCP changes have proposed the closing of public streets, namely Pacific 
Street, Mission Avenue and Pier View Way. These streets provide direct access to the 
beach and pier area. Mission Avenue is a direct vehicle access route from Interstate 5 
and Coast Highway. With the closure of The Strand. Pacific Street is the only remaining 
first coastal roadway along the coastthru Oceanside. Pacific Street also provides parking 
along the roadway to give direct access to the beach and pier area. It also affords the 
disabled a way to access the pier by way of being dropped off. If Pacific Street is closed. 
the current parking would be relocated approximately 8 blocks to the south of the Pier 
area. Pier View Way also affords the public a place to park directly across from the Pier 
and beach area. The parking lots to the east of the railroad tracks are privately owned and 
on lease to the City of Oceanside. They will soon be gone. Also, the public parking lot 
between Seu!.>aZe Drive and Tyson Street are currently not available lor the public. They 
are being used by the North County Transit District for transit users only. 

These changes will move the public out oftlie Pier area and to the south. WE WOULD 
SUGGEST THAT ONLY ONE PUBLIC PROMENADE IS NEEDED AND THAT 
SHOULD BE THE STRAND, NOT PACrFIC STREET. : 

• • 

Page 2 

The proposed changes would allow the height of a development to be 12 stmic."S. The 
presence of six (6) and twelve (12) story towers will block public views oflbe ocean and 
are not compatible with the surrounding area. The towers will act as a barrier 10 the Pier 
and beach area. The surrounding developments around the area arc no more than three 
(3} stories. The proposed changes will forever change the viewscapc of the Oct:anside 
ooastline. A project that is no more that 3 slories tall would be more compatible and 
acceptable. 

The bulldozing of !he last remaining natural landforms in Oceanside is also proposed by 
the LCP changes, We strongly oppose the bulldozing of our coastal blulfs. 

We are also concerned that not enough infonnation has been presented on the Watkins 
Timeshare project 

We understand that you have a multitude of projects that you are working on and they are 
all so very important. We appreciate all the long hours and hard work that it takes by the 
staff to help enforce the Coastal Act and protect our coastline. I am sending lo you via 
mail copies of approximately 60 letters we have accumulated from concerned bench users 
and visitors to Oceanside, a sample is attached. 

We would very much like to meet wilh you, the Staff, if time allows. lfthere is any tither 
information that we can help with or provide, PLEASE contact me. We need to know as 
soon as possible the scheduled date for the hearing in February in San Diego for these 
amendments. Thank You. ~ 

/1-tl.-·?r(/111.fo--­
Carolyn Krammer, Chairperson 
Citizens for the Preservation of Parks and Beaches 
904 Leonard A venue 
Oceanside, CA. 92054 
(760) 439-0863 I Fax: (760) 757-5820 
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California Coastal Commission 
7575 Metropolitan Drive Ill 03 
San Diego, CA. 92108-4421 
Attention: Mr. Bill Ponder 

FAX: (619) 767-2384 

RE: Oceanside/Manchester Beach Resort and Pier Resort Projects 
Local Coastal Plan Amendment 

Dear Commissioners: 

I am very concerned about the proposed projects for the Oceanside Pier and Beach area 
of Oceanside. lam a frequent user and visitor to the California Coastline and feel that 
this project will adversely atTect the public's access to this very special place. 

l11e closure of Pacific Street to vehicles would make access to the beach 3 blocks away 
and access would be thru the private propeny of the developers. The closure of Pacific 
Street and other public streets would relocate parking to new lots 5 to 8 blocks trom the 
Pier area. 

The presence of six (6) and twelve ( 12) story towers will block public views of the ocean 
and are not compatible with the sWTounding area. The towers will act as a barrier to the 
Pier and beach area. The project also seeks to bulldoze and demolish the coastal bluffs 
and the historical history of the area. The project's design plans will control the public's 
parkland by way of an agreement with the developer. 

Under the provisions of the Coastal Act, we respectfully request that you deny the 
proposed amendments to Oceanside's Local Coastal Plan and protect the public's right 
to access, use and enjoyment of the Oceanside Beach and Pier area. 

T~~you, J) . 
\LW dtvvvrtL-1 {/b(OJ-. 
' ' Name v·---p . ---

:S])-1 \.1'-:>ot\-y.u t..__ Dn~t 
Address 

('£.(\ ·)..,.,./',Co., tj) vcB 
City, State, Zip 

fo 0 of --+hese 
te+krs 

Date 

• 
I. 

2. 

l. 

~. 

5. 

6. 

• 

Pacirec Streel wouid be eloscd to t.raffie. advCISCly affcding public acccs:s 10 our beach area. 
P~tillc SlrCCIIs t1u: :!"' strcc1 from !he beach. but our I" through CQashll r..,..way. llo not 
clo5e Poo;ifiC Stn:etl 

The projcd. II storic:$, is too high. The project blocks our view of the occon and suggest> 
that the "fix• is more !all buildings. [)o not block our VieW of lhC oceolll 

The project will demolish our blulfs. Do not'des~roy our blulfsl 

The projccl seeks destruction or C.lllsting hlstoric:al buildings llld isncl consbtcnl with the 
,_undin&....._ M1i~in our dtslp tlu:mcl 

Thc projccl does not odcqllllcly addn:ss plfkiog ;.....,., Don'l lake 1way our plfklug! 
Don't c:talC a higher demand for plfklng wilhout providing more porkln& ncamyl 

The project's ~csip lind plan for conlrnl of our public pork land w!lllld•ersely alfcct our 
-usc and enjoyment of our pork !and. Main lain our public access, usc and coo 1m I o( 
our porklandl ~ 1 , • ~ n 

~ 

(o 2 3 at' +hese 
[effer-s 
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&\t..IF ~A'- l!tmrnrss.ioO 
A-H.o: 1:)'111 'ft>~er FA'll ~tq 71tJ7;l.5[(l.J. 

To 'Nhom il may com;ern. 
~~IJ:RWft!m 

JAN 0 9 ZOOZ 
I would like to state Qtlf familiet. opposition to the proposed Manchester development nr !Ire 
Oceanside pier uea. Please note our views are fOr lh£ proposed development. 001 the ~~~lA ON 
development which is needed. ~~~ c=~~TRicr 

BCliide the Harbor area of Oceanside the only area for a family to enjoy the beach is the pier Qfl:a 
When my molher was alive bcaluso of her age, she couldn't walk but she could sit in a car at th~ 
parking lot a1 the buc of lh£ pier and enjoy her grandchildren surfinll. For the handicapJll.-d und 
cldotly this was a &od send. 

To allow a 400 mom hotel to be squeezed into a an:a that would be benet s;erv~ by a ::!00 mom 
hotel is criminal. The avg Marriott and Sheraton around tbe counuy is ooly 225 rooms, :10 it 
can' 1 be :mid that 400 rooms I& the only break even for development. The public:. no tm~U"r how 
it looks on paper, will be diiiCOW1l&ed from using the public beach and pitr area if this hntcl is 
allowed to go in. Just look at R.!dondo Pier, Salt Creek, and the Del in San Diego for Ufl:llli that 
the public no longer havt ~omplete aecCliS lo. And are no lo!lller welcomed. 

Plirkina around the pier i5 now diffJ<:ult. To move i14 to 6 blocks away will only be man: 
discouragcmem to the public. Whc:n the prcscmalion of the time shure portion Wlll' lP""" lh< cit~· 
coum;il. oo one q.-tions their parking 5p&CCS (which were totally inadequate). They saitltlwy 
would have atleut SO employ- a day. and that 70"-' of the l.imc share owners live within u 5U 
mil~ driving radius. The parking for this development will al:ro. alo1111 with the hotel ~pill (Wm• 

to the city lot&. So mudt for l""vins the piet ara public. II will be left a public a...,ll with 
absolutely no acc:m 10 get lo it. 

The City c:owtcil beve tried for years 10 male the road along the bcac:h in front of the propu!O!d 
hotel privaiC, so the condo owners would not have to bother with the publi<:. or in Manchester 
word$ "tbe undeall'ables". Witb the addition of the hotel it will make It easier to close !he ruud. 
hove limit&d public -.s to thl> piu, ~nd very little public parking to enjoy the bMch. 

We are asking the coastal eommis.sion to reject, based on the original ehancr. the high dcnstl;y 
priJposed development of Mancbc;sler. and requiR lhe city to go b!K:k lo the drawing b<,ar<J with ~ 
smaller, public friendly project. 

No whm in the Ellt prcsenkd and approved by the city was uw figures used. We haw lcll.~ anti 
less acec.u for drinklns wa~er inS. Calif. The Oceanside beachu ""'poll11ted .and cl"""l 
because of~te sewer systems. The scope of a 400 room hold just c1111'1 be hundt • ..J by 
e:xisti1111 inlia-51ruc:lun:. 

To allow a blgll rlu, high density, high end hotel at the city pier. when the city doesn't "'"fl h;w.: 
low cost housing, homele.. sbelten. and low COBI hotel rooms in place I)OW, will only <ll!~tttvnlc 
the problems ofbc11<:h cliti11m that has prolifentled all along the Calif <:oa$tlinc. 

We hope the eoiiSial commieion is not swa~ by promises not in wrili!lll and sends the 
Oct:Nllide Beach Raort plan back for revision, or preferably dumpillll. 

1o1m, Jill. Jason &.Jamie Laa&fdere • 2955 Butler St. O.:eansid ... CA 92054 (760.737.2601) 

Plea be. mAKe: \..1--hi~ r»r+ ~ ~ V\e pu.lolrC. 
rec.ae...o . 
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March 16, 2002 

California Coastal Commission 

7675 Metropolitan Drive, #103 

San Diego, CA. 92108-4402 

Attn: SHI Ponder 

ii" 
t 

r~::,.rt 

,., ' 
~~ ..... I 

f 9 2002 

Ills so necessary to have a commission who lOokS after our coastline. DevelOpers 
approach cities with great Ideas for cOnstruction in aU open aQial legll«<less whelher our 
beaches are affected or not. The reslden18 liVIng In the c:lty of oceanside are trying 
despemtely to preserve our beaches and the encroachment by developers In this area hal 
become very obvious 80 we need your help to sea lhat devetopera do not build &tructures 
12 stories high and take over much pubJic tend to build their resort hOiflte. Free access to 
the beach draws many visitors and is enjoyed by all the reeldentl, not only In Oceanside 
but all tha surToundlng cities. Thera Is very little open space left 80 we muat protect wllat 
we have left. I do want to thank you for all the work you are doing to - that the 
beechfront is protected. 

Sincere!~, . 

•J0V i-j<C-'-u-J r::." Ku" a 
41114 Glenhaven Drive 

Oceanside, CA 92061-61166 

Phone: and Fax: 7&0-945-61186 
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Ma.reh 13, 2002 

Califor.oill Coastal C-ommission 
Attn; Bill Pond.,. 
J'IIX. 619.7672384 

Re: O.:eanoidc Developm.I!Jlt 

Mt.l'onder, 

F'NG&I'PI 

~~!EHW~@ 
MAR 1 3 2002 

CAlii'ORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

PAGE 61 

My family IUld I have written lx:fore on our opposition to the Jl!Oposed dcvclnpmeru of'tM 
o-tuide Pier. My busbanod and I were: raised in -like Hetmosa Beach and Redondo Beach 
•o we havo sec fiM band the dcsiJUCiion of development that Is not oonuolled. 

The proposed hoLCI for the pier area is just too big fox such a limited spiCe· The cl0$ing of a 
road. Pacific Sueet, when it is the last an:ala Oceanside you can driYe by with a oceao view is 
WtOO&. 

Please sa another devclop!Oent within the Coastal Commissions area in the atlsched article. HI 
Rise development, and crowded (!'~!ad every square inch) of area used for living space, is a sl.IR' 
destruction of family ftiendly beaches. Allowing Oceanside to build housing up 1o the rail road 
lrlleb, just packine them ill, and allowing multi level parking (In help the ftllule Pic:r 
DeYt!lopmenl) and also allowing under track walkways (again bacall5C of fuiW'e plans) is only 
allowing the City 1o pave ovc:r every bit ofland left fw the public. 

The city. using other reasons. is alowly diminaling oil civic aclivilim ar the Pier to I1IAIU ready 
for the privale development llOJilill& in. With no conct1.1tS in lhe band shell and no =alion 
propams at the centu, wby shouldn't the Pier Holclaetlo kc:cp it all private. n- will bono 
reason for the publi<: to go to the Pier. 11JeMfore the City and the Private Developer win and 
when money ·i• invol'led, again the Pl.lblic loaea. 

I hope the Coasl&l Commission eonsi<len aU upeel8 of a devolopment am, IUld nor just the 
piecemeal thlll's presellkd to you to keep you confttsed. Thank you fw reading my rambUlliJI, I 
can't wait for tbe hearings. 

Jill, John, Jamie, JQSOD Laaardere 
2955 Butler St 
Oceamida, CA 92054 

M\A(IjttaeJ : I 
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Mr. Bill Ponder 
c/o California Coastal Commission 
7575 Metropolitan Drive - Suite 103 
San Diego, CA 921 08 

Dear Mr. Ponder: 

December 21, 200 1 
727 Rivcrtree Drive 
Oceanside, CA 92054 

~Wf!t\.~\1\Yl\t\U) 
DEC 2 4. 2.1101 

(..<Jo\Ji:l.)I.U·HJ.."' 
COA:,TAL (OMMi5S\0N 

iAt·l n\FC'1() (~()f .... ~.i OIS1RICi 

I have written to you in the past about this agonizingly long debate about Doug 
Manchester's beach resort. I understand that in February a meeting will be held by the 
Coastal Commission in San Diego to either accept or deny his right to build his 
monstrosity on our beaches. Thank you for the change to San Diego, instead of Santa 
Barbara, where I was told it originally had been scheduled. I probably won't be able to go 
even tllis Jar because of a long-standing back problem and because my husband (a blinded 
veteran) would not be able to make the trip. So I'm writing to give you my comments on 
this project and hope that they will be considered at that meeting. 

It would be unjust to take this property away from Oceanside residents, as well as 
those who travel from other parts of the state to enjoy our beaches. This belongs to the 
people of Calitomia, and should not be "donated" to a private investor for his own 
personal benefit. It doo:sn't fit into the surrounding area aesthetically: it is a huge 
dinosaur among residential properties ... too wide and too high. Our Council, against 
"standing room only" public opposition, has taken properties away from horne owners by 
o:minent domain to build this private projo:ct. This is absolutely horrible! Unfortunately, 
our City Council doesn't listen to the people they are elected to represent. Prop V was 
written by Manchester's attorneys, while we were told that "it isn't about Manchester, it's 
about the parklands" (our parklands; California's parklands), and even with all 
Manchester's glitzy publicity campaign Prop V barely passed. 

It is sheer insanity, what our Council is doing. Some ofthls property was actually 
deeded "to the people of Oceanside" to be used for their enjoyment, with the stipulation 
that it was never to be used for commercial or private interests. I don't know how 
Manchester can get away with stealing public land deeded to the people. I guess in 
Southern California, deeded land can be stolen by enlinent domain lor anyone with enough 
money to buy off the right people. Enlinent domain is supposed to be for the benefit of 
the public, not for private developers to line their own pockets. It's sick. Really sick! and 
this should be slopped. 

Not only is our "paid oft" Council putting Oceanside's financial future in jeopardy, 
but he will be robbing the people of California, of beach recreation that we have always 
taken tor granted. He will be making it more difficult for outsiders (anyone who is not 
staying at his private hotel) to use the beach, and is destroying the peaceful atmosphere 
that we have come 
to enjoy. If the Coastal Commission approves the Manchester project, thls will create a 
Pandora's box that would ruin our beaches for public us. We don't want to be another 

• 
Kristapovich 
December 21, 200 I 
Page 2 

• 
Waikiki. I visited there two years ago (alter having lived there lor quite a while). The 
changes were shocking. I haw ITicnds on the Windward side of the Island who never go 
to Waikiki because of the big hotels. One hotel got in ... then anothcr. .. and another: now 
it's a place where tourists roam, but residents avoid. Where do they go to .::njoy the 
ocean? l'lltcll you where. They go to Kailua. on the other side of the ishmd. Well, our 
Kailua will end up in Carlsbad, because we will no longer he welcome anywhere ncar 
Manchester's private domain. When l went there two years ago even the tourists were 
scarce on the beaches: they all come to spend their money on muumuus mtd Don flo 
shows, and then go back home with souvenirs that will end up in garage sales years later. 
It's really pathetic. We don't want this to happen here. 

We moved to Oceanside eleven years ago, and have seen the City plan failed 
projects: one after another. The theater complex downtown is nne of the latest. It's in 
bankruptcy, and it's colors are gaudy that it looks like something in a ghetto. It's a real 
eye-sore. Because the City fined people for parking ncar the theater li1r going overtime 
whlle watching a movie, shops remain empty. No-one wants to shop downtown and end 
up paying a fine of$50 or even more tor the privilege. And now our Council wants to 
turn our beach over to a man who is having severe financial problems. He has tired his 
top guns and had to back out of a hotel project in San Diego. He has no business 
tampering with our beaches. It seems to be his last-ditch effort to "stay atloat." Please, 
please, don't let !lim ruin one of the last beaches along the California coastline that is 
entirely for the use of residents and visitors who come from all over to enjoy our open 
beaches; people who could not afford to stay in an expensive beach hotel complex. The 
beaches, created by God, should be for the public: not for the rich only. 

We must not let this hotel steal our beaches from us. The arc there now lor 
anyone who wants to !ish, swim, use their surfboards or watch a glorious sunset. It would 
be a terrible injustice to deny this to the people of California: to be shoved aside by a 
private investor who takes properties away from residents by eminent domain (at the 
City's expense} and even then can't "keep his head above water." Without Oceanside's 
multi-million dollar donations to Manchester, he cannot build. Unfortunately, our City 
Council is willing to sacrificed our financial future to satisfY his greed. He can't a nord 
this project, and neither can we. We are lighting lor survival. 

I hope and pray that the Coastal Commission will protect us ti·om this cancer 
that our Council has saddled us with. We have no protection from the tour 
Councilmembers who have betrayed their own City. Only Esther Sanchez stnnds as a 
representative of tho: people of Oceanside, and of California, in this matter. May God 
bless her and may God bless and lead you and the Coastal Commission to a decision to 
stop Manchester now and forever. 

Sincerely, Mrs. Jtme Kristapovich 
/) ~ ~-- /1 

{ _t,.{,..JI.A.... ~·z._..c.....v (. -t.·· c(.:.....-,H. 

(c ' 



California Coastal Commision 
Attn: Bill Ponder March 13, 2002 

I am a concerned citizen of Oceanside, Ca., regarding the Manchester project The Manchester people 
and lhe city want to close a city street and restrict coastal access. If you go both ways, north and south from 
this proposed hotel site, you will find limited public beach access in San Diego County, as weH as other 
counties. There is only so much beach access left If you appro"Ye this project, you will be approving the city 
and Manchester the righ! to close the beach in this area. You migh! as well appro"Ye a solid line of hotels 
along the coast and forget about the public's interest, because this is what is going to happen in the future. 

• 

Thank You 
Aubrey Fisher 
2150 Sorrento Dr. 
Oceanside, Ca. 92056 
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PAX619-76723e4 

California Coastal Commission 
?5?5 Metropolitan Drive, Suite 103 
Sam Diego, OA 92103 

Subject: Manchester Project (Prop V) 
Ocean aide 

Dear Commission Planners: 

December 3, 2001 

Following my letter ot Juoa 14, 2001 1 I wish to again 
reepeettu1ly ask your commission not to approve tbe 
Final Supplemental EIB - AKA Oceanside Beach Resort. 

Building of monuments to l!:mri sm, wbi.~e destroying 
natural terrain, par~ land,and beacb access, is 
unacceptable. 

Tbie developer bas persisted in buldiog tbia project 
(I term a "land grab") regardless of...Jlublic opinioo, 
and disguising motivations as bringr~o$perity to our 
Cit;y. 

I pray we will have protection under tbe law and be 
able to leave a legacy for ruture generations that we 
can all be proud of. 

Sincerely, 

~~j~ 
~~~~~;ka St, 

/jn 
Oceanside, CA 92054 

!G/19 39\ld 'li.LSlfl CIIIN O<MlOOl3 s~eu;~l.e9l. n :st roeute/~t 

• 
~lt~ItllWJ?:JID 

NOV 2 9 ZOOT 
CAUfORNIA 

COASTAl COMMISSION 
SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

California Coastal Commission 
7575 Mctropolilan Drive 11103 
San Diego, Ca. 92108-4421 

Allcntion; Mr. Bill Ponder 

ladies and Gentlemen: 

• 
-1-156 Old River Sln:cl 
Occ:msi<lc.:, Ca 92057 

I oppose the development of the Oceanside Manchester Beach Resort project. 
The project lends itself to cater to just a specific class of people. I believe 
Oceanside residents would like something built there that would cater to 
everybody that lives and comes to Oceanside. A kind of statue of liberty you 
might say. 
The main issues are the closing of Pacific Street, the bulldozing of the coastal 
bluffs, the blocking of the view corridors. loss of low cost parking for everyone 
near the pier. and controlling public parkland by way of an agreement with a 
private developer. Please stand firm in declining approval one more time. 

~J;~J(%---
Ron Jordan 

4456 Old River Street 
Oceanside, CA 92057 
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Escondido council to 
consider hotel study 

ERIN MASSEY 
STAffWRJTEJl 

consultant Columbia llospi· 
raliry, would review 1 he emir<' 
lity to pinpoint the best place 
ft)Yil:hot ~l • .D:A.llllll.tillilid.------­
/ "They haYc to sec the 
whole area In determine if 
this thing. makes sense," he 
said. "Yon don't do a proje<:t 
like this without studying thu 
dcmogmphics all around the 
deal." 
--rfadysaid site also wants 
to s'udy 1he possihili1y u( 
building a business-dass ho· 
tel on the vacant Mont~ 
gomery Wi1rd silt:, which is 
coveted because· uf its loca· 
tion on the hea\·ily-t~avcled 
roads of Escondido lloulevard 
and Valley )>arkway and·its 

10 the California 
Escondi· 
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Octo':JrJr ;;cc•l 

Ua li t'ornia \:;oa.:::t-'11 (~o;.i:-.d.ssi ::n 
i•letropolitan Jri ve, duite 103 

, crt :;anJ 

Attn: .~ill Ponder, ~J.tal.'f 

..:iubject: f4anchester Pro,ject Oceansiile 

. I 0ltf~1E11~1ftJm .~j ..... ~ 
:lcr '~ •i 71101 

·t-:lis is my fourth letter aoncernin:c !)Ublic beach-fronl;a·~e for pri'rate 
f';ain. ~my is this infrin!?;ement on public land still bein.:, considered? 

Fl?•lse review ,just vi;iY the Goastal Go•Jmission was established. You 
,,r~;~ to act in the public 1 ;;; bel1:J.lf. Our be.':l.ches should ae for all 
fa, n.lies/paople ':lhere'n.Jr they li va: ?o"1ay, i{l?.ncho cianta :!'e, Vista, 
J::s,;ondido, Fallbrook, ile\v Jersey, Iilinous, fie1v York. '.l'o ca:•·e t:1is 
v1onder.Cul pier-and-beech off from !;he pu·olic is unjust. 

'"illY •nould future }me rations :le depri ·ved'? Do 1ve ~~ant to leave a 
1·> :ac:y of be:J.ch or a ~/all of hotels? ·i'his is public park land. 

If this :.1onster ets an o.k. from ~he 0.C.G., tne Co;auission should 
')e elinin:c<ted. 'Phere 1 s si:J:·;;l;t coo l111Ch inconsideration and n;reed. 

'J!liLil l!etter tnay be used, read, or 1-Jhatev-E!r, for the cause. Thanlc 
-~JOU. 

8ilweral;t 

Plore&.~h, ~~ 
311 Corto :t ~0 t / .• 

1 
. ·> ,re<>t 

..:>0 :ma i:lf33.Ch C~A , .. ' :.i<'075 

JO'..~. I 1 ve lived in Jan Uie.;o Count.y for 52 ;rears and t1ave 
•.-Jitaessell the loss of nublic ~oach. 
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Dw Colllal Commission Mernben : 

I am a tile Time mident Of CX:emlidc, Callfomic. I'm wrilin& lo AWpr- my cmcem 

wi1b llw lll:lionllhe Oc:eiNide City Coonc;i1 hu taka~ to Jive 1be Man~IOf .RIIIOII Co. 

pllODiuioo to build fllllf 11:11 ~ llJilo alwee and b<lld 011 Doach F!Uill.tand 

w~ is i'~abtic PaslcW!dl rettricled by De.ld agairii!UM by Privlllol For l'll:lfll En~. 

Iiiii ~~-of San Die&a. 'l'hil projfJCI will srWIY l1!llrict public .... 10 our 

pohlic betdl. bul Mancbater Leods hu maodllled Public L&a41a anodler pal of lhe 

d!J, 11m wu to bt 1IHd 111 Pllit bylbl CiliJCm of O..Uide, to bt u..i to-• 

(lqjf COIIZJO for MIDChosiC Re:iOitl'ilmnl. 

I haw livod II> a.-Ide allm:rlif• lAd 11.10111idor thil Pmjct wiiii'DOI!Ily heulit ~ 

a-People whiled~ lb•Citl...., of C~- and -.Now of cur Beautltul ~ 

Antu. W• wbo par lalla lin aad ba.c: a .t.a1 il>l.,.. in our Cilf lAd~ cur &Kh. 

~ hu pail>lod • pm~y plciiD bul we~ willloooe ooe of our liiDil vlluablo 

trea11n11. Whk:b eu !Wfllil' bill rwp~ qliu. Wellik for yovr Commitl&iM to II"- innllielll 

houtly ,lhil ~ .00 ~Yina of our I'Jri<Wid. 

Slacd:r :~.II:CIWH_. 
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September 5, 200 I 

Califurnia Coastal Commission 
7575 Metropolitan Drive, Suite l 03 
San Diego, CA 92103 

Attention: Bill Ponder, Staff 

Dear Mr. Ponder: 

j~ft~IEU'~f~JID 
)£P 1 2 2001 

An urgent plea from Oceauside, home of the 2001 California Little League Champions-

As a 10-yearresident of Oceanside, please hear the plea of many of us who do nQl want the 
Manchester Reson built on Pacific Street, blocking the residents' enjoyment of a fimtastic view. 
This pan of the beach has been open for ALL people to enjoy and should not be blocked for the 
enjoyment of only the rich who can pay for it. Aviara in Carlsbad, a monied enterprise built 
away from the beach, manages to enjoy a bountiful income, even inland. Ocearulide can do the 
same by building a first-class hotel a few blocks away where hotel patrons can walk to the beach 
and enjoy it with the rest of the population. 

The proposed 12 story buildings are a disheartening replacement for the beautiful open views 
Wld sunsets aU can see coming down Mission Blvd. Please don't condemn us to another Miami 
or Waikiki shore where people must skinny along hotel sideyards to get to their own !Jeach. 
Collliider the possible demise of the bluffs, the closing of Pacific Street, the loss of beach 
parking, and the underhanded changes by our City Council in Oceanside's own Coastal 
Commission laws to accommodate Manchester. 

Commissioners, please see Oceanside through this land grab and help us save our beach for its 
citizens and tourists of aU monetary incomes. 

Please make this request a part of your record. 

RespectfuUy, 

( ) ,14-e/a/u ·~ ,_, 

Jo5ephinti-{. Olinski 
346 Luiseno Avenue 
Ocearu;ide, CA 92057 

:;{ tY!~.~J&.~ 

Cc: Gov. Gray Davis; Lt. Governor Cruz Bustamonle; Sen. Dede Alpen; 
Sen. Jim Battin; Sen, Ramond Haynes; Sen. Bill Morrow; 
Assemblywoman Patricia Bates; Assembly Speaker Robert Hertzberg; 
Assemblyman Dennis Hollingsworth; Assemblywoman Christine Kehoe; 
Assemblyman Mark Wyland; Assemblywoman Charlene Zettel; 
U.S. Representatives: Susan A. Davis; Randy Cunningham; DarreU Issa; 
U.S. Senators: Barbara Boxer; Dianne Feinstein 

• 

f~f 

• 

September 5, 2001 

Governor Gray Davis 
State Capitol Bldg. 
Sacramento. CA 95814 

Kathryn Puckett 
2198 Castilla Way 

Oceanside, CA 92056 ~~ti~ll\"1~)]) 
'iEP 1 ~~ ZOOI 

' _;>.tU·1 .•l..'f-1),'· 
• V<\1,"'1~ :,\• .. •J·! 
· · ·. ·,l l"~t"-l''V 

. Re: Oceanside Beach Resort - Manchester Project 
Dear Governor Davis: 

I am writing to ask your help in retaining the vanishing public parkland in · 
Oceanside where my family resides. 

The Manchester Oceanside Beach Resort as currently planned will close Pacific 
Street, which means that access to the beach is restricted for the residents of 
Oceanside. It also means that public parking will be from four to nine blocks 
away from the beach. For those of us with small children, it makes going to the 
beach laborious. In effect the Manchester Project relinquishes control of PUBLIC 
PARKLAND by an operating agreement. This is absolutely unacceptable to the 
residents of Oceanside. In addition, the current plan has an adverse affect on 
our bluffs and will destroy existing historical buildings. 

My family and I would appreciate your assistance by reviewing this unacceptable 
project and helping our officials find an acceptable resort project that will 
preserve the bluffs, keep our streets open, retain the public beach and parking 
for the public:, and maintain our view corridors. It is most urgently important to 
the residents of Oceanside to retain control of our precious and diminishing 
parkland. 

Thank you for your attention. We ask your help in defeating !his corporate land 
grab of the best beach in Oceanside and our public parkland, I request that this 
letter be made part of the public record. 

Yours very truly, 
"-1:.-j I --,(2 /} I I -
'\C<.A...~·~ 

Kathryn Puckett 

~: California Coastal Commission 
7575 Metropolitan Drive, Suite 103 
San Diego, CA 92108 

• 
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.;N Dttt ~-~, ·:~o:,t.q;:.' ··~· ,, 
California coastal Commission ·•' ...... ,Dl'.;:. 
7575 Metropolitan Drive, suite 103 
san Diego, CA 92108 
Attention: Bill Ponder, Staff 

To Whom it may concern: 

4910 Kalamis Way 
oceanside, ca. 92056 
September 2, 2001 

we in oceanside reel very fortunate that we have a commission to protect 
our interest, and inviroment and beauty. ram sure you take yourjobs 
very seriously, and give every decision yourbest. Keeping in mind the 
different age groups, ecomonical groups, that have enjoyed the freedom 
at the beach and pacific ocean. Please don't leave the little guy behind. 
Don't ruin the surfers day at the beach, the grandparents and grandchildren 

fishing at the pier. 
The parkland that was voted to change from parkland to commercial,,Should 
be reversed, or the land given back to the heirs of the Estate. It was 
unlawful to break a will. 

Can you believe a City council would break a will? 
can you believe they would finance a Resort with tax payers money? 

Good Examples: Ala Moana Park at the beach .in Honolulu. The park at San 
Clemente- They are few and far betwee~ in California ... Lets keep the 
last one .... I just have a feeling that is why they even have a Coastal 
commission ... If you blow this ... there will be no need for a CommissAon 
and you wiLL Loose you jobs .. No coast to protect ... no commission. You 
are important to us .•. r trust you were choosen to protect our interest. 

To close off street is the biggest violation of all. 

safety//// ·No access to the beach by the eire department, ambulances. ?? 

The Economy at this time is very uncertain around the world and effects 
us all. This is a very high t±sk investment ... It is like buying a Teck 

Stock ... 
Lets end this nonsense once and for all- .. No public beaches ... No 

Commission . ... 

cc/Governor Grey Davis 
Diane Feinstein 
Barbara Boxer 
R· cunningham 
Bi 11 Morrow 

very Sincerely. 

iiJ.t.~·tJ ?/1 chtk' 
Kathleen F. Moran 

• ~~ • 
11t»l~~U;;ll'Wi~\F;·~ ~.-' .... , ,!, 

""" _--/-\,_.,!$,.,..... ~ :2. oo J 

··l) • ' 

;~I'~ c~ Ll:n1<.4n~/ 

~: <:i::idze 13 a-ncLu 01-~ --...11-~ 

~~ ~p ~ ~ ~+ .JI-
&~ ~ ~~~-u~~-

.. .J_ ----!/~ ..JeJl ~ ~ _&~,.,.7~ 
.. via~...,~~-

~-:£7~~~~ 
.. ~ //fa:KI~ if~ v 

4-);/l~ /J/,:ss,~ a-ttd 

/;u:Je/ );~e-
,~-t/e,--1-?-c. -sfl"l:'!~ 
/?/,:s-/-t ;("e.-

ctJnt! e. /I/4:Hckt€f.S~r ~)eti ~ uer -jf~ 
oede-h a recc) d;s-lrz:y/?_1 fhe /:;/u..W_~ 
--fai"':/?._J /-h-e j:lari(:-"?J area.. J ./4<-r!:/e.. k.J//j 
pe. /Vd Jo/7t:J bezel: 

p 
p)/ J J 

r/cr-Je /?e!E, 
;fe.r o~r i~~d{ 

) 
~.. r .j / "/ t::~J.-CWNS ,q t --:::r.S 

4 rtd.:::L-

-J}(d~uf' yc:X( 
,/ /. \. ;'l /Jl /Z.. ( rl ;:&.;::1.v4:_ / /(r:Jj?( . , 

_,;::;/>:/ d <!"d?;;. {1/eC<.) ;<-;(···· 
.. -!"'/ '"".,. ;"'- . 
(j -· ( ,. c:c;;, ·/f .. ; r c__.,.. ·-



AUI;,'USI 31,2001 
tLtfh: r&-.tl fh~ I ~&!uwrr~) 

SEP IJ.!J 
e~tU._ t..~Ytft.A?'U..-.J..-i-LV;-Iv J wJIJ.-iA<-~ . II 4 2001 
75'78 rJu.J;'I;·~SJv"-1),-t.-Lv~, 4-t_d!J::Q..., /D"B .. •.u..;:;r:; 
~~- {)_~)('It (/f)./Of3 ""NO/EGo 

~ (.?_tJ_..~t~ ~ t'!iJ-tlt-vVUA--4-t .. i--t"-- 71.-t.Jl..-t~, 

I am writing to you, a government official, in hopes that you will do what you can to protect the 
public interests in the City of Oceanside, (San Diego County) California. For several years, 
local residents have been struggling against a short sighted city council and developer Doug 
Manchester to prevent a monster resort project from swallowing up beachfront and public 
parkland adjacent to our public pier. The Manchester Beach Resort project would give Doug 
three blocks ofbeachfront parkland to "operate". His project would close two blocks each of 
four major streets down by the pier, which would mean that the public could not get close to the 
beach, parkland or pier with their vehicles. The project would create and "auto free" zone with 
the closing of Pacific Street, which would mean no one could ever again drive by to see the 
spectacular views of surf and pier. All present pier and parkland metered accessible public 
parking would be removed and replaced six blocks away. This would effectively discourage 
public use of pier and beach near the resort At least three houses of great historical 
significance would be destroyed by the project. Public views of tbe pier and beach would be 
further blocked by the project's massive bulk and 12 story towers. Coastal bluffi would be 
bull-dozed. Manchester states that his revised project would be built east of Pacific Street This 
is not so. He would build under what is now Pacific Street (restaurants and shops) and on top of 
the present Pacific Street, leaving the public with a narrow pedestrian promenade through his 
private grounds. 

Our Oceanside City Council is so desperate to have a big hotel, that they have agreed to every 
demand by Manchester. The City would even support this project by giving Manchester property 
to build upon, and $18,000,000 in financial assistance. Those of us who oppose the project are 
not opposed to a hotel, just THIS hotel resort project. We object because of the negative effect 
this project would have on the public's use and enjoyment of the public beach, pier, and 
parkland, the "operating agreement" for public parkland, the loss of our views of the pier and 
surf, the destruction of the three historic houses, and the closure of the four public streets in the 
area. 

Please help the citizens of Oceanside, our children, and our grandchildren preserve the treasures 
we have. Please help us defeat the Manchester Beach Resort project 

Sincerely, 0 ~ a H.IU./ c;. I .w£..4....6-rU 
Anne E. Johns n I am a California Native, and registered voter. 
1719 Woodbine Place 
Oceanside, CA 92054 

• • 

And Only Memories Remain 

by Anne Johnson 

In the twilight's glow I see her, 
blue eyes crying in the rain. 
For these views so many treasure 
When lost, will ne'er be seen again. 

So oft she drove along Pacific, 
then stopped to watch with day's last light 
But now, with excavations starting, 
she knows she'll no more see this sight. 

Now the park is filled with people 
the pier, the bluff, the beach, the Strand. 
But with their streets and parking taken, 
their welcome surely will seem banned. 

From city downtown looking westward, 
the pier, the sky, the surf, the space, 
how our hearts soared as we viewed this, 
now blocked, so soon, our pretty place. 

She mourns the old historic houses 
which soon will face the wrecking ball. 
But none can hear their silent torment, 
and none wiJI heed their fervent call. 

She lifts her eyes in seeking comfort 
from the losses and the pain. 
But all is lost and there's no solace, 
and, only memories remain . 

August 1, 2001 
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California Coastal Commission 
7575 Metropolitan Drive 
No. 103 
San Diego, CA 92108 

To Whom it may concern: 

August 22, 200 l 
'-' 

>t;r·l 

re: Manchester Resorts 
proposed Oceanside 

project 

Oceanside needs your help if scenic Pacific street in our city 
is to be saved from being closed off by development. 

,:;.:.l<J-Oki'/1·· 
~-.0Mi,\15~u .. ,"-i 
,-\)/.:;·f :\I:~Tiih 

ll1is public thoroughfare with it's magnificent ocean view belongs 
not just to Californians but to any pedestrian or motorist alike caring to 
eqjoy it The public should not he deprived of it because a private company 
wants to enhance his development for gain. 

TI1is developer has now adopted the strategy of soliciting Oceanside's 
neighboring cities, hoping to convince them that this development is 
something they should endorse as an economic benefit to them as well us 
Oceanside. Tiley are also using the san1e approach to politicians on the state 
level. Unfortunately, this blatant attempt to use these cities and lawmakers to 
achieve their objective is sanctioned by the majority of the Oceanside city 
council in the hope il will serve to intluence your Commission. 

I hope you will be remain prepared tor the pressure that will be 
brought to bear and continue to stand finn as you have done in the past. 

Respectfully, 
'-~- /::'~~--""/'"'--<--~ 

Harriett Bledsoe 
2 I 66 Grandview St. 
Oct:anside, CA 92054-5620 

ph. 760-757-0133 
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TO: 

FROM; 

Jerry Hittleman. Seruor Planner 
, Oceanside Planning Department 

June Kristapovich ~~~rrtll\Yll~OOJ 
DATE: July 30,2001 

RE: Draft Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Report for the Oceanside 
Beach Resort Development 
SCH 111998081057 

/~UG l t1 lOll I 

The newest "revised" plan for Manchester Resorts does not confunn to California Coaslal 
Guidelines. Nor is it in compliance with our local Coastal Plan. Therefore, I ask that the 
EIR's approval of this revised plan be deni~ and further drastic changes be required 
before consideration of any further revisions in the future. 

The tollowing are objections pertinent to this revision: 
I. This plan calls for permanent closure of Pacific Street to all traffic, as well 

as closure of parts of Mission and of Meyers. AD public parking on those streets would 
be permanently lost. Parking would be switched to Oak and Tyson, and this is too lilr 
for reasonable public access. The California Coastal Commission guidelines require free 
or low-cost parking "nearby." These closures would make that requirement impossible. 

2. The resort will remove present activities and eliminate free access to the 
beach and the parklands. 11tey will then beconte a part oflhe Manchester private resort 
property; thus discouraging their public use. This land was given to the people of 
Oceanside, by means of a legally-binding will, which stipulates that the land 
is never to be used tOr private profit or commercial projects. Can a developer nullify 
the terms of a legally-binding document simply because he feels he needs tbe land 
to line his own pockets? 

3. This II to 12 story behemoth would be a blot on the landscape forever. It 
would block the views of the shoreline, coast and pier; and is not in keeping with the local, 
surrounding architecture. 

4. 11te project calls for bulldozing the bluffS: completely demolishing them. A 
narrow prontenade would be built at roof level with the structures completely negating 
the "linear park" requirement !Or parks and beaches. The bluff and its many filatures, 
paid lor with taxpayers funds, would now be gone forever. 

5. Three historic buildings would be "sacrificed: taken by force through 
eminent domain to satiscy the project plans. This could happen, even though eminent 
domain legally may only take over property for the good ofthe public; not for the 
fmancial welfare of a private developer. We are, at this point, passing the beyond the 
question of illegality and entering that of possible outright corruption. 

6. The public was lied to about the project being completely east of Pacific 
Street. These revised plans still encroach on Pacific, with a grand staircase to benefit 
Manchester's private guests. 

• 

1!-,\) 
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California Coastal Commission 
1515 Metropolitan Drive,l03 
San Diego, Ca. 92108 

3615-34 Vista Bella 
Oceanside, Ca. 92057 
August 1, 2001 

Re: Oceanside Beach Resort--Oceanside, Ca. 

Dear California Coastal Commission Members: 

Please do not permit Pacific St. to be closed between 
Civic C~Drive and Seagaze Drive, nat· allow Mission 
Avenue to end at Myers St, because these streets provide 
public access to stairways aud ramps to the bea~h. 

Also ~ approve essentially total control by pt·ivate 
interests of the public area presently occupied by the 
amphitheater, band shell and Community center. This area 
presently provides recreation, entertainment and food 
services for the public. Private interests essentially 
will close these facilities to the public. 

The Oceanside Beach resort, as proposed by the City of 
Oceanside and the developers, vill eliminate many vehicle 
parking spaces. These spaces are needed, not only by 
Oceanside residents going to the beach, but also beach­
goers from Vista, San Marcos, Escondido and Fallbrook; 
especially on the weekends. 

Sincerely yours, 

J~ If. 6~~~ 
Louis R. Bales 
760-.39-3117 

• " 



1 • 
July 31,2001 

Jerry Hillleman, Senior Planner 
City of Oceanside Planning Department 
300 Nonh Coast Highway 
Oceanside, CA 92054 

ifl~IE llWJt@ 
AUG 0 1 Z001 

(ALIFORI,I\1> 
CCoA:ifAL (0MMISSI0f~ 

:) A.N DIEGO ~:OA~l P1~TO.I'" I' 

Re: Dralt Supplemental EIR for the Manchester Beach Resort 

Dear Mr. Hittkman: 

I cannot support the Manchester Beach Resort project for the following reasons: 

I. The project proposes to build a 12-story hotel, marring the character of Oceanside's 
downtown and beach. 

2. The project proposes to restrict public access to the pier and surrounding beach. 
3. The project proposes to close Pacific Street to through traffic. 
4. The project proposes to destroy the amphitheater, an historical structure and public treasure. 
5. The project proposes to destroy the environment by demolishing the sea bluff. 
6. The rrojcct proposes to block the public's view of the Pacific Ocean. 

Sincerely, 

Alice Brzovic 
1626 S. Tremont St. 
Oceanside, CA 92054 

Cc: California Coastal Commission~,·~· 

• 
PAGE2 
Letter to Jerry Hiltleman 
Re: EIR/Manchestcr n:vised plans 
From: June Kristapovich 

• 

7. A rooftop garden is proposed on private grounds over Betty's parking lot. 
This also is not in compliance. 

8. Oceanside's amphitheater would become the private properly of Manchester 
Resorts, under these revisions, with the City of Oceanside being required to hcg lor 
access to our previously City-owned amphitheater. We would be allowed to usc it 
for only 15 or 25 Jays out of365 each year, and the times and dates would be completely 
at the option ofManehestcr. 

We will, in eftect, be subject to a vast take-over of our property rights, and discouraged 
from use of our own beaches, so Manchester can lure tourists to his resort. This project, 
as it still stands, represents an immoral, illegal, and disastrous assault against the people 
of Oceanside, and all those who presently enjoy the use of our beaches: our greatest 
asset. 

I beg you, members of the Planning Department, not to lake our legacy lrom God away 
from the citizens of Oceanside. Let us, instead, continue to enjoy our beaches that we 
have learned to accept as a way oflifc. Manchester's plans arc still entirely unacceptable, 
and should be overwhelmingly rejected. 
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Mr. Jeuy HiUieman 
Planning .1Jcpat1ment 
City ofOc:canaidc 
300 N. Coast Hipway 
Occaoside, CA. 920S4 

RB: Oceanside Beach Resort 
E!Mf'ODlllCntAIImpoct Report 

Dear .Mr. HiUI..,._ 

~~J;llWftOOJ 
.JUL 2 '7 ZOOt 

CAlifORNIA 
COASTAl. ;:OMMISSION 

.';AN DIEGv <X)AST DISTRICT 

l - writing thiJ.loltcr to tbmlally ask ftw an elC1eriSion of the c:ommc11t period on the 
Oceaasido Beach Raort Enviromnellltallmpact R.c:port. We are asldua that the~ 
period be extended IIDtil Auaust IS. 2001, which amounts to a 2-weok emasioa 

We have been~ by many people askin(l that we request addili011&1 time to miew 
tbc complex and critK:al doiBila oflho NpOrt. Aa you blow, Ocemlide Schools are 
cloK>d for Summer 'VIICIIIion. Mally familia~ talce ad.vanlage of tbia time to talce ll:lmndcd 
VIU:IItions and ..., POt at bm:w: or available to review such 1111 imponaut do!::umeat. 

It baa also eo1110 to our llttllll1lion 1hat the commetltlllbat ~ made in tbe pn:vious Em 
will DDt be ro.:w.dcd to tim .-wmon. We haw ocmlal:lled 1111111)' offhct people who 
did mab commanlll in the old Ellt aod they~ DOl aware !bat their COIIIDitl!lls W1IRI 

!lOW invalid We """J''C''C: tbc llddim-1 timo to allow tbcir ~to bo lrlcludeol 

Sinoe tbc dc:lldllne is dmwing nMtl n=qtiCit a niiUm pbol1e call with your decisiou. [ can 
be rcacbed 11. (760) 439-0863. Tlulllltyou for your I:OWiidnalioD of this n=qtiCit for llll 
extcusioo. 

Sillecrely 

/J-::-J._'7f~ 
~ 
Cbairpcnon, CPPB 

Cc:FUes • 
c.c ·. Coa st~r.l Co~, •SS 1 ~,.... - R~J'-f'"ftf ~~~ted l>y C::i-1-J' '7-:.z.rt;/ 

1>. <>~,.,..,' 
qotl- L~ A:.f~v..s- - tk-"'-'<lrr.~<;.. - CA • I:J.;L054 

Paid IDr by 11a Citiut!& IDr l>t PteMNlllictl of Pall!alllld SaiChtt 
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FAX619-767i!~!114 
June 14, 2001 

~~f:UW[tJID 
JUN 1 4 2001 

California Goaatal Commission 
7575 Metropolitan Drive, ~ulte lO? 
Sen Diego, CA 92103 

Subject: Manchester froject (Prop V) 
Oceanside 

Dear Commisaioc Planners: 

It is my understanding that this project has not 
received final approval of their EIR, aod therefore 
1 am writing this letter, 

To begin I wisll to thank tb.e COlllmiasion for thel.r 
work on beha1f of the City of Oceanside. 

CAliFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

I fear this p~ect will eventually materialize 
regardless of its baaio groaaly inappropriate natut·e 
in proportion sod location. 

I wieb to urge you to consider the unwisel~ clouing 
orr our promeDecl.e and streets {i.e. Pacifi.c St.). 
Also, our city ehould llleintaio control or our pa.~.·k: 
land facilitiu, illiudiog Betty'11 Lot adjacent to 
our park laud bandshell 1 

Due to Manchester's stubborn poeitiou combiuoll wl.th 
etroog political beoking, I tear we will have unother 
''White Elephant" to oonteod with. I refar ~o 
Mcl'lillin holding valuable laud for YEAns with no 
conaidaretioo or building any•hin~ other than a 
Theatre aod th~re it etande today. 

Ir the Manchester Group continues its course without 
aenaible opposition I believe Oceannide will be "set­
back" another 30 years or tnde into oblivion as juut 
another "tourist trap''. 

Your sseietau"a h,.a been sincerely uppreeieted. 

,. Stocere.ly, b \J 

'·~·~-~Lt..~~ 1\.L~..-VY~-
a ic"' C, T:fewmao 

so, ~'opeka. St., Apt. 1112 
Ocoanside, CA 920~~ 

lf!Sii\WW~ Gl0LZU09l ~S :~ l lllOUI'l/99 
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SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 
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From: Richard Zajic [dzajic1 @home.com] 

Sent: Thursday, April 05, 2001 8:31 PM 

To: BlU (Coasllllcomm) Ponder; Terry Johnson; NCT Opinion 

Recall Manchestli!l:.llQ!.JQ.I}fl§Qffi 

Page I of I 

The Thursday [4/5/011 S.D.Tribune, carried the story that JMI Really was suing the 
S.D.Port Authority for abrogation of their hotel development contract and the awarding of it 
to Manchester. 

Manchester doesn't have financing, or Coastal Commission approval as of now, on the 
S.D. Port property, with this litigation it may be years. Remember they have said Oceanside 
Beach comes AFTER they have financing and all other approvals on the S.D. hotel. 

Manchester doesn't have Oceanside City approval, they don't have financing in place, or 
Coastal commission approval in Oceanside, in fact, the proposed 2002 finish dale could 
now be 2005 or 2006, ... don't you think it's time to give it to a reputable developer, rather 
than Manchester ?? 

I'll still bet they will want El Corozan if we close them out. 

Dick Zajic 
Oceanside 

0410612001 

• 
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March 30, 2001 

Attention: 
STATE COASTAL COI\1MMISSION 
7575 Metropolitan drive #103 
San Diego, Ca. 92108 

~Wt&:IIW~[D) 
MAR :111 ZOUI 

~·.o\IJI·t_'~I\UI,.\ 
\·:\JA:tTAl \.,),\\tv\ 

Sl\f..f DtP.I~c. •· ··)A>e;1 

• 

Regarding proposed Manchester Resort at J>acilic ave. and Mission in Oceanside, Ca. 

l, along with many others in town, am greatly opposed to the plan to close-oil· Mission 
ave and Pacific! I can't imagine not being able to drive down the coast while glancing 
over to see the blue water. As it is now, most of the local access streets arc blocked by 
railroad tracks! Also, Oceanside does not need such a resort 

Remember what built this town, Camp Pendleton! How many young 
will actually be able to afford a visit to such a resort? Spend a weekend down nen:, on 
the very comer of Pacific and Mission, and just observe the types of people going by! 
Mostly younger families with military lies! The Harbor is already lilled with activities 
for those with higher income. Let's not take away what lillie there isle!\ t<)r some of us 
to enjoy! Let them build such a resort in Del Mar or Coronado where it would be more 
fitting. Please reconsider their proposal. 

Concerned citizen 
407 n. Tremont 

Oceanside, ca. 92054 
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• 
State Coastall:ornmission 
7575 1\-Je(ropolihut Drive Suite 1()3 
San Diego, CA 92108 

Gentlemen: 

!>""' ... '""'" ·~.;.; 

MAR 2 9 2001 

C·\.!:'0~"-I!A 
COA~TAL cOr:.:.~!SS!ON 

S,i,H JIEGO cc.: .. :.f D!~TRICT • 
We, the residents of Oceanside have been dtprived of Recreation li'.atilities all 
because of Manchester and the delays he has wrought on the city knowing full well 
thqt bls plans do 110t tonfonn to the Coastal Commission ruling. We will mak~ every 
effort to vote out the two women who will be ronning ror re-eleetion in 2002. and 
support Manche-ster irt his refusal to abide by the Coastal Commission ruling.. 
Manchester is a very shrewd operator and the City of Oceanside is merely a pnwn lt1 
his hands, We re5idents need your supttort and help in dealing with this shrewd 
opersto1·. Tlumk you. 

Slnl'erely, 

Jean Kujawa and neighbors 

~~.·~ ~~-fA./ 
£114 Glenhaven Drive 
Oceanside, CA. '1056-6655 
Phone and Fax 760·945-6986 
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CLYDE W. WAI~NER 
2254 Edgewood Pl. 

Oce!Ul!lidc, CA 92054 
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Bill Ponder 
From: Richard Zajic [d:zajic1 @home.coml 

Sent: Saturday, February 24, 2001 9:37AM 
To: BillfCoaslalcomm) Ponder; NCT Opinion; BzShari 

Subject: Coastal Development 

My picture appeared in the "Daily Blade" with Watkins, circa 1990, [11years ago], in 
front of the Beach building, Watkins explaining the proposed "Pier Plaza" 
development, for the beachfront lots on Pacific St. Today we have a Manchester, who 
can't get financial backing, didn't get approval from the Coastal Commission ,In tact 
cancelled the request, and will not prepare a new request for approval, has relegated 
Oceanside to second place after San Diego hotel funding, same also doesn't have 
Coastal Commission approval. 

Manchester has a exclusive development lock on the beachfront property and the 
El Corozan property, considering their financial ability to borrow money, it wouldn't 
surprise me to have them ask for relief of that obligation, which Manchester would 
favorably consider if Oceanside would deed El Corozan to Manchester "gratis". 

I'd like to see the Watkins group begin construction on the Northern section, EAST 
of Pacific St., with their own financing. If they stay EAST of Pacific St. I understand 
we are already have Coastal Commission approval. 

We need development of the beach property NOW, we don't need a $15 million give 
away, we need reputable developers who perform on a timely basis, I believe we can 
EASILY get Coastal Commission approval, if the entire development is EAST of 
Pacific St, and the street exists. 

In my opinion Oceanside should be #1 in the development of Oceanside property, 
and in the heart of it's taxpayers. 

0212612001 

• • 

~~!EllW1~lh) 
JA.N 1 n Z001 

1/5/01 CALIFORNIA 
COASIAl COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COASl niSlRICl 
California Coastal commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Re: Oceanside Manchester Hotel Resort 

Dear Commissioners: 

tl'Ec"El"ED 

Jll..tl \ ?. 7_\)\)' 

()I<Lif<>""lk 
c:o,.s;rjl.l..~;~st;IO" 

We strongly urge you to deny the Manchester Hotel Resort 
permission to build this resort for the following reasons; 

1. They plan to close part of Pacific Boulevard 
so their hotel and pool can be closer to the 
beach. 

2. They plan to change/destroy the bluff that 
is part of the coastline. 

3. The amphitheater that has been a vital part 
of Oceanside activities "·auld be totally 
changed with fountains and water in front of 
the stage area. Why have four.tains . .,hen the 
beachfront and ocear- are naturally be~.ut:iful? 
This stro)ngly ::.uqgests a "Las Vegas" look. 

4. The public pie1· is easily accessible to ever:•­
om·•, but w:<th tht< closure c·f Pacj fie Blvd. a·,d 
the addif.ic.n of a pool, lan:is::aping, et·'· it 
would hinde:: o1: deny thi~ a•::ces > tc l oc'i l pE Ol?le 
,.'to 9'' tl:ere ~o fish. 

J>h•a«e co.1side.~ all th4J.< ne<;:ative .. tffa·,t3 thl.s eom('lex I<Ot:hi 
hlve on 1 hu ehilolren a:.d .1-inltu <~ho J.,1ve cu1 .;":eiw·:rcnl:. 

Sincerely, 

~ ~tJ-L~~ 
Ron & Lorraine Bradshaw 
4967 Niqhthawk Way 
Oceanside, CA 92056 

• 



• 
:rune R Weer-s 
1717 Downs Street 
Oceanside, CA 
92054-6192 
(761l) 757··0793 

3 ,January, 2001 

Blll Ponder, Clerk 

~~lEllWJ!ij 
JAN - 8 Z001 

CAliFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

California Coastal Commission 
3111 Camino Del Rio N, Suite 200 
San Diego, CA 92108 

Dear Mr. Ponder, 

I am a long time resident of Oceanside. Actually, I was born in 
Oceanside in 1960 and was gone from 1984 to 1987 then again 1991 
to 1996. I am horne now and plan Lu raise my children here. 

f:'lease help the beach lovers of Oceanside to maintain the FREE 
to the PUBLIC sandy beaches. 

Say no to Manchester and let him build elsewhere. The coastline 
is ever changing and needs to be kept open. 

Thank you in advance for cons1dering my request. 

Sincerely, 

!!~~ 
,June R Weers 

• 

California Coastal Commission 
7575 Metropolitan Dr. 
No. 103 
San Diego, CA 92108 

To Whom it may concern: 

JAN 0 2 2001 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICl' 

• 
/ ~~/·; .. /, ' , ,; .. ;; 

re: Manchester Resorts J>roposcd 
development li>r Occansidt: 

Please continue to monitor this pending development with the same diligence you 
have shown in the past regarding it.. This needs to be donll to ensure the Coastal Acl is 
followed as prescribed by law. 

Currently, there is reason to believe Manchester Resorts wants Pacilic street to 
be closed off to vehicular traiiic so a prom.:nade area can be provided to enhance this 
private development. The majority of our city council appears to he supportive of the 
idea. 

If this plan prevails, this scenic thoroughfare enjoyed by anyone: who cares to 
drive it will be lost forever. TI1e experience of seeing this panoramic ocean view will be 
denied present and future generations. It is an asset not only to the city of Oceanside 
but to the State of California as well. and is an important tourist attraction. 

Please look after the wei fare of the residents and keep a watchful eye on this 
project as you have done so admirably in the past. 

Thank you 
~--;-;..- /v._..-L-"""'-<_.. 

Harriett Bledsoe 
2166 Grandview St. 
Oceanside. CA 92054-5420 

ph. 760-757-0133 



~~ 
HOY :1 0 ZOOU October 20, 2000 

The Honorable Sara Wan 

CAliFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

5AN DlfGO COMT DISTRICT 

Chair, California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

Hon. Chairperson Wan, 

I once again thank you lor the opportunity afforded my on Friday, October 13, to 
address the Commission in support of the Oceanside "Manchester Project. • 

Because I was the last speaker on a morning of tiring discussion of minutiae, 
especially those pertaining to the Pepperdine University construction plans, I was 
unable to present my written words to the Members of the Commission beforehand. 

Herewith is the statement that I read that morning. 

Respectfully, 

~~~~....-­
Robert R. Almanza 
1036 Granada Avenue 
san Marino. CA 91108 

c: Commissioners 
Dave Potter 
Paula Daniels 
Chrtstina L Desser 
Shirley Dettloff 
Cecilia Estolano 
Gregg Hart 
Christine Kehoe 
Cynthia McClain-Hill 
Pedro Nava 
Mike Reilly 
John Woolley 

• • 

STATEMENT IN SUPPORT 
OF 

THE OCEANSIDE MANCHESTER PROJECT 

I am Robert Almanza, a resident of San Marino, California, and an owner/occupant of 
a condo on South Myers Street. My wife Graziella and I came to Oceanside last night 
to make sure we could be at this meeting of the Coastal Commission to express our 
support of the Oceanside Manchester Project. 

Our love for Oceanside started in the early 70's when I was in this City on a convention 
and Graziella. our two children and I enjoyed the wondertul California beach, which 
we think is second only to the one at Santa Monica. 

Having been in the military, I realize how important it is for people in uniform to have a 
city that welcomes them, and Downtown Oceanside has done that but in the process it 
has neglected other potential visitors and in so doing it has failed to provide broad 
vistas for the Marines themselves. 

Recent residential construction and the establishment of Regal Cinemas and the 
adjunct shops and restaurants augur well for Downtown Oceanside, but the wide 
range of attractions that the Manchester Project will bring will make the area a Mecca 
for residents and visitors alike. Families will not only be seen on the way to and from 
the beach, but they will be seen day and evening in restaurants, in shops, and 
otherwise enjoying what is now a vacant and blighted area. 

The imminent success of the Manchester Project will promote a desire on the part of 
business people and of owners of residential housing and their tenants to improve 
their properties, all resulting in a better and more attractive Downtown and Beach 
zone. 

I hope the Members of the Coastal Commission will consider the fact that naysayers 
and NIMBYs are unduly vociferous and that those of us who support the Manchester 
Project look only to the betterment of this area that we love in spite of its present 
shortcomings. 

/? 

rC~CLi'--~ 
Robert (and Grazialla) Almanza -·'-----' 
1 036 Granada Avenue 
San Marino 911 08 

92054 Oceanside ·second Home· 
200 Pine Street, #4 
Corner of Pine and Myers Streets 

• 
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California Coastal Commission 
7575 Metropolitan Drive, Ste 103 
San Diego, CA 92108 

ATTENTION: Diana Lilly 

RE: Proposed Oceanside Beach Resort 

Dear Ms. Lilly: 

I 948 Vineyard Ave 
Vista, CA 92083 

October 26, 2000 

~~T,.-,-~~-\ 
11\\!;i' ; . ..;,;; ; 'iJi\ :., ' ''-·~ . : l 

0 C ·1· ·. 1) •· · ·· ,;"..;.,.,_; 
·.· LUUiJ 

CAlifORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

We have written before in opposition to the proposed resort at the Oceanside beach. And 
we continue to be concerned that the Manchester people are trying to manipulate the 
letter of the law in violation of the spirit of the law which guides the Coastal 
Commission's mandate. Please make sure that the final plans for tltis resort are brought 
before the Coastal Commission and scrutinized. 

Specifically, we are concerned about: 

l) The height of the buildings 
2) The closing of Pacific Street 
3) The bulldozing ofthe bluffs 
4) The restriction of access to the public, especially to lower and middle income families. 

It has become obvious to us that you are the only agency who can protect Oceanside from 
the parties who continue to disregard the wishes of Oceanside citizens, the laws 
protecting beaches and public parkland, and the environment. 

Thank you for your consideration of our concerns. 

Sincerely 

C~~~c~o-J~s~ 

?
Eugene J. Cavanagh 

~-- ~ _./ 
Cavanagh~'-' 

• • 

y)/(a_.vuLlL:~t.-L,_ "- .-:.) --"'~--C ,j .. )<:..(_,a, .. {k_"--\ 
-~ e.__ ...... ~---- .. _ ..fi-e ·-«. ., )7 

. U~7 I· ct.--<JoK- r UI<"'--K:.., , cf2 .' 
C) '.' •" '~ ~e..J '1o-~<-e.- 0-::t "'-'...ell. <.\-'--'-"' &_a_e,L 

1 /A ... i1 . ' .f, " 1 "T' ~ to L}.::.J..v-~ A o<..k'- . .-< .... ..-\ a.._.~ _z.:....:> . 1\ .. '"'"'' 
- J ·~· -4-.. ('·· /}i 

'1..1.. e ~._.,.:::,. , ,.t...-A--'~ ~'s'/t..-l.i...i\.._ \, " I .-<.' C!-'•-\ .. <L....., ... :.t.t'--· 

'U . .» '~ -e o-~ ''- <A<!.L"---L \ 'J\_ i_(\_,__ 

-[~~ ,~._ e _ _tt.._.. CL ..,L,9~ ~c-d! ,;i lu.Lc! , 

it./~"--'<-~-\_ 

ttr'­
t-:9'.;? 

<-'f "' L-~~ (.~ ) f ·: o~- .) eft:~-.:-:- ~r ,f-
c\..·eu ...... ?£.. ..... "'-"~-- j c;). 9 3C>~y 

• ,, 



• 
r ~~~fii!<~"·~ • ,., "::.lfLI ,., . ' . . 
~~~\,..,j.'C•" '·•. '·. ;j, 

~d \:.: . ~. -~.,.J 

• 
OCT . 0 2liuu 
(AUF OR!· II,\ 

COA~Tt.l..l COMMISSIOH 
5AH DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

{)lZr/t-&0 rJ7- (J{J 

{~J._~ (~ern~ 
7t<:;7s: 7J~~~ ./)?. -~ /() ·3 
-~ J'J-u-r ; (I r1 . 9 2 I() g 

J___~c_ -ff~ u£-K-..; ~~ 

~ l-1/1 

~-1'1&0 
t4tve ~ 

{_~ 

I~ ~~­
/~ o~ {JAIYJv-P~ 

!~ft&~ 

~. 

~~ 

~ ~ 

<f-' 

' . g~ 
{!JJ LuLL-6« 31~ & Po. ~~ 

//Afl; '7~~2-
76tJ- 71f1-aStJt; 

Bill Ponder 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

CDGG@weblv.net 
Sunday, October 29, 2000 4:52PM 
Bponder@coastal.ca.gov 
Oceanside Manchester Project 

Yes, sorry to say we are still at it. .. the city council here is not 
complying with the COASTAL ACT...and we are still very much concerned 
that they are using 
tactics to get around your control over coastal abusell! They are 

using the terminology 'Operating agreement• which to us means they are 
giving lhe developer some controVuse over our Public Parks and beaches 
here!!l Please isn't there anything you can do to stop all this 
unethical shinanigans they seem to be so good at and help save our 
beaches, bluffs, scenic drive, scenic corridors etc.???? We need your 
help ... or they will destroy it all ... we don't have many beautiful public 
parks and beaches any more .. please help and save ourslll Thank you for 
anything and everything you can do .. before it is too latelll!l I would 
like this communication to be made part of the record. 
Sincerely, Carrie Doolittle 

• 



McKenna &Associates 
MiekeyMcKt!lum 

October 24. 2000 

Attn: Diana Lilly 
Staff, Ca. Coastal Commission 
7575 Metropolitan Drive #103 
San Diego, Ca. 92108 

Dear Ms. Lilly, 

523 North Home Street 
Oceans~e.CA 92054 
PH (760)7214114 Fax (760) nl-6684 

mp·.:';\/,:: '.'•\ 
- i!o;,j\,jj:.dl·i 

II\• '••....;; :,ai,O .. 
OCT il G 20W 
(AUFORNIA 

COAHAt COMMISSION 
:iAN DIEGO COAST OI~TRICT 

I have written the Commission about the Manchester properties and wiU continue to 
voice my objections, as the changes by Manchester are no better than the first plans. 

The continued closure of city streets, the blocking of ocean views, inadequate 
parking, the taking of public property and land; all of these things still exist In the 
·revised" plans as submitted. 

As the Oceanside project is not to be started until Mr. Manchester's hotel in San 
Diego is a go, it would appear there would be no "go• as Mr. Manchester cannot 
secure financing on that project and the ballpark is at a standstill as I write this. 

San Diego is considering having another hotel go foiWard that is not on Port of San 
Diego land, etc. You probably know a lot more about this pnocess than I do, but my 
objection to the Oceanside project has not changed, regardless of the status of the 
San Diego project. 

For 23 years, I have watched every bad deal the City of Oceanside has tried to force 
on the taxpaying citizens who live here. NOT ONE OF THESE PROJECTS WERE 
EVER GOING TO GO ANYWHERE. AS THEY DO NOT DEAL WITH PEOPLE 
WHO HAVE THE FINANCES TO PAY FOR THEIR OWN PROJECTS. 
Our own redevelopment IS TOTALLY BANKRUPT... THEY HAVE NO MONEY. 

It is beyond my understanding why the idea that public land remain public, that taking 
property belonging to the public, by restricting access to the coast has to go before 
the commission. The City should have made decisions based on good financial 
considerations and the will of the MAJORITY of the people who live here. 

To continue this fight when other alternatives could be out there: perhaps bids from 
Catelus? Other developers who have cash? It slfikes me as very odd that a RICH? 
Developer can ask for millions from the city, but a resident of the city who owns 
beach property cannot get assistance. At least I pay city taxes. but for 8 years have 

• • 

• Page2 October24,2000 

been unable to develop my own property that I am willing to support with my own 
money. What is wrong with this picture? 

While you may hear from a vocal MINORITY, if you have been able to attend Cily 
council meetings, you would know for that for every 10 people for the project. there 
are 50 who are against it. When the council mel on this issue last year. the first 8 
people ALLOWED TO SPEAK WERE SUPPORTERS OF THE PROJECT, the next 
100 where against it. The 10 preferred speakers had put in their request ONE­
WEEK BEFORE THE MEETING, while the others thought you had to put in your 
request at the meeting. Do you smell an odor? 

It should reach San Diego. 

Sincerely, ~/ 

\ C~Zlr~~~~( ~ 
Mickey McKenna 

• ,, .. 
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Bill Ponder 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subiect: 

Dear Mr. Ponder. 

Bonnie Matheny [bmalheny@ucsd.edu] 
Tuesday, October 24, 2000 12:14 PM 
bponder@coaslal.ca.gov 
Preserve Oceanside Beaches 

I am a lull supporter of most Sierra Club environmental proposals and I 
feel adamant about preserving and protecting the natural beauty of our 
area, our state, and our world. I ask that you allow full consideration 
and careful review of the project proposed by Manchester, Oceanside Beach 
Resort at the Oceanside pier. While tourism and resorts may be important 
lo our economical growth, we should never sacrifice our public resources 
for private monetary gain. The use of our beaches, views of our ocean, the 
natural bluffs that enhance the beauty of our shorelines, our parkland and 
the preservation of community cultural buildings • all of these gifts 
should remain accessible to the public and our community cUizens. 

Please aUow the proposed LCP amendments be heard 
meetings in Oceanside, so thai everyone who may be i 
opportunity to know what changes are being proposed. 

Bonnie Matheny 
ucso 
Rehabilitation Counselor 
and naturalist 

the October 
will have an 

• • 
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Califomla Coastal Commission 
7575 Metropolitan Drive 11103 
Sa11 Diego, Ca. 91108 

l»~ ___ :<] '\H' ;~~l!j 
October 19, 1000 0 t: T · ~ !3 iOuil 

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN 

CAliFORNIA 
C0A5!Al COMMISSION 

~AN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

Regarding Ma11chester Group whicl• is tryi11g to build a /tote/, etc o11 Oceanside's 
Coastline: Please let it be kttowtllhat it would indeed be a major mistake for tlte 
future of the city, its i11habittmts rmd particularly the eJwiromtu.mt> 
PLEASE ..... PLEASE .••. do your homework 1•ery• thorougii(J•. Rigllt 11ow, we ha1•e a 
beautifulllllt!IICU/IIbered beach rmd coastline. We do not wam a "Las Vegas 
Attraction" to replace God's gift to us. It is my lllllierstalldillg that Ma11cllester's 
Sacranre11to lobbyists are tryi11g to cotll'illce the public that tile project is acceptttble. 
IT IS NOT! Please protect our beaclt, aur envirommmtfor tltefutttre of our cltildrml 

With deep appreciation of all that you do. 

Si11cere/y, 

Grace 111. Carson 

<'F(k 

Manchester still 
not being built 
east of Pacific 

Rick Riavic's Oct. 3 letter is 
absolutely correct. The Man· 
chester J>roj4!ct being buih east. 
<If Pacific Street is ton good to 
be true and it is nOl east of lJa· 
cific Street. 

of Pacific Street 
east the east curb of 
Streett not a promenade t>n 
cific Street, not a deck over nur 
public parldng lot, not bulldozing 
1 he coastal bluffs, ru>t !.as Vegas­
style fountains on l>ttblic t>a•k 
land, to keetl children and other 
(leople ocr llle rurkland, not an 
O{,erating agreement to cnntroJ 
the use of public parkland. 

TI1is new de\•e{oprnent is en. 
croaclJing west ,.f Pacific Streel. 
This new project is not in com­
pliance with local coast;>! pl;m 
amendment 1~91. Ger ~~ cupy 
and see Cor yourself. lvranche~· 
ter•s group and his Sacr..uncnto 
lobbyists are trying to convince 
the public and state officials 
that the project is acceptable. 
11tis t>ro ject is nor acceptah1e. 

Please tvritc the California 
Coastal Commission at 7575 
Metropolitan Drive No. l 03, Sau 
Diego 92108, fax (619) 767· 
2384. Request that this project 
be brought before the Coastal 
Commission and compi}• with 
the Coastal Act. 

CAROLYN KRAMMER 
Oceanside 
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lobbyi~ts are trying to convince 
the public and state officials 
that the project is acceptable. 
This project is not acceptable. 

Please write·the California 
Coastal Commission at 7575 
Metropolitan Drive No. 103, San 
Diego 92108, fax (619) 767-
2384. Request that this project 
be brought before the Coastal 
Commission and comply with 
the Coastal Act. 

CAROLYN KRAMMER 
Oceanside 
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October 19, 2000 

California Coas"~<".l Co.ililli,,sicn 
7'.;75 i-iutropollt~n Dri'Je, No. 103 
3~u Diwuo. California 92108 

~~:; UWltlffi 
OCT 21l 2000 

To All :::o!Liilission i•J.-u,be:rs: CAliFORNIA 
COASTAl COMI,...ISSION 

AN gtEGO coAsT DISTRICT In tlla face of ;:.11 th., d.unbl,;-talk and LJanipuli·u as 
bJ r.he 9ro ject 1 s jlJ.'O:aot,;rs, the ,;o-cu.ll.;J. revised 
)hill !or the Nanchr.:;tt~r firo1 1s resort J.,velop~1ent 
in the City ot OceunsLde 1 s ~unicipal pier area is 
u cle~r ~isuoo of public Jroperties for. private use. 

tl.e.;ordingly, to reprasant the true l}Ublic interest, 
I re:1u"st toll.t the Cuasta.l Co=ission call for a 
<.:.:>r:.plUe re-subi.1ission and r~vleli of this project 
before the t ull cowni1:>sion. 

Jesp1te all the smoke-screan ana f~lse promls~s, 
tnls newlj revisad plan still culls for •aasive 
encroachlllent u;,~on vital iil:id l.nvalua.ble pui,lic lanJ.s, 
tlh'OUt;;b closing and private use of Aciflc Stre.,t, 
l.mlldo:.;int.~ of co~:.stal blu:ti!s, and constr·uction oi 
uselc ss and unnueJ~ci fount:::. in~:~ on irreplaceable 
1>ui:Jllc pu£'11; lttnds. 

As still constituted, this so-culleJ revised p1an 
is in violation of local coastal pl<:m amen.:Luent 
1-:;Jl ana is co:npllltelJ un~;.ccsptablB to ai1Y iaforilied 
anJ. fair-,nindad citizen. 

These historical )Ublic properties at'e far too 
v;,lu'" bla unci orac1oua to be t'-l.r:'l:;ii over to !.!1t 
pr~vate sourcB. rlecile orin• this matter before 
the ~ .. tire Coastal Go•.uli>Jsion a.ad insist th&.t 1t 
c,mform to utld :aeet the public 1 s l_ntarest, with ill 

ent clearly ,,.nd. purel:f ilact of Pacific 
,-;ith no exceptions. -

Sincerely ;ou.rs, 

!J'tle~/~· : ... "'· ', .• , .... ilii'' •. ..... i··l~.-~·. JO<~. !tif.s.l<s ~;;\;~i.' .. ,,. '!Ia( Jilpl -- __ .,.t,,.J, 

,",·~ ~tt.:nilfa:!J 
;(, :. "6..,[, CK9~· 

• \)V 

~~!EIIW[t[iD 
OCT 1 9 ZOOO 

Gu~ tuhl B"-;iiy l·\·an~ 

)755-S:) Vi:--l;1 C.uup.tll.t ~~u 
Ot:t".:utsid~, C:\ •;2n)7-(;i2(l 

Ouui.~t·t i 7. ~;_Jt~n 

California Coastal CommiSSIOn CALIFORNIA 
~; . , - COASTAL CO~ISStON 
u75 l\lciwpuhl"n [), •1103 SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 
San Dicgu, CA 92l0fi 

RE: Man.;;he:;lcr Tuwers' lJrnpu•cd Timc-SI~<Hc> and lluld ;;,.,;;iiic> pill> • '"'~' 
HC(m~ttu..;tf,•nsn -- a\.'.hliitHy. 011SIBJlf-TlONS ht Ot.:~ansid~ •c::-oid.;ulj. 

D;;a• f:dlifi;wia C.laSldl (\uwnb~iou utemh"' s. 

PLEASF.! eoutinu" to review this J)I"Ojcct iulighl uf what is nul 
only legal hulthc nnnili.:ation> <•f what ohuuM b., in ()('f>U"i•l< 

residents' best welfare vs the detriment of our access to nu1' hcach area. 

Th.:re is something inlrinsically wr.mg wh~n Manch.:slt>r, and II> the 

<.'11dusiuu <.>[ uiht'r <kvdop.,rs, <'·<111 •lie! ale lu OcC<tnsi,le what it is 
!_!<-•in!$ to ,J,_. with 0\11' asS<.lls- and with our Cl.lulldl's hle»ing. 

Bulh Mand1ester and the ,:oun<:.il hHv<' seemed lo have pulled in 
"I heir h,,rn~"- a lillie. T,,.., many of II> au:: NOT ..:•.m•li.lllahle 
with the"undenow" of politics ~I ill going (Ill 

Tb:tnk you! all li>r yoHt 
a~sels lbr us lo pass un lo 

Sinccrdy, 

C.t)llC~I n l(·u- our gt cat cuasl HI 
get•cratiOil~. 

CJ... I 
~;1 ,/LliZj;fi;-,i-tU 

!'!.~}lAY~"!.'~­

MallChester still 
not being built 
east of Pacific 

Oct. .llelter is 
omsmuteJy t:orrect. The Mun· 

hcing btHh east 
l is IUO gtHHI lO 

he true and it is not cast nt' Pa~ 
dfk StrccL 

East nf l'adfic 
easf of the cast c 
Street, nnl '' prmncuade 
d(ic SU·te~l, not a deck over our 
puhlk 1mrki1tg lot, 1101 hulldnzing 
the cnasli!l bluffs. nnt Las Vegas­
slylc fmm1ains on public park 
hmd~ to kt.~p cbilclrcn o.uni othur 
pL·•oplc nff the parkianJ, not an 
operating agreemenl to control 
1 he use of public purkhmd. 

'l11is new dt:\'CIH(nnent is en­
~.:madaing west of l,adfic Street. 
'l11is new project is uol in com~ 
l)Jiancc wi1h lm.;al coastal plan 
amcndnumt 1~91. Get a cosJY 
and see for ynurscU. Manches~ 

unU his Sacnmu~nt:o 
~~ Lrying w <:onvlnce 
and stale offici~ls 

is ••cceprahl<l. 
acceptable. 
1e Collifornia 

Cuasti.tl Conuui..:.sinn at 7575 
Metropolitan I 
Diego 92108, 
2384, lleques1 that this J>rOject 
be brought heforu the Coasral 
Cmnmission and .. :omply with 
the C~.laSLal Act. 

CAROLYN KRAMMER 
Oceanside 



October 15, 2000 
727 Rivertree Drive 
Oceanside, CA 92054 

~~I£IIW~[ff.J 
00 T 1 11 2DOrJ 

CAliFOI!N/Ji.. California Coastal Conunission 
7575 Metropolitan Drive· Suite 103 
ATTN: Diana Lilly 

COASTAl COfviMis$(0f.,J 
SAN PliG(:) GQAI;J Q~o;.lil!t<-;.f 

Sun Diego, CA 92108 

Dear Ms. LiUy: 
I wrote to you on August 22 about the Manchester project in Oceanside. I was 

not only disheartened, but sbocked, when I heard that ~the Coastal Conunission may not 
be giving further attention to the Manchester project," since some changes have been 
made. Oh, please. The changes are minor, and the major problerns still exist. Water 
pollution from the three 12-story units (we already have bad portions of our beaches 
closed for pollution-we don't need any more from Manchester), not fitting in 
aesthetically with the surrounding areas, blocking off the ocean views, a horrible view 
from the city-side of the project (Manchester has never bad nerve enough to sbow us 
tbat...only the view from the ocean side oftbe project), unimaginable traflic tie-ups, major 
use of the water and electricity by the monst.rous project (when shortages exist ... and they 
do ... periodicaUy, it will be the Manchester project that will be provided with water while 
the citizens go thirsty and dirty in a drought situation). 

These are all negatives that should b taken into consideration. For the protection 
of the coastline, as well as the city of Oceanside, the Coastal Conunission should pay close 
attention to these problems, befOre our city is condemned to future sewagll, traffic and 
water problems that will destroy our standards of living and bring down the value of out 
homes. Our homes will be practically wnrtbless because no-one will buy in a city with 
such insurmountable problems as those arising when, and it this project is ever linisbed. 

With the extreme traffic overload in our downtown area, can anyone really believe 
that tourists who must wait fur hours to get into traffic. coming and going back to the 
bote~ wiU ever come a second time. Oceanside already has a bad reputation as far as 
crime is concerned. We will then have the added reputation of inacceasibility to the hotel 
and to downtown streets. Of course, maybe there will be tourists who will be willing to 
spend every day in their rooms, watching the waves come in and go out, but I think they 
will be very few. 

Local businesses, unaware of the way the closed streets and excess traffic jatns will 
negatively affeet their businesses, will close their doors and move to other cities where 
developers are not considered of more importance than residents and businesses. They 
will have learned the lessons too late. Tourists will want to see San Diego and Carlsbad. 
Our businesses cannot even attract our local people; bow in God's name can they attract 
outsiders who are paying premitun prices lor their hotel rooms? Of course, there are 

• • 

Kristapovich 
October I, 2000 
Page2 

always the strip joints downtown and the panhandlers and drug dealers. There may be 
tourists whose main interests center on these things. Who knows! Maybe this type of 
tourist can be relied on to keep our city going financially. 

And if Carol McCauley gets elected to the Coastal Commission, with her public 
record of bad business dealings .... well, then, God help us all. The way she lost her 
business (sbe brags about being a successful business person ... uh, huh) is now coming to 
light. And she is the o11e: responsible for the: Ma11chester project! Ask Terry JolulSOn, is 
you don't believe me. As far as I'm concerned, she has gone a long way toward ruining 
the future ofOceanside .•• and sbe's trying to get on the Coastal Commission·m God have 
merey! 

Please ... please ... please. Don't skim over this tragic problem. We need Coastal 
Conunission intervention. Don't let this City Council and their personal friend, Doug 
Manchester, take our city to the cleaners. We desperately need your help: not only fur 
the sake of Oceanside, but for the sake of our local beach that is supposed to be the 
property of everyone in California. We deserve better, and so does the state ofCalilomia. 

Sincerely, 

~r~~" 
'Mrs. June Kristapovich 
PHONE: (760) 966-1854 

• .. 
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Bill Ponder 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

EJ 
Ote~CAbeot:tt 

papap@ nclimes.net 
Tuesday, October 17, 2000 10:43 AM 
BiU Ponder 
[Fwd: Oceanside, CA beach front use] 

"o'"""' Mr. Ponder, 
Again I am voicing my concern about the closing of Pacdic Street in 
Oceanside due to the newly revised Manchester Resort plans. I do not 
believe the closing of Pacific Street is in the best interest of the 
people ol Oceanside and North County as a whole. I do not have a problem 
with the resort being buill east of PacifiC Street, just don't allow the 
street itself lobe closed to vehicular tralf1c. Also I'm not too happy 
about the large fountains being planned for the amphitheater area. l 
befieve that public parldands should not be used for the enhaooement ol 
a private resort. 

Yours truly, 

Phil Bone 

• • 

. 11:\ ,':'·~ 'fl<\ 

\~:..J.:~\1.~, •>\. I: '" "''·..av,· .. iF! ... ··~v 

OCT 1 0 lOUil 
CAUfOlttliA 

COASTAl COMMIS510N 
SAN DIEGO COASl DISlRICT 

Ms. Diana Lilly 
California Coastal Commission 
San Diego Coast Office 
7575 Metropolitan Dr., Suite 103 
San Diego CA 92108-4402 

RE: Oceanside Bead\ Reson 

Dear Ms. Lilly, 

2397 Carriage Circle 
Oceanside, CA 92056 

Sq)tembcr 25, 2000 

We moved to Oceanside two yeau ago, although our jobs are in Orange County. We cl1ose 
Oceanside because we felt it had great potcmiat as a developing coastal town. 

We V<Jted for Propositioo. V believing that the Oceanside Beach Resort projllc:t would help l11e city 
realize some of that potential. 

With the recent changes to the plan that Manchester Resorts has made. we feel the project is bcucr 
than ever. lt preserves yet improves the areas for public use. It closes Pacific Street to vehicular 
traffic, but makes it a public promeoade ideal for accossirtg the beach without the risk assooiatod 
with a busy street. 

We believe the revised plan COIIlplimmls the CQilstline and enhances it, so that it becomes more 
attm:tive and appealing. Thereby it will draw many more residcots and visitors alike. That is olll' 
wish for our beaches-that nmn• people can eojoy them than CI.UTErltly do. 

If you are looking for effective CQilstal development that offers and encourages beach access, this 
revised Oceanside Beach Reson certainly fits that descriplioo.. 

Sincerely, 

c--.. \ /} 
~¥·{...:.. r:...__.,. /..____ 

Micllad and Jeri Cllflllingbam 

CC: Coastal Commission Members and Alternates 
Coastal Commission Staff at tbe San Diego Coast Office . 

• ,, 
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1306 Avocado Rd. 
OceatiSide, CA 92054 
760-757-3877 

Motlday, September I 1. 2000 

Dimm Wly 
Couslol Cvmmission Sluff 
San Diego Coast qfftce 
7575 Metropolitall, Suite 103 
San Diego, CA 92HH 

Subject: Ocea11side Beach Resort 

Dear Ms Lilly, 

~~:I® 
ocr o 4 ZOOtJ 
CAliFORNIA 

COASTAl COMMISSION 
SAN DlfGO COAST DISTRICT 

lt is the will of the people to haw lite Oceanside Beach Resort built. This project <?ffors a 
101 to our city ami beach a.reQ. it takes 11oihi11g from us. Why would the Coastal 
Commissioo even co11sider not having this resort built as proposed? It is ttXtremely miud­
bogglitlg to liS, the majority of voters. who approved this superh Jevelopmem. Our I'Otes 
count ami should not b<~ awrtumed. The OceaJISIJe Beach Resorl it is .!>'Otnetlling that 
has been desperately needed at our beach m·ea for a lmtg time. II was eve11 appare111 lo 
the Coastal Commissiott back ill /985 wlum they realized Jww much our city W(L~ void qf 
ways to accommodate tourists. 

Ocea11.ride lac/cs a destination hotel with the ame11ities that would •mcourage fwnilies to 
stay mill vocation i11 Oceanside. !11 the Enviro11mentallmpact Report of 1985, which was 
approved by the Coastal Commission, it states: "Au upscale ••eflue will help the city to 
improve services for those who access the beach. " lt also states that the City facies a high 
quality tourist destlnatioo hotel in the beach area. High qltality coastal-oriented 
restaura11ts are also 11eeded to attract new visitors. It was very obvious to the Ccxtvtal 
Commissioo lllat our City needed lo promote coastal tourism hy re1•italizing tire cmzstal 
area mid improving visitor amenities. 

17re citize11s of Oceanside unanimously voted to approve the use of parlda11d for this 
purpo.re ill November /998, ill order to achiew~ these. objectives. Respect the democratic 
process. Approve the FEIR. 

Mast situ:erely, 

.tLC~Y-
1 ony Ca11sseaux 

1
/ 

Note: Please copy for Staff and Commisioners 

• .. .... 
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January 2, 2002 

Mr. Bill Ponder 
Calilomia Coastal Commission 
San Di~go Section 
7575 M~tropolitan Drive #103 
San Diego,CA 92108-4421 
RE: Proposed LCP Amendment Oceanside 

Dear Mr. Ponder, 

fP)~r.?IP''f''C;"' .. :1) 
ltll!'J"""L~u" l:,J.!.!j 

J/\N 0 4 ZOOZ 
CAlih)IU'II.\ 

COASTAl COt.A;·A\-;:itON: 
SAl~ DIEGO C:.<·>.:.;·., DISTRICT 

l wish to comment on Planning Director Gilben's letter of December 17,2001 wherein 
he summarizes development items identified in your leiter. 

Issue t: Site coverage requirement- Maximum coverage of 
60% based on entire gross acreage Master Site Plan. 

City of Oceanside Response: The gross acreage of the Master Site Plan is 
apjlroximately 180,000 square feet lor the Beach Reso11 with a building footprint 
of 74,485 square feet, which equates to a 41 %coverage. See Exhibit I. 

Cl'PB Response: Exhibits 1,3,4, and 5 show the "entire gross acreage as being 
that of two (2) blocks" the gross acreage of the Master Site Plan for that portion of 
the development (Oceanside Beach Resorts excluding the Watkins Project) would 
be 120,000 square feet and not 180,000 square feet as the city states. The table in 
Exhibit l should be adjusted to the following: 

TOTAL SITE COVERAGE REQUIRED : 60"AI 
TOTAL GROSS SITE AREA 120,000S.F. (EXCLUDING WATKINS PROPERTY) 
TOTAL BUILDING FOOTPRINT= 74.-185 S.F. 
BUILDING SITE COVERAGE= 74,4/IS/120,000 = 62% 

The Oceanside Beach Resort project proposal does not meet the present LCP 
development standards requirements - its footprints exceed the permitted 
development standards. If the Watkins Project (timeshare} square lbotage is to be 
included in the gross Master Site Plan, Watkins project footprints need to be 
added into the "project footprints." 

Issue 3: A pedestrian promenade shall be required adjacent to development on 
Pacilic Street. 

City of Oceanside response: A pedestrian promenade has been proposed 
adjacent to development on Pacific Street. 

904 Leon~t& Avenue- Oceanskle - CA- 92054 
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CPI'I1 response: '11te "pedestrian promenade required" should be constructed 
where the present easterly sidewalk of Pacific Street (adjacent to dcvdopmcnlon 
Pacilic Street) within the project master site and not on Pad lie Street. 

Issue 4: A minimum of 30% of the entire Master Site Plan area shall be lbr 
public or semipublic uses tor rccreationnl purposes. Such space shall have 
minimum dimensions of 15-fcet. l'avcd areas devoted to streets, driveways and 
parking areas may not be counted toward this requirement. A maximum ,,f I 5% 
may be enclosed recreation space such as gyms, health clubs, handball/racquetball 
courts, wltural institutions, meeting/conlcrcncc facilities or similar facilities. A 
fee may be imposed for the use of such facilities. 

City of Oceanside response: Exhihit4 illustrates the areas designated for public 
or semipublic uses. The urea of the master Site l'lan is approx imutcly 180,000 
square feel. As illustrated on Exhibit 4, there is approximately 103,032 S<Juarc 
feet of public or semipublic space, which is approximately 57% of the site pltUl 
area. Of the I 03,032-square feet there is 63,472 square teet devoted to outdoor 
public space where 54,000 square teet is required. The remaining 39,5<>0 S<.Juarc 
feet is enclosed recreation space, where a minimutll of 8, l 00 square teet is 
required. 

CPPB response: 
A. Exhibit 4 includes Pacific Street and Mission Avenue in their public or 

semipublic uses requirements. The minimum of JO% of the entire Master Site 
Plan area should be relating to the present LCP and no/the pmposcd clumges 
the city seeks to the present LCP therefore, Pacific Street and Mission A venue 
should be excluded from the "master site plan." 

6. The Watkins Timeshare Project has not bc:cn included in Exhibit 4. The 
calculations in the table of Exhibit 4 use the measure or 180,000 S<JUare loot 
as the entire Master Site J>lan urea. Again, calculations tor the 0-.-eansit.lc 
13each Resort should be calculated atl20,000 square loot (project area}

1 
and 

not 180,000 :;quare toot project area2
• 

C. According to Maps 147-07 and 147-26: 

1 Maps 147-07 and 147-25 tanachmenl I) 
1 Tentative Map!Developmenll'tan Oceanside Pier Projecl- WUikins Project (auochmcnt2) 

904 Leorw& Avenue - Oce~nsi<le - CA - 9205•t 
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CAL!FORI'·Iih 
COASTAL COMMiSS!O·< 

SAN DIEGO COAST DlSTRiCl 

Assuming one counts the square footage of Pacific Street and Mission 
A venue as "public area", the total "Provided outdoor public area" listed in 
the table in Exhibit 4 is 63,472 Sq. ft.: 

Total s . ft. Pacific and Mission 
Total Outdoor Public Area from 
table Exhibit 4 

77,200 s . ft. 
63,472 sq. ft. 

Missing square footage of 13,728 sq. ft. 
"'assumed" public areas from 
Mission and Pacific Street. 
D. Exhibit 4 shows an area- 6,360 Sq. ft. listed as an outdoor public area. 

In actuality, it (the area) is covered by a water fountain in the middle 
of what is to be a hotel drop off area - an auto zone and the only true 
outdoor public area within the project site available to the general 
public would be the landscape area around the entrance to the hotel. 

* 

In closing, the proposed project is not in compliance with the present LCP, nor would it 
be if the commission approved an amendment to the LCP. In the proposed plan, the 
"public offering" (Pacific Street and Mission Avenue) doesn't even equate to what the 
public now has in square footage. The proposed project is massive and reduces/removes 
present public access to the beach, hinders/blocks public views, closes our streets and 
takes convenient beach parking away from the general public and gives it to hotel guests. 

• 
I have enclosed overlays3 for your view; they work well with the Hotel Site Plan and 
Public Improvement Concept Plan Figure 3-3. We look forward to our day at the coastal 
commission. Please feel free to call if you should have any questions. 

Sincerely, ~ 

~~1-L~._ 
Shari B. Mackin 

Attachments: 

cc: files 

3 Exhibit 4 (attachment 3) and Exhibits 3 and 5 combined (attachment 4) 

904 Leon~rq Avenue - Oce;;Jnsiqe - CA - 92054 
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March I, 2002 

Attn: Bill Ponder 

Dear Bill, 
CAlifORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

In nne of my earlier letters to you, I expressed 9C"fious concerns I luld regarding tho 
proposed "Walkablc Communities Plan'' the City of Oceanside would like to implement. 
I have attached a copy of the Oceonside City Council's Weekly Update (March I, 2002) 
wherein on page 2 of3 the proposed Walkable Communities Plan is discussed. Between 
the proposed street closures and massive beach resort, won't the ''reduction oftravol 
l1111es on Coaat Highway and Mission A venue'' further impede coostul access by the 
"Wssle factor" or in otber words, no way 10 get to the beach? b the proposed Walkable 
Communities Plan wilhln the e:oaatal zone and subjeot to review by the Coaslill 
Commission? 

I am very concerned thot the City of Oceanside and Main Sln:ct Organi.mtion would like 
to implement llili plan with the proposed LCP change:; and street closures heading your 
way. Won't !hi& sl<.ew any traffic reports previously submitted? If possible, I would like 
you to consider this plan 85 you review any p~nt or futun: traffic reports submitted by 
the city. 

If I G3l1 be of further assistance, pleag feel free to call. 

Sincerely, 

SL 
Shari B. Mackin 
760-4))-9899 

cc: C. Krammer 
CELP 

r 

Poal·/9f•~No·~m:tJ·zr pillidoa· iJ ,, - •• ,. 
~Y...~..I~= 
~ ]Co·- --1 
, ... 
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GOUNCJL W~tKLY UPOI\U 

linch 1, 2002 

Lowo 1 s pulls bui I ding pftrmlt 

The bul.loinq per,nlt fox; t.he 160,000 !Sq. f't .• Lowe's home lmpxov$meot gco.re dt 
::>ld (;rove Morketpl.:1c:• has been i~suod and nonstructi011 1-' vnderway. The 
contrc.u:tor haG i.ndicatRd lhat t.hQY wj 11 be main.talnin.g a vtH'f aggn,~.o;,;iv.e 
I.:Oil.Struction :schedule arad the .,tore could open t:his t.,ll. 

Policlliil Multi-puJlloSQ T:ra1.nin<J f!'acill.ty 

~ public: meeting for tha !'olics Hul ti-purpoee Tra~ning Facility w~• held tho 
'!vening of F~brudry 26thl 10 rcsj.dont:. etttended, tncludinCJ a r~prc~::FiJOtdti1le 
from the Abby. 1'hc agenda included presontatioms on the nuc6S!Jity ot 
ticeams tralnin9 and tl'\e need for adflqUD.te facilities to :support th4i1 
training; t:he hiatory of .t:a.nges in Oceanside; and comparisoma o:t a now 
buildin9 versus using othe.t: aqcncy !ac1.lit1~s. The m9jority of quas'tiono 
ware general j.n nature. Chief l?o9hL.'oan add.rGss~d tho requi-r:o\\\Qnt. for n1.gnt 
and weekend training and empha~ized the .Police De.partment 

1 ~ fle~ibility in 
scheduling range us&.qe. Th~rca wQ;re no residant requests for any hours o! 
ope~ at; on limitation~ for the facility. Tne Conditional Usa F"9J:"mJ. t h1!1ariog 
for the tacility is scheduled for tha March llth P'lanning Commission 
moetiny. City Council authori:l4ltlon tor this project is anticipated in May. 

2002. 

cannon Road Opdat:e 

Th1' pest Tuwaday eveninq, reb. 26th, the Vista City Council approved an ET.R 
and an updated Circulation Element. A8 ~cqve5tQd by OcoansiQe, carl~bad and 
SANDAG, th.e plant'\Qd vxten:don of Cannon .RoaQ bctwean to!elrose Drivv cmd Hwy. 

18 were retained in ViGt.A'' Circulc.tion Pl;Jn. 

Cdrlsbad .st#ff is currently working on getting pormits for tns const.r:\l.Ctl.On 
of Raache' 2 and 3 of Ci1nnon Road as part of the C.:alave:ra Hills Ma:.ter Plan. 
ReoarQing Reach 4 of Cannol1 Road, Co.Cl!lbad sta!! .t.s in the proc&S!J of 
prepa.tinQI an RfP to hire a. cons\lltWll fo:&: the environmental a.ntl prQli.mina.ry 
engineerinQI for an Alte~native aliqnJBent and d9sign for 1\each 4, whj.ch is 
the seqm•nt adjacent to Ocean Hills. Carl~b&O has pledged to work with 
Oceansidlit staff and area residents on ehis alternetivQ etf~rt. 

Light Rail Work~llop (NCTO) 

~orth County Transit D1s~rict (NCTD) has been schedul~d tor 3 City counc1l 
Workshop on Wednesday, March 13th x.n the afternoon and will p.toaent an 
overview ot the Oceemude - EscoJ)d.ido li9ht rail line. The Council will be 
ask•d to consider the concept ot u&ii"'<J a MelU.ot:andum of OndQr9t.,n.dinQ (MOU) 
to guid.e the local t>eview proceSS Cor: thl.l important regional project. NCTO 
will be propo1ing that they h03t a l)ubllc work3hop foJ.· the raaidont~ of the 
city to re"'l"iew and conunent OCI the -'1X new trttnsit stopu, dQaitiJn themes, 

.. .. 

P.a2 
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landacoplnq and other upecta of tho.so fulut" stations. tn addition. cl\o 
\-::ouncil may requeet that. NCTD ••~ pre.sent4tJ.OM tu the Plttnninq Comst1.se1on 
tn 1i•u Qf the t'O~l Conditional Ue~e Pt!:m1t (CUP) proce.sa \.1\ol NCTD is not 
i.\Jqally bound t;o follow. tlC'l'O would agreo* lhrouqh the MOO, to consider all 
such pub lit.:: input prior to !lntt;l approval and construct.-L.un of the project.. 

Zoninq 1'ext Changes 

rh" Plann!nq Department hn.s been wor)(inQ with • Council/Planning CO!lllllbs.Lon 
•d hoc committe• to prepare updates to tho City's <Oninq ordinance related 
tv vactou' .r<~sldential standards and pot&ntial mi"'d uses. one oiqniticant 
::t.aoge would ~llow residentJ.al den:~ity in seM:cal COIJII:D;Qrcial zones. thus 
provid.lnq tor mixod u•e dovdopment oppnrtuni tl"s in vuious """"""rcial 
~enters throughout til& City. In addition. otll<lr zoning ordinance cllanqu 
a.cc bG:inq proposed, includinq ~"«QUirituJ bod.y-pi~rcing activitiea to be 
considered 43 a requla.t•d us~ (.requl.cimJ a CUP), and new provieions 
p~obibl.ting temporary political .dll!lS in roadway ...,Oi.t.na and requiring 
temporary political siqna to bo removed within 5 days ot an &lect.ion 
(instead of 10 days}. Th<1 Plann1nq COIIIIIOiss.lon public hear:i.nq on these 
eha.ngas is •Gt ror MarCil 11, 2002 •nd th'l City Councll heninq 1.a oat fer 
April 3, 2002. 

Transit-Oriented llUeloplllQnt (TOO) ~lanning Project 

1\ !'n-proponl meeting tor firms l.nterested in the Traru~it-Griented 
Development I'I'ODI Pl4nning li'roj...::l; w111 b& held on Tuesday, March 5th at 
1: JO p.m. in tho Council Ch-rs. This TOO planning project i.s func:ted by a 
$20(), 000 qrant from CdtriU\•: " rel<~tOO &t\nr-ntal i~Qpact atudy io funded 
by a i50,000 goant from the Air Pollution Control Diatrict. The TOO project 
wil.l develop propoaad General Plan Amendlllents and chanqe. to t!W ~oninq 
Ordinance to !Jupport n•w d•velopment a.-ound qac;h ot tne a.ill new transit 
stops as well. aa in the downtown Transit Disu:iet overlay around t.he T.ra:nait 
C<>ntu. More tban fifty firms fro,. throuqhout Cillifomi& and s.,.... 
out-of-etate firJ118 have nqueated coplee of the Reques-t for Proposal. Th~ 
t>lann1nq Department anticipates at least tl\irty firms to be represented on 
Tue:sday .. to9ather wllh *'l"".U: frqm various City dqpart'I'Cients, Ciltran.s and 
North Coll.nty Transit Oiat:.cict 

SANOAG Regional Summ.l.t M Frid•Y, M;ltcb. $ 

P.ftll 

Sl\t!OAG io 1\oating a 1\eqional SWDIIIit thi~ coal.ng F.ci<Uiy, March S, 2002 fr0111 
A.ta. to 1 p.m. at the San Oieqo Marr.1.ott ltotel and. Ha.rina J.n downtown SAn 
Diego. The primory qoal ot the a.-it is to provide a public fot1.llll to 
P.Volve Region 2020 into a planninQ strategy that will be coordinated with 
San Diego' • 2030 Regional Transportation Plan and 2030 Growth forecast. If ;/ 

\1 Councl.l-n are interuted in carpooling to thia SWIUOit, plean contact 
\..l Oeputy City Manager Mike Ble.saing-. 

) 

•.• - Walk able C._llnities Plan ---. 

The next comnl.ttee meeting for the ll<olk•bte COIIIIIIIIlllt1es f'lan b ~c:hOJOllled 
ror Monday, Marc.l\ 4th &t ~.oo p.m. in the eo-unity Ro010a. The coaaittee 
will be reviewing a draft plan and an an1lyds o! the e<lOI!IIitt .. • • e.ulier 
r~oommenaations ~a.cdin~ the r6duohon of travel lfn:£ on COast Digliway !!)9. 

· Jir••+on A!!nli!. T o nex step ia a public worli'Sliop, ~ch will 6i era in 

. ~nO 

1\pril, to aUow b•oader public c-nt on the plan b9tor& fillalizinq it fo.c 
ttlQ coc. 

\i~tkioG Propo:cty Acquisition 

£Acrow clo:!ed on Monday, February 25th, for the propert¥ acquited frosa 
Oceanside Pier l\esort (Watkins). There is one vac""t struce.ura on tl\e 
property at 101 Hiseion Avctnue, wblch l~ b4:tttr1 previou.-ly occupied by 
>u9au 1\ .. lty. 'l'ho building 1s included 1n tne City' 3 cultural inventory, 

• 

31111)2.';11~ ~~ • ··1.1 

• 

Br-ooks Mnc~iM 61? 43~ 0078 

.:.nrt ie: c.ubjcc:t to vet"iou• c.onditions 
mouures in tho l!~ach Resort 1!111.. 

p..trt of. ti\Q h1,t;t.oric m:tl"-9U.t.i.on 

1\od•v.qcl opaen.t Bond fte t i ng 

St41ndard • foor'' .raised its lonq-te:rm rallng £o• tho. cedevela~m:. t-ox 
.allooation honda from an •A-• to an "'A"' on February 27tn. ·rtu!ll rating 
UP9Ude refleGtu our p<oxilalty to the broaoer San Diego ar"a vcon<ltlly, solid 
growth in a.s.ae:rsed valuation.a, a: d1verse tax bas• • .etnd solld aovcu.ag'f: o! 1. 7 
time& tl\" ""'"imum debt sarv1ee on All outstandinq sen~or ltan obliqatious. 

tMokend £•ents 

Friday - March 
Road Pan 

P·•-
f'riday - March 1 
Brook" Theater 

p.m. and 8:30 p.m. 

Oceanside Valley t.ittl• l..cagua Not-th Riv~.t 

1:00 

Mary Murphy Concert Sunoh.H\e 

7:00 

Saturday - March 2 N-.tional Little ~aque Martin 
Luther ICing Parl< 

9:00 
to 11<00 

S11turd$y - Ha:rch 2 Amorican Little Leaquq Ron Ort09d 
Park 
(Cook-out 4:00 pm. 

Progrom ' li'ir.,.<>rko Go30 p.m.} 

Soturday - MaJ::CII Z Ma.yor•s Sht..r City D<olagation En~onada, 
Mexico 

•~•· bzoakfa:.!it 

Saturday March 
t..crott.& St.:C"itta:t 
10:00 <~o.m. to 2:00 p.m. 

Satu.raay - H4reh 2 
Senior Cent'i!r 

9:()0 

11:00 a .... City liall ~eception 

"7J:"y-on • So.ap Box iXn:by $oap Cox O~:n:by Tr.ack 

Sen.LQ.t Oance 

1\\JRiblq S•at Ra:u:als 7:00 p.m. 

• 
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MAR 2 1 2002 March 20. 2002 

Sherilyn Sam &: Bill Pooder 
California Ulastll Commission 
1575 Metropolitan Drive # 103 
SanDJego, CA 92108-4421 

Dear Miss sam & Mr. POII.der: 

CAUfORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

Fox: (619) 767-2384 

'.' 
TodaY we received a. copy of a memo ftom Mr. Mike Blessina. Deputy Manaaer of the 
City ofOcw!.sidc:. The memo wu llddraMQ to the City Council~ the 
(l(;Qnsido Lood Coastal Plan JX'Illl(l8ed Amel!dments that bave been pn:ac:ntJ::d to CoamJ 
ColJIIIIisGi011 Staff. In the memo it states "Commissi011 staff" illdlcated that tbi& item is 
sclteduled m be on the Commillllion agcada for the April meeting iD Sam:a Barbara . . . . 
Colllllli:QiOII staff did Clllltioa that until the final mediui aamufa. i$ released thfs Friday, 
llOIIting is absolute. Bill: all indkaticw &R: that we will bo beard It the April meeting." I 
am atlacbiDg a ropy of tile Jnarll) for your file. 

The Citizens for the Prcllcrvati4lll ofParlcs lllld Beaclle8 respedfuily reque;us that the 
laririg on the LCP A.mendmellts be llelrd at a meeting localioa. clo9er ll:wt Slllll& 
B81bafa. It i$ our Ullderstanding that the CQUt4l CommUsiDa will be meating in IWJC in 
Long Beooll Long Beach is moob cl06CI' fur tho6e very concerned Ocansidt citizens 
that would vory m~ like m be 11 P11ft of !heir CO&!tline's !Ilium. 

Thank ymt very m~ for your cmuidCilllioo. A mpomrc via filx would be: greatly 
approcillted 

Sim:cn:ly,/1~ ~--···-"· . 
Camiy11K~~ 
904 Leonard A wmue, Oceanside., CA. 92054 

cc: Joan .lac.bon, Leaaue for Coulal Pmtcction 
Maroo Goazalcz. Sm!ridcr and Baykcepcr 
Mark Massan.. Siena Club 

Phone {760) 439-01163 
Fu: (760) 7~7-S820 

~ 
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Bill Ponder 

From: Anne Johnson [burtannea@cox.net] 

Sent: Thursday, March 28, 2002 6:56AM 

To: Bill Ponder 

Cc: Jeff Scullin; Coast News; CNS Publishing; North County Times 

Subject: Oceanside Manchester Resort and L.C.P. Amendments 

March 28, 2002 

Dear Mr. Ponder and California Coastal Commission Members, 

In a time when honor among public officials is no longer the rule, it is heartening to observe your position on the 
proposed Oceanside Manchester Beach Resort project and Local Coastal Plan Amendments. In standing fast for 
the principle of protecting public interests, public coastal access and coastal integrity, you did the right thing in 
deciding to deny the amendments to the L.C. P. which would have paved the way for the project. The concept of 
the Manchester Beach Resort has been wrong from inception. The city council should have selected either of 
the other developers at the time who submitted plans for projects which met Coastal Commission guidelines. The 
Manchester plan to close three city streets (including Pacific), grade coastal bluffs, restrict public beach access 
and eliminate street parking should never have been sanctified by local city officials. 

Manchester's next move to try to convince you of the value of the public promenades and "urban plaza" atop 
Betty's parking lot is ridiculous. If the public cannot park near the beach and pier, they cannot use the 
promenades and "urban plaza". Manchester's theory that "enhanced mass and alternative transportation would 
reduce the need for 
parking" is missing the point. Local southern Californians and Oceanside residents will be driving down to the 

• 
beach and pier. There is insufficient parking in that area for them now. All of the planned development in that 
locale outlines underground parking for the residents or guests of the structures. There are no plans for 
accommodating public parking. The city council seems unable or unwilling to grasp the concept of providing 

• 

public uses for community residents. They seem totally obsessed with catering to the hoped for wealthy tourist 
dollar. 

I expect Manchester will revise his project plans for an Oceanside Resort, (or abandon the project) and that the 
city will come up with a plan for low cost public parking adjacent to the beach and pier if you stand firm on all 
points. I hope and trust you will do so. 

Anne E. Johnson 
1719 Woodbine Place 
Oceanside, CA 92054 (760) 721-5222 
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Bill Ponder 

From: Anne Johnson [burtannea@cox.netj 

Sent: Thursday. March 28, 2002 6:56 AM 

To: Bill Ponder 

Cc: Jeff Scullin; Coast News; CNS Publishing; North County runes 

Subject: Oceanside Manchester Resort and LC.P. Amendments 

March 28, 2002 

Dear Mr. Ponder and California Coastal Commission Members, 

In a lime when honor among public officials is no longer the rule, it is heartening to observe your position on lhe 
proposed Oceanside Manchester Beech Resort project and Local Coastal Plan Amendments. In standing fast for 
the principle ot protecting public interests, public coastal accass and coastal integrity, you did the right thing in 
deciding to deny the amendments to the LC. P. which would have paved the way for lhe project. The concept of 
the Manchester Beach Resort has been wrong from inception. The city council should have selected either of 
the other developers at the time who submitted plans for projects which met Coastal Commission guidelines. The 
Manchester plan to close three city streets (including Pacific}, grade coaslal bluffs, restrict public beach access 
ana eliminate street parking should never have been sanctified by local city officials. 

Manchester's next move to try to convince you of the value of the public promenades and •urban plaza• atop 
Betty's parking lot is ridiculous. If the public cannot park near the beach and pier, they cannot use the 
promenades and "urban plaza•. Manchestar's theory that •enhanced mass and alternative transportation would 
reduce the need for 
parking" is missing the point. Local southern Californians and Oceanside residents will be driving down to the 
beach and pier. There is insufficient parking in that area for them now. All of the planned development in that 
locale ouUines underground parking for the residents or guests of the structures. There are no plans for 
accommodating public parking. The city council seems unable or unwHilng to grasp the concept of providing 
public uses for community residents. They seem tolally obsessed with catering to the hoped for wealthy tourist 
dollar. 

I expect Manchester will revise his project plans for an Oceanside Resort, (or abandon the project) and lhallhe 
city will come up with a plan for tow cost public parking acljacent to the beech and pier if you stand firm on au 
points. I hope and trust you wUI do so. 

Anne E. Johnson 
1719 Woodbine Place 
Oceanside, CA 92054 (760) 721-5222 

J/28/2002 

• 

'~ :~ 

• 

Robert F. Mason 
5154 Vja, Portola 
Oc<>ll.ns ide, CA 9 205 7-4508 

A' 7 . 1J • • . :C..:4Lif . Crra. .. thr...t2 c,.,vnu.J . .s..~ 
:a~.- /.3.d.L. ;J....,...e.:..'V 

.j?s-'7s -?J·tdf."-f>,..e~~o..-,_, s~~ # /() 3 

-~~vh.::.:r/ &< 9 .J-tas-> .lf~fo ;;_ 

:n.u.A:.- 'ht..v ;:.:,.,~: 

-7'--3 -t? ;{,. 

~ 
.. w;~[·· ...... ~l~ ... 

.... ~ -· ,_ ' ) 
"'J 

APR 0 '· ;; 

CA.! I; ,y .i ~;;._ 
C0A::iTAI •. · "· '!'·'!· " 

:tAN VffG(J 1.1 •·'•···· I 

~ 17/ 

.
1 
~ ~ :rv ~tnd.i.c£:1 .~ ~~t .. w_ C!.ti><UA/HJJd-

. l~ 4-4.-·ZX:..'J Cfu~da.u /J~H-~l.V t1>tJl.J t/n ,,uJ?.<J a.A..A.~l:·.~ 
~-nd;t "-''\.) '.Le..a.d e:.t,..d- t:Ur->t.VIj kMJ, tl-~<cL .d>J<Cl . ..J~ -t:tl.e. 

ji-Ub ·-;;~ ~ ct. c:-~v F"-t:; fV'·1aA".b.L4'. . . 
·: ~~ ~ .~<.~ud. a1..cf.-.· ~c.a..u.J.- .dlc .. t d.(_ e_n~r..-,.~a~ 

~v -~~~ .~ .iint-V.k;v;~~r zA,;v a.e-~~ .~ 
·;~ ~· £4.) ~';j _z:;_, -?n~~ .,_,._, ?'<.<-V <!~~<[} , 
, ~ ~ .:z:-~ a.w4.-r,.a/ ':/' (..9f!~·"''""-d.u:f..V a.V!J ~~.c<ra.-Lv ~ 

.. ,..w-k;t w :f.:"J tnt-- .-tttJ-<.v-' ·;nt.t~-·:a- ZL"-·•~' ;£.1.-'<(.V ihj-c-t..:.... .' .;f-2 cJft.t!.~ 

.~ ~ ~r,._~.,. ~ ..... ,.u. .. ..u.p-.0 tv~~.r :c.k.4.~ ~w-·aN ..-tY a.-
. ;kft ,4-<J C!J'(!(UL.~ &t.tv .£lo.--ti :IIJ" -WM. R:_, .:fJU tU rrta..w ;t/._,d; ~u(_ 

. ..1(.<~-•ui.;U .£/~ -f1'l'e'-j1-f!.e.. 1 //f.,.:tt;: ~.J; "'-"~,- ~~-/_qA.4/, $~ 

.,l!MV .o''~ _k c~ ~ at<' :zh..., ~"-' ~~.Jet a~~< 

. ~ _,:4 i.~~(A)} _;_~v-uf., ~ ./f)l/ti.V~ £!; • ~I . .1.«~ r 

.: ~.-1M.; .• tu.::t-U..· 'f ~ ; 0 ooo ..1-~ze.lt . .U ..u,..f.<.vj 4-~ r-tJi".., ..... 
~k :'· ~~ duu ~<e.V C,t &:wy·v r~Qt-<?A7y. . 

·I df-. ~ ~ d:r-,,vr,~.v-•J ;z';i./!.£--<U.t.-,Jd tZcC-H<-,.;t. ~z::A...v 

:d5 ·, C!~duJ !.J.J.f ~z~ tJ.kt.IV ? ~4i_.v M,d, 
~.u· ~,./,.,J. -P~J ::It J2 .;..H .<L'tL:fe4-' " ··"-~':te~& .. ~u ,.-nt:ek oif 
,·o. 1 , • o ,;•JJ .IJ -1', " .,. .J.-J , J 

L.le.ca..,.., .·i.CJ ~vW ..<J-14,1.U:.,. '/l.av-1!./ !tU/-£eJr) f"'<-t()-l..(..f.J.{ ).1<-.."1-·tV ,.u-._1/... 
. . "/. J ) 11" 

awb •; "~ 1' -~v .v.c. ... di-w...·. ,.;z -'+ . 

f~~~l 
1?;~ . £ /);t;,r,. !f]kt J" 01 ~ 

• 



Bill Ponder 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

• 
dZaJic1 [dzajic1@cox.net] 
Friday, April 05, 2002 10:39 AM 
Lola Sherman; Esther Sanchez; Ron Raposa; Carol McCauley; Terry Johnson; David 
Hydegger[OCoCJ; Jerry HitUeman; Betty Harding; Jack Feller; Letters to the Editor 
Surfrider; Bill Coaslal Comm Ponder; Jack Orr; Opinion NCT 
Beach Resort 

Letter to the Editor:~ 

The S.D.Union~Tribune of (4/4] ... ran a dissertation on Oceansides 
"Gt·and 
Resort", but it didn•t touch on the real problem. With the proposed 
Manchester 
Resort, Oceanside has a GENERAL FUND problem. McCauley 1 s article is 
Mancbescer speaking, Sanchez's article talks about beach abuses and 
restrictions, 
but neither addresses the GENERAL FUND problem. 

McCauley's pro forma dollar input is correct, assuming 100\ resort 
utilization, 
[the t1anchester assumptions, l but in reality, the utilization is more like 
the national 
vacation hotels percencage of utilization, but she also doesn't offset the 
cost, to the 
GENERAL fUND, of the yearly payments for the $2Q million bond, the cost of 
unusual fire and emergency equipment, or unusual employee cost to man these, 
and 
oc·he.r unique 11 high rise» requirements. Have an independent CPA check it out. 

A beLter solution to this problem, is to reduce the size of the resort, 
[ala 
; '..:..nberge Del Mar}~ comply with the Coastal Commission findings. atay East 
of 
Pacific Street, then che McCauley income calculations make sense ... no $20 
million 
bond to repay, no 11 high rise" problems, no unusual employee requirements, 

' l 
::.n•::ome benefits the GENERAL F'UND 1 so the City benefits. 

w~·ve spent five years being massaged by Manchester and McCauley 1 why 
~Jvn · t: 
we build a resort that helps the City~ whether or not it helps McCauley & 
i·Lmchester·! 

Dick. Zajic 
Olck Zajic, Oceaneide 1 CA ... 760~754-1833 

• 
Bill Ponder 

From: 
Sent: 

dzajic1 [dzajic 1 @cox.nelj 
Saturday, April 06, 2002 2:36PM 
Melba Bishop 

• 
To; 
Cc: Carol McCauley; Jerry Hil!leman; Caroline Krammer; Shari Mack•n: Jack Orr; Bill Coastal 

Comm Ponder; Ron Raposa; Lola Sherman 
Subject: Wrong De~eloper I 

Melba~ ... r need to congratulate you on the clari 
of your message., ... "THE RIGHT IDEA WITH TilE WRONG C 
4th, copy of The Coast News.. . .in all honesty, I thl 
reasonably intelligent woman, .. not the most unbiased counci lw()man we've 
had~ in my opinion, she is more interested in benefits to MCCdUley, then :.>he 
is in benefits to the City. I think she uses he1· off ice and pl.'est.ige L<.> 
coerce city employees, police and fit~eman, to that end. 

This ''latest:" Manchestel~ Vice l?t·esident, sounds like he wants to st ide 
with what they have 1 without change. I hope they do, as it lookn de if it 
will be rejected outright by the Coastal Commission. The: V.tJ. also looka 
like he's building a case for the so called $2 million they pm·portedly 
spent on their proposal, either they'll sue or ask for a free Kl CoL·ozan 
site~ as relief. Their contribution, to date, is worthless, when I waa in 
business. a loaing proposal was just so much pape4. 

For what it's worth. r believe your comments are '1 right onn, hopefully 
we can correct the council situation on November 5th, thb year. 

Dick Zajic 



4546 Coronado Drive 
Oceanside, CA 92057 
ldgrossm@aol.com 

April6,2002 ~~1Ellw~rro1 j!;.l~ l.;{ L~ i3J~ 
~~ 

California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Bill Ponder 
5an Diego,CA 92108-4402 

Dear Mr. Ponder: 

P.PR 0 8 2002 

CALIFORNIA, 
.- ~~OASTA.L COMMiSSION 
-:>AI, DIEGO COASr DISTRICT 

We wish to express our support to the staff of the Coastal Commission and it's position that the City of 
Oceanside's request for cttanges in development guidelines for the Manchester Resort should be denied. 

In 1998, we spoke in fawrofthe CateUus proposal for development, as Catellus would have builtthe hotel 
east of Pacific Street TWo Council members voted for Catellus. However, Councilwoman McCauley then 
walked out of the meeting, which meant a quorum was not present. Since tllattime, she has been a 
spokesperson for Manchester. Now, she reportedly stated, "The Coastal Commission {staffJ tends to lean 
toward the negatJve on everything." She spoke of the economic benefits that the Resort would bring to 
Oceanside. If she had not been • negative" on Catellus, the C"lty would be long way towan:l those economic 
developments today. 

Our concerns are similar to the Commission's Staff. 
Tile ManchesterDevelopmentwould: 
1 Close Pacific Street, the only North-South thoroughfare west of the railroad tracks from South Oceanside to 
the Harbor. 
2 8iminate up to 280 reasonably priced metered palking places, readily accessible to tire Beach and Pier. 
3 cause families with smaU children, disadvantaged persons and Senior Citizens to walk long distances to 
reach tile area. 
4 As the EIR stated-"In general, residential users, beach goers, hotel guests and Pavilion/Special Event 
attendees win be competing for a limited supply of palking. • 
5 Bulldoze the ocean bluff fortbe hotel palking and emplace a fountain (Water Feature) on the floor of the 
amphitheater. Oceanside has the best water feature now with the Pacific Ocean. 

Tberefore, we encourage the Coastal Commission to maintain the strict guidelines for any developments 
under the provisions of the Coastal Act for the benefit of the people of caHtomia. 

Sincerely, 

M4u~Yh~ . . 

WILLIAM J GROSSMILLER Ill 

.. 
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• 
Bill Ponder 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

11,2002 

dzajic1 {dzajic1@cox.netj 
Thursday, April 11, 2002 9:26 AM 
Surtrider; Lola Sherman; Ron Rar 

David HvdeaaerfOCoCI: 

Letter to the Editor: 

• 
Bill Coastal Comm 

HilUeman; Betty Harding; 

Apri 1 

Someone on City Council is ••ve.xed 11 by the news that the Manchester 
Fiasco 
violates the law? When McCauley broke the bidding quot·um and joined with 
Manchester LLC, they presented t.he Resort Citizens objectt:d, Sut.·fridcr 

CPPB was formed to object, Commission planner in 
then Coastal Commission voiced an objection* t.heae plans 

la\'IS 1 was 5 1/2 years agof ... 5 1/2 yrs later. things haven't changed, 
City Council 
has consistently ignored residents objections to the Resort, . , uuch ""· 
.. limiting beach 
access-, eliminating residential and handicap parking at the beach, closing 
Pacific St. 
to traffic, using Strand park area, building a sea wall and conunercial uhops 
on the 
Strand, replacing "Betty's Parking Lot" with an undet·ground private parking 
lot 
that goes East to Meyer's St. 

City Council has igno~ed all citizen ideas and comments, 
Commission needs to know, that their 
Council, then the citizens 
City Council (McCauley] gets, . it's 
McCauley will initiate a recall of the Coastal 
secret visit with Doug in La Jolla!) 

the Coastal 
to City 

Please reduce the 140' resort height to a so• or 60' height, obey tht:! 
Coastal 
Commission rules, eliminate the million per year payment [ 20 million bond] 
out of 
the General Fund, put the tourist TOT into the General Fund, eliminate th~ 
"High 
Rise" fire and emergency equipment, allow the residents and the tourists to 
enjoy 
the beach, and above all, get it built by no later than yeat· end 2004. 

We can get. rid of our elderly Councilwoman vexara on Tue., November 
5th, 2002, election day. 

Dick 
Dick 

ic 
Oceanside, CA. 

.. 



Telephone: 760-966-0376, e-muil: Zbears(jj_Jcox.net 

California Coastal Commission 
Attention: Bill Ponder 
7575 Metropolitan Drive, #10 
San Diego, CA 92108-4402 

2882 Dartmouth Drive 
Oceanside, CA 92056 
ApriiiO, 2002 

Reference: Proposed Mqnchgler Beach Project 

Dear Mr. Ponder, 

Jft~fEllW&;@ 
APR lzzouz 

(AUFUkt.;f_l\ 
COASTAl COMMI~SiON 

SAN DIEGO COAST !)ISTRI<:J 

As a "typical" Oceanside resident, t have numerous objections to the Manchester beach 
hotel proposed for Oceanside. There are two items, which I would like to bring to your 
allention ut this time, as they may not have been considered in your earlier reviews. 

A large condominium project was constructed several years ago at the beach just nonh of 
the Oceanside pier. In theory the public was to retain full access to the beach. However, 
it bas not worked out that way. Residents of the condominiums successfully lobbied the 
Oceanside City Government to remove the "tire rings" from the beach. The fire rings, 
which were mostly used for tinnily picnics, bad been very popular with the general 
public. But the condo residents were successful in controlling the entire beach as their 
virtual personal property. 

It is likely that similar restrictions on the public's use of the beach will eventually be 
enacted by the city if the Manchester project (or any other similar project at the beach) is 
constructed. The citizens of Oceanside cannot trust our Mayor and most of the Council 
members, as the developers appear to control them. The Coastal Commission should 
take this matter into consideration before approving any project proposed for Oceanside. 

A Manchester representative made a presentation at a televised Oceanside City Council 
meeting last year. After the presentation he was asked about "untilir labor practices" on 
another Manchester project. His response was that the affected workers were employees 
of a subcontractor and Manchester cannot control what its subcontractors. do. That was 
one of the most irresponsible statements I've heard from an organization supposedly in 
charge of a project. Manchester certainly does not appear. to have the qualifications to 
construct a project at a sensitive location like Oceanside's beach. 

fi
Since~rely,r~· ····-- ... · .~-:·=~~----
William Bruinsma, PE 

• 

qj, 

• 

April I 0, 2002 

California Coastal Commission 
1515 Metropolitan Drive, Suite 103 
San Diego, CA 92108 

Attention: Mr. Bill Ponder, 
Ms. Sherilyn Sarb, et al 

Dear Commission Members: 

Jfl~IEIIWfEWJ 
APR 1 2 2002 

CAUF()l(NJA 
COASTAl COMMtS$iON 

SAN DIEGO COAST 11i~TRICI 

Thank you, Thank Y'JU ••• for your insight Monday, April8111
, into the drawbacks of the 

Manchester Reson proposal and its attempt to force their monstrosity on our beach. You've 
buoyed the hope of the citizens of Oceanside to own the beach instead oflandgmbbers who 
would spoil our coast .... highrise buildings, parking lots, closing Pacific Street with mmutigated 
traffic snarl--while Oceanside's citizens are relegated to view our beach through Manchester's 
hotel "corridor", using their elevators or side stairways (ala Hawaii and Miami) to get to the 
beach. Our City Council is absolutely blind to the beauty tbat we as taxpayers enjoy; the 
panoramic God-given view of the ocean and one of the last upen spaces up and down tire coast. 

Please continue to evaluate Manchester's rape of our beach, at lenst until November when we get 
a chance to vote out the present two members ofthe City Council as we did with Colleen 
O'Harra, (who is now gathering a coalition of Redevelopment people and Manchester's "blue 
shirts" to push this hotel through). We who are opposed to a hotel right on the beach are fighting 
FOR a tirst-class hotel, but not ON the beach. We are fighting for a hotel il!:!llln!lthe beach 
where both the rich AND Oceanside citizens can enjoy our treasure. Aviura did it in Carlsbad­
we can tool 

Although it is not in the Coastal Commission's purview that Manchester bas also been handed a 
heoe&ctor's gift, El Corazon, as a sweetener for the hotel deal, please view this as a plea to see 
how very important this issue is to the citizeos who love Oceanside's unique coastline, who wiU 
lose !:1!2. very valuable pieces of property with the approval of the flawed Manchester Resons. 

See you in June in Long Beach. 

Please make this request a part of your record. 

Respectfully' 

~u/du-.-..<-t/), dlt-~ ~ 
' '-P~) I 

l sepruJ L. Olinski 
346 Luiseno AvenUe. 
Oceanside, CA 92057 

• ,"-, ' . ..,, 
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~~~llWJt1ffi 
APR 1 5 ZOOZ 

CALIFORNIA 
COAST.AL COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

Tdepftone:: 76fJ..966-IJ376, e-f'llldl: ]~ltd 

2882 Dartmouth Drive 
Oceanside. CA 92056 
Aprill O. 2002 

California Coastal CoiDIJlission 
Attention; Bill Ponder 
7575 Metropolitan l)rive, #1 03 
San Diego, CA 92108-4402 

Rrferenq;: ProrJgg4 Mtmt;fuprtq BMdt Prf)ktJ 

Dear Ml;, Ponder, 

As a (lypiad" Oceanside rcsidettt, l ba.ve :OIJillerOUS o~ to tbe ManchCstet beach 
hotel proposed :ibr ~de. There arc two items, ~h l would like to bring to your 
attention. at this thrle. QS they may not have been considered in your earlier r~. 

A large condominium project was coDStructcd. several years ago at tbe :beach just north of 
tbb ~pier. In theory the pu'blic was to :retain fuD aa:;cess to the Jx:ach. Howcwr~ 
it has not worked out tbat way. Residents oftbe eondomininms· succesafuliy lobbied the 
· Ckeanside City Gavernmsnt to renlOve the ''tire rings" from the ~ '1'l1C fire riDgs, 
which 'WCtC mostly used fur :fimJily picnics, had been ve:ry popular 'With the ~ 
pub&. But the condo res.ident5 were successful in oomroBirlg ~ enthc beach as their 
virtual personal property. 

It is likely that similar rcstrit:tions on the public's Wteofthc bcach.will eventwilly be 
enacted by the city iftbe Maoebester project (or aay other simibr ptOjc:ct at the beach) is 
constructed. The cit:izcns of Ocea.oside cannot trust our Mayor and ,most of~ Council 
members. as tbe developer~ appear to control tht1m. The Coastal Co~n should 
take tbis IDBtter imo considemion bcrore apptQving my project proposed .mr Oceanside. 

A .Manchester representative made a p:reseo.tation at a televised Oceanside City CoUllcil 
meeting last~· After tbe presentat;ion be was asked about ~ ~oor practices'' on 
another Manchestel: project. His response was that tbe a~ed workers were employees 

· of a subcoDtnJctor and Ma.ncbester cauoot comrol what its sub:o~~trnct.ors dO. That was 
one of the most irresponsible statements I've beard from an organization supposedly in 
charge of a project. Mancl:te$ter certainly does not appear to have the qualifications to 
construct a project at a sensitive location like OeeansKte•s beach. 

William Bruins.nta, PE 
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Bill Ponder 
. '' -·. 

From: burtannea [burtannea@home.com) 

Sent: Wednesday, August 01, 2001 9:14AM 

To: Anne Woosman; Elaine Weldauer; Maggie Unknown; North County Times; Reggie Sullivan; Donna 
Steinbrenner; Dolores Skolimowska; Tamra Ruddeck; Victoria Richart; Nora Porter; Bill Ponder; 
Coast News; Janice Newman; Zeb Navarro; Leslie Moon; Jennifer & Dave Meyerdlerks; Paul 
McDonough; Lois longet; HERB P KRUMBEIN; Linda Kallas: Cindy Johnson: Jean and Jeff Jacoby; 
Fred Holzapfel; Claire Holland; Charley Gibbs; Gail Gaston; Joe Gallaghar; Marsha Fox; Carrie 
Dolittle; Bonnie Connor; Tudy Bunn; Joan Brubaker; Emily Bromet; Glen and Alice Bowden; Adele 
Bors~ Joe & Lupe Blair; Melba Bishop; Madonna Bingham; Richard Bentley; Lydia Bauch; Larry 
Barry; Erin Arding; Jack Anderson 

Subject: Fw: Manchester Beach Resort O.S.E.I.R. Chapter 4 6, and 7 

--- Original Message --­
From:~ 
To: JfruYJ:!iJ:II.!lmiln 
Sent: Wednesday, August 01, 2001 9:04 AM 
Subject: Manchester Beach Resort D.S.E.I.R. Chapter 4 6, and 7 

August 1st. 2001 

Mr. Jerry Hittleman, Senior Planner 
Cily of Oceanside Planning Department 
300 North Coast Highway 
Oceanside CA 92054 

Dear Mr. Hiltleman. 

This leUEI!' <>Ontains my response to Chapters 4, 6 and 7 ol the Manchester Beach Resort O.S.E.I.A. and my 
final comments. 

Oceanside's LCP was amended in 1992. 'The amendment included a new policy that would ensure that The 
South Strand roadway would be preserved as a public roadway and dedicated as publio parkland ... • I object 
to the closing ol any part ol The Strand to public vehicular traffic. 

The State ol California Coastal Act ( 1976) was written "to protect, maintain, and enhance lha quality of the 
coastal environmern·. ·A primary goal ts to maintain public access to and along the coast and to maintain 
public recreational opportunities, ... • The Manchester project, closing part of The Strand, part of Mission 
Street, part of Myers Street, three blocks of Pacific Street and part ol Pier VIeW Way, effectively blocks all 
public vehicular access to the public parkland, public beach and public pier in the area. There is no way, with 
this projecl, any person can get near the pier area in a vehicle, unless they are guests ol the timeshare units or 
the resort. As guests, they can drive to garaged private parking, take an elevator, and be at the pier. The 
present very accessible curbside public parking near the pier would be eliminated, and replaced 6 blocks 
away at Oak and Tyson Streets. So, the public would be able to neither drive nor park anywhere near the 
Community Center, amphitheater, public beach, pier or parkland in the area. This is a denial of public 
recreational opportunities. In effect. the public is being driven out of public areas. The private development 
totally takes over the public facilities. This is a direct assault upon the California Coastal Act. 

The D.S.E.I.R. states, •The City of Oceanside LCP in conjunction with California's Coastal Act (1976} protects 
public access to and along the shoreline and provides that 'any project which diminishes access shall not be 
permitted' (LCP as amended 1!195).• The Manchester Project al:isolutely diminishes pubic access, and 
should not be permitled. 

The O.S.E.I.R. states, •The proposed improvemenls to the pub~c facilities in Subdistrict 15 would enhance 
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those facilities. The facilities would all remain public property under City control and ownership. • I believe 
these so--called improvements would not be of any benefit lo the public. Rather, the public is giving up more 
useable parkland space to accomodate these improvements. We now have a grassy area and tables and 
benches on the parkland. That is all gone in the proposed pian. What good does il do to have this area 
remain publio property if it is under private control via an •operating agreement•? The operator can do as he 
wishes about serving the public. I believe this operator does not have the public good in mind. 

I find fault wilh the traffiC flow volumes analysis in lha D.S.t:;.I.R. I was particularly ollended by the average 
ctaily traffic volume shown lor Pacific Street between Mission Avenue and Pier View Way. The number given 
is 4,000 cars daily. The count was taken on a Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursday in Februarylll Obviously, 
the study was done at this lime to show the fewest possible number of persons using the street. What would 
have been the average daily counl if the study had been done in the summer, or on a weekend, or on a 
summer weekend? My guess is that the count would be closer to 16,000 per day. I request that the count be 
repeated at the times I suggest. I am one of many who like to drive Pacific Street almost daily and view our 
beautiful pier, surt and beach from that vantage point. This scenic route Is an area treasure and a great 
potential draw lor visitors to the area. it is unthinkable to rna that the project would obliterate these three 
blocks of Pacific street. 

The O.S.E.I.R. stales, ·construction activities for the hotef complex and timeshare complex developments 
would involve demoUtlon of all existing structures on the site, with the exception o/ the Oceanside Pier and 
adjoining staircases.• Huh??? Does this mean, !he public restroom, lha amphitheatre, the police 
substation, etc. etc.would be demolished? What exacfly does the D.S.E.t.R. mean when it speaks of 
•improving• the amphitheater? Does the developer plan to tsar it down and rebuild it? 

In the O.S.E.l.R. there is quite a discussion of traffic. As I read the charts, the resoot is expected to generate 
6,400 regular daily vehicle trips, and 6,652 Saturday daily vehicle trips to the area. The Cumulative Projects 
TraffiC Generation shows 10,967 regular daily trips, and 9,666 Saturday trips. That is a large increase In dally 
vehicle traffic to this area of town. I feel that a project of this size will make vehicular travel in the area very 
difficult. The problem is exascerbated by closing Myers, Mission, Pier View Way and Pacific Streets to through 
traffic. I believe we should reduce the size of the project, and keep the public streets open to vehicular traffic. 

The O.S.E.I.R. states. "Construction impacts resulting from site excavation and off-site transport of material, 
estimated to be completed within an approximate 15 week period, are considered to be significant and 
unmitigable because of the large number o/ truck trips generated in the beach area during this short period of 
time. • Yes, 155 round trip dumptruck toads a day, carrying off 225,000 cubic yards of excavated material is a 
huge undertaking. The dirt, dust, and noise will be an assault upon the environment. Aft this can be 
eliminated by disallowing the project. Do not approve the project in its present form. Require the developer to 
build a smaller project truly east of the eastern boundary of Pacific Street, which would require less 
excavation. 

Last night I happened to see a video sponsored by the City of Oceanside on the local cable channel which told 
oltha delights of our lair city lor vacationing. II mentioned walking historical tours and featured the Graves 
•r op Gun• house. Now we are planning to demolish this increasingly famous landmark? The video also 
stressed "moderate priced• accomodations, and amenities •within everyone's budget•. People standing on 
the Unear Park on Pacific Street watching the sunset were shown. Now, are we abandoning moderate priced 
family amenities? Are we going to dissuade average people from coming to tha pier area through restricted 
accessibUity? Is the ordinary family visitor market abandoned for the Five Star Crowd? What a sad 
commentary on our city. 

In Chapter 6 of the O.S.E.i.R. Proposal Alternatives are outlined. (1} No development a"emative. I like ill 
(2} Private development alternative. Any development would have to be consistent with zoning and land use 
designations and the Local Coastal Plan. Public streets would remain open. It this alternative would mean 
development truly east of the eastern boundary of Pacific Street, and if all public access would be 
unrestrained, I would find It acceptable. (C) No towers alternative. While slightly better than the present plan, 
this proposal still doeS not meet the public needs. (D) Anernative site plan. I like this idea. Then. we could 
devefop all the land east of Pacific Street into a public Pier Park! 

Chapter 7 of lha O.S.E.I.R. lists irreversible environmental changes through the project. These are:• 
1. LOM of existing historic structures and other on-site cultural resources. 
2. Permanent change of the shoreline views along development frontage from the pier toward inland areas 
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City of Oceanside 
LCP Amendment #1-2001 

Submittal 
Tue5b 

LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM (LCP) POLICY AMENDMENTS 
FOR THE OCEANSIDE BEACH RESORT 

The following are proposed policy amendments to the Local Coastal Program-Land Use 
Plan (LUP) for the Oceanside Beach Resort project. Proposed modifications to the LUP 
are identified in an underline and strikeout format. Upon approval of the final policy, 
they will be integrated into the relevant section headings of the LCP document. 

COASTAL ACCESS 

1. The Strand promenade shall be enhanced and shall be reserved as an 
auto-free zone (with a minimum 28 feet width) between the Pier and the 
northernmost entrance to Betty's lot. Pedestrians, bicycles, roller blades. 
skate boarding and other pedestrian/visitor uses shall be allowed. All 
public safetv and beach maintenance vehicles necessary to support the 
Pier and beach area shall be accommodated within The Strand. 

2. 

3. 

Pierview Way between the Pier and the railroad tracks may become a 
public pedestrian promenade {an auto-free zone with a minimum SO feet 
width) and shall link to a pedestrian and bicycle underpass to the east 
below the railroad tracks so as to provide a continuous and direct 
pedestrian link from upland (downtown) areas to the Pier and beach 
area. The promenade shall be enhanced with decorative sidewalk pavers, 
landscape features. sidewalk furniture and other amenities customarily 
found in public promenades. All such physical features shalf be so 
designed to ensure that public safety vehicles can access and drive 
through the, promenade, as necessary. 

Pacific Street may be re-routed to connect with a two-way Myers Street 
between Seagaze and Civic Center Drive (3 blocks) in which case it shall 
serve as the first continuous public roadway along the City's coastline for 
all forms of vehicles. pedestna!'!s and bicycle traffic and shall redelineate 
the zone of appeal jurisdiction for coastal development permits. If this 
rerouting occurs. a public pedestrian promenade shalf be provided within 
Pacific Street replacing the existing street pavement from Seagaze Drive 
north to Civic Center Drive and the promenade shall be a minimum of SO 
feet in width. The promenade shall be enhanced with decorative 
sidewalk pavers. landscape features, sidewalk furniture and other 
amenities customarily found in public promenades. All such physical 
features shall be so designed to ensure that public safety vehicles can 
access and drive through the promenade. as necessary. In addition, the 
principles and policies contained within the Downtown Oceanside Way­
Finding Concept Study (September 2001) which is included as Appendix K 
in the final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report for the Oceanside 



4. 

Beach Resort shall be followed and used to implement an enhanced 
pedestrian· experience if the Pacific Street promenade is constructed as 
proposed. 

Visitor serving uses such as restaurants, retail and visitor serving 
accommodations proposed on the private lands adjacent to the Pacific 
Street and Pier View Way promenades shall be required and shall be 
designed so as to have access points into these businesses for the 
general public along these promenades. 

WATER AND MARINE RESOURCES; DIKING, DREDGING, FILUNG, AND 
SHOREUNE STRUCTURES; AND HAZARD AREAS 

5. New development along the City's coastal bluffs and hillsides should 
assure stability and protection of natural landforms, and neither create 
nor contribute significantly to erosion of geologic instability, or in any way 
require the construction of protective devices that would substantially 
alter natural landforms. 

• 

Substantially disturbed and isolated coastal bluffs <eroded cut slopes) 
immediately east of Betty's Lot that no longer provide sand replenishment 
resources for the beach may be developed. Such development must 
include creation of new useable public open space through construction 
of a minimum 40,000 square feet deck over "Bettv's" parking lot and • 
must retain at least the same or a greater number of parking spaces than 
presently exists (111 spaces). Prior to development a report shall be 
prepared by a licensed· geologist or engineer soecializjng in coastal bluff 
development. The report shall make a determination that tbe coastal 
bluff is substantially disturbed and isolated and that it no longer provides 
a sand replenishment source. The report shall be included as part of the 
regular coastal oermit review. · 

D District Zone Text LCP Amendment 

The following presents a new text amendment to the D District Zoning Ordinance of the 
Oty's adopted Local Coastal Program (LCP). Proposed modifications are shown in an 
underline and strilteeut format. 

6. 

Ill 

N2 iii A pedestrian promenade shall be required aEljaeeAt te ee.•elej3meAt 
in place of tbe existing street pavement on Padfic Street in conjunction 
with any adjacent new development between Seagaze Drive and Civic 
Center Drive. The new promenade shall be a minimum of 50 feet wide 
and shall contain all tbe components and features included in the City's 
LCP Coastal Access Policy amendments 3 and 4 noted above. 

• 
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EXCERPTS FROM CERTIFIED 
CITY OF OCEANSIDE LAND USE 

PLAN 

SECTION I- COASTAL ACCESS PAGES 1-4 

AMENDED LANGUAGE TO BE ADDED AT THE END OF THIS SECTION 

SECTION III- WATER AND MARINE RESOURCES; DIKING, DREDGING, 
FILLING, AND SHORELINE STRUCTURES; AND HAZARD AREAS 

.·· .. ; ; PAGES .·15-~2' ! •.. • 

AMENDED LANGUAGE TO BE ADDED TO POLICY #11 ON PAGE 22 
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CITY OF OCE&~SIDE 
LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAl-£ LAND USE PLAN 

SUfrlHARY OF FINDINGS A~"D POLICIES 

Adopted April 24, 1985 
Certified July 10, 1985 

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 developments may be 
required to provide public access to the shoreline. 

B. SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS: 

1. Virtually the full length of the 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 Oceans ide's beach is in 
public ownership. This is relatively high 
percentage of public beach, whe~ 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 southerlv end 
of The Strand to ·the Buena Vista Lagoon. 
Restoration of the beach will greatly improve 
lateral access, as well as enlarging the usable 
beach area. 

4. Existing rock seawalls may, in some instances, 
inhibit lateral access, especially at high 
tide. However, the presence of the seawalls 
bears a direct relationship to the beach 
erosion problem which both necessitates 
shoreline protection and inhibits lateral 
access. Restoration of the beach may diminish 
this problem. 

s. One general constraint to beach access is the 
presence of the AT&SF Railroad parallel to the 
coast. On].y seven east-west roads currently 
cross the railroad tracks. The proposed 
relocation of the freight switching yards will 
enhance pedestrian and vehicular access in the 
downtown area. The subsequent extension of 
Mission Avenue will provide direct freeway 
access to the beach and pier area. 

1 



6. 
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The beach in front of the San Luis Rey River 
and North Coast Village has been determined to 
be sovereign lands of the State of California, 
held in t:ust by the City of Oceanside. 

7. The shoreline between Wisconsin and ~Vitherby 
Streets is accessed by five 89 foot wide 
public "pocket" beaches, spaced at 450 foot 
intervals. 

a. Significant deficiencies in vertical access to 
the shoreline exist in the following a~eas: 

a. On South Strand between Tyson and 
Wisconsin Streets. 

b. In South Oceanside, south of Cassidy 
Street. 

9. A comprehensive signing program identifying 
coastal access stairways and ramps has been 
initiated by the City in cooperation with the 
California Conservation Corps. 

• 

19. Access to Buena Vista Lagoon . is generally • 
limited to three locations: on either side of , 
Bill Street {used primarily by fishermen), and 
along the frontage road east of Interstate 5 
(used for bird-watching and limited passive 
recreation). Further access to the lagoon is 
believed to be generally inappropriate due to 
the sensitivity of the wildlife habitat and 
steep terrain. 

C. OBJECTIVE AND POLICIES: 

Objective: 

Ad~quate access to and along the coast shall be 
provided and maintained. 

Policies: 

1. New vertical access shall be constructed from 
Pacific Street to the beach as follows: 

a. 

b. 

Provide pedestrian access within 
Redevelopment Area public right-of-way at 
Fourth Street.' 

Additional public pedestrian accessways 
from Pacific Street to The .Strand will be 
developed an average of every 509 feet 
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between Tyson and W~sconsin Streets • 
This access will be provided by one of 
the following mechanisms: · 

(l} Persons. developing 79 feet or more 
of frontage along The Strand will 
be required to dedicate and 
construct new accessways, unless 
adequate access already exists less 
than 500 feet to the north and the 
south. 

(2) New visitor serving commercial 
establishments which provide an 
accessway may be allowed up to a 
20% reduction in off-street 
parking, to the extent the adequate 
parking facilities on the bluff 
will be conveniently available to 
serve that commercial use. 

(3) The Community Development 
Commission {Redevelopment Agency)· 
will provide accessways at any 
other points lacking adequate 
access 1 as funds to do so become 
available. · 

c. When a major private development occurs 
between Wisconsin Street and the 
southerly terminus of Pacific Street, 
require the · owner to dedicate and 
construct vertical pedestrian access. 
Major development shall mean any 
development with 70 feet or more of ocean 
frontage, or duplex/multi-family 
development. Access need not be provided 
if existing vertical public access exists 
within 259 feet either to the north or 
south of the proposed development. 

2. New public beach access shall be dedicated 
laterally along the sandy beach from Witherby 
Street south to the City limits in conjunction 
with restoration of the beach or new private 
development, whichever occurs first. 

3. In order to benefit property owners who are 
required to aedicate an accessway, the City has 
developed, as an ·implementing measure, the 
following bonus techniques: 

a. Allow density to be calculated on total 
lot area. 
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b. Reduction of side yard setback 
.requirements. 

c. Granting of · a Park land dedication 
credit. 

4. The City has adopted standards for the design, 
construction, maintenance and signing of 
existing and new accessways. Existing and new 
public accessways shall not be closed or 
converted to other uses without approval from 
the California Coastal Commission. 

5. The City, in conjunction with the State 
Department of Fish and Game, shall continue its 
efforts to provide and maintain an adequate 
buffer zone between Buena Vista Lagoon and 
development along its shore. Such a buffer is 
necessary for the provision of public access 
and protection of the lagoon from adverse 
environmental impacts. 

The buffer zone shall be generally leD feet in 

• 

· width as measured from the landward edge of the 
lagoon or existing riparian. vegetation, •. 
whichever is more extensive. Within the buffer • 
zone only passive recreation uses (such as 
walking, nature study, photography, small 
resource interpretive facilities and viewing 
areas) shall be allowed with no structures 
other than permitted by this policy and only 
very minor alteration of natural land forms or 
conditions for uses permitted by this policy. 

6. The Redevelopment Department shall develop 
plans for a pedestrian overpass from the 
Oceanside Transit Center over the railroad 
tracks to facilitate access for beach users. 

7. The bike path along Highway 76 shall be 
extended under I-5 and the railroad track to 
the river mouth on the south side of the San 
Luis Rey River if and when funds are available 
to do so. 

8. A handicapped ramp or eleva tor shall be 
provided fr?m Pacific Street to The Strand in 
the vicinity of the pier complex. 

• •• • r 
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III. WATER AND MARINE RESOURCES; DIKING, DREDGING, FILLING, AND 
SHORELINE STRUCTURES; AND HAZARD AREAS 

A. 

B. 

COASTAL ACT POLICIES: 

The Coastal Act requires maintenance, protection and 
restoration of marine resources and coastal water 
quality, as well as control of discharges and run-off 
into the ocean and coastal wetlands. 

The Act also limits diking, dredging and filling of 
coastal waters to very specific circumstances, 
including maintenance dredging of channels, expansion 
of boating facilities and habitat restoration 
activities. 

Shoreline structures, such as breakwaters, groins and 
seawalls, are permitted to serve coastal dependent 
uses, or protect existing structures or public 
beaches. Impacts on shoreline sand transport must be 
mitigated. 

Local agencies are required to control risks in areas 
subject to geologic, flood, and fire hazard. New. 
development must not create or contribute to erosion 
or geologic instability. · 

SUMHARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS: 

Water Qualitv: 

1. No water quality information is available on 
Lorna Alta Creek. The green appearance of the 
water implies a high·nutrient level. Increased 
siltation has been reported in recent years as 
a result of heavy rains and channel alteration 
east of Hill Street. 

2. Buena Vista Lagoon is one of the few coastal 
lagoons which maintains a low salinity level 
(2-7 parts/100). Although treated wastewater 
is no longer discharged into the lagoon, the 
algae growth seems particularly abundant. 
There is some concern that increases in 
biochemical oxygen demand levels may result in 
a severe fish kill. 

3. The immediate area around Buena Vista Lagoon is 
developed with residences and intensive 
commercial development (much of which is in 
Carlsbad). · Although some measures have been 
implemented to control run-off, it is likely 
that surrounding development contributes to 
increased levels of nutrients, toxic compounds 
and silt in the lagoon. 
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Geologic Hazards:. 

4. There are two known !'Otentially active faults 
in the Coastal Zone. The most significant 
seismic hazard is from secondarv effects such 
as liquefaction, lurch cracking, lateral 
spreading, and local subsidence. Tha greatest 
risk from these effects are in the alluvial 
areas surrounding the San Luis Rey River, Lorna 
Alta Creek and Buena Vista Lagoon and along the 
beach. 

5. The coastal bluff between Ninth and Wisconsin 
Streets has .receded at an average rate of one 
inch per year over the last 40 years. This 
erosion is thought to be caused primarily by 
water run-off over the slopes. 

6. The City recently adopted a Hillside 
Development l-Ianual and Ordinance which controls 
development on slopes over 29%. Slopes ranging 
between 20% and 40% slope may be developed only 
if geologic stability is verified by a 
qualified soils engineer or geologist, and the 
integrity of the slope is preserved to the 
maximum extent feasible. Developrnen~ is 
prohibited on slopes over 40% with a 25 foot 
elevation differential. 

7. One of the most serious problems in Oceanside's 
coastal zone is beach erosion. The Federal 
government has accepted responsibility for the 
erosion (which resulted from construction of 
the Del Mar Boat Basin during World War II) and 
is committed to a solution. 

8. The Federal government has commenced 

9. 

construction on a sand bypass system which will 
maintain the navigational depths in the. 
combined entrance to Oceanside Small Craft 
Harbor and Camp Pendleton Harbor, as well as 
providing year-round nourishment to the City's 
eroded beach. A de.tailed monitoring program 
will be implemented to evaluate the 
effectiveness of the sand bypass in stabilizing 
the beach. 

The City has endorsed, in concept, a groin 
field extending from Tyson Street to the City's 
southerly limits as an additional beach 
restoration measure. To date, funding sources 
for that project have not been identified. 
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The California Coastal Commission has imposed a 
moratorium on new ·development on the South 
Strand pending an "area-wide" beach erosion 
solution. The City anticipates re-submitting 
this component <;>f the LC? for certification 
once construction of the sand bypass has been 
completed. 

11. There have been a number of recent Coastal 
Permit applications for seawalls in the South 
Oceanside area. The need for these sea walls 
is a direct result of the beach erosion 
problem. Additional shoreline protective 
structures may be necessary pending restoration 
of the beach. 

12. Pending development of an area wide solution to 
the continuing problem of beach erosion along 
the Strand, new private development on 
shorefront properties would be subject to a 
rate of erosion which would imperil such 
development almost immediately. To assure the 
protection of life and property, therefore, no 
new development on lots fronting the Strand 
shall be permitted south of Oceanside Pier to 
Wisconsin Street, .until an area wide study and 
beach restoration p~ogram have been completed. 
Incidental public recreation facilities may be 
permitted prior to completion of the study and 
beach restoration. 

13. The City shall require applicants for new 
development on the Strand between Ninth and 
Wisconsin Streets; and west of Pacific Street 
from Wisconsin to the south City Limits to 
provide a report prepared by a licensed civil 
engineer or geologist experienced in coastal 
processes that development as proposed would 
not be imperiled by erosion during the expected· 
life of the structure (generally 75 years for 
new residential development. 

Flood Hazards: 

14. There are three flood prone areas 
Oceanside's coastal zone: The San Luis 
River (which is described in the San Luis 
River Specific Plan), Lorna Alta Creek, 
Buena Vista Lagoon • 
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15. The portion of the Lorna Al·ta Creek HJ0-year • 
floodplain lying in the coastal zone covers 
about 50 acres. The cree~ is contained within 

16. 

. 17. 

a channel, portions of which are concrete and 
other portions which are soft-bottom with stone 
revetments. The existing channel can 
accommodate only 10 year flows. 

Land within the Lorna Alta Creek 100-year 
floodplain is largely developed. Uses which 
have been built in the floodplain include two 
mobile home parks, one of the City • s set.,age 
treatment plants, and a number of industrial 
and commercial buildings. These uses are 
subject to inundation during peak storm 
conditions. 

The Buena Vista Lagoon floodplain is generally 
protected from encroachment due to existing 
public ownership. There is, however, one 
undeveloped property within the floodplain 
between the lagoon and Highway 78 which is 
privately owned and zoned for commercial use. 

Harbor Area Projects: 

18. The Oceanside Harbor District has negotiated 
with the Marine Corps and State Lands 
Commission for use of the Marine Corps Turning 
Basin and adjacent land for expansion of 
Oceanside Small Craft Harbor. This project 
would entail: 

19. 

Dredging of +115,0~0 cubic yards of sand 
from the basrn; 

Removal of an existing submerged groin; 

Construction 
around the 
protection; 

I 

of 
basin 

an inner breakwater. 
for additional wave 

Extension and possible upgrading of the 
existing Harbor breakwaters; 

Construction of ±690 slips and moorings; 

Ancillary parking, dry boat storage, boat 
launching, and restroom facilities. 

Periodic dredging is performed by the Corps of 
Engineers to maintain the existing Harbor 
ent ranee. The dredged sand is deposited on 
City beaches. 

18 
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OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES: 
,.,; 

Objectives: 

The City shall work with the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board and other appropriate 
agencies to prevent degradation of Oceanside's 
Coastal waters. 

The City shall regulate diking, dredging, 
filling and erection of shoreline structures in 
order to minimize adverse environmental 
impacts, reduce public safety hazaras, and 
where feasible, enhance public recreation 
opportunities. 

The City shall seek to minimize risks to life 
and property in areas of high geologic and 
flood hazards. 

Policies: 

1. 

2. 

As a supplement to the Hillside Development 
Manual and Ordinance, the City is reviewing the 
Grading Ordinance in order to minimize 
siltation of the San Luis Rey River, Lorna Alta 
Creek and Buena Vista Lagoon. Such review will 
be based upon the results of studies by the 
recently formed Tri-Cities Buena Vista Lagoon 
Joint Powers Committee and upon the following: 

a. Fitting new development to the topography 
and maximizing natural vegetative cover; 

b. Reducing the area and duration of exposed 
soils; 

c. Revegetating disturbed soils upon. 
completion of grading; 

d. Designing final grades as close to 
natural drainage patterns as possible; 

e. Incorporating silt basins or 
measures to restrict siltation. 

other 

As part of its environmental review process, 
the City shall establish measures on a project­
by-project basis to minimize the introduction 
of· dissolved grease, oil, paints, pesticides, 
construction, waste, and other pollutants into 
the urban run-off. 
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3. The City shall continue to educate the public .: 
on the effects of biocides and fertilizers on 
waterbodies. 

4. The diking, dredging or filling of Oceanside's 
coastal waters shall be permitted where there 
are no less environmentally damaging 
alternatives and where feasible mitigation 
measures have been provided to minimize adverse 
environmental impacts, and shall be limited to 
the following: 

a. New or expanded port, energy, and coastal 
dependent facilities. 

b. Maintaining existing or restoring 
previous dredged depths in existing 
navigational channels, turning basins, 
vessel berthing and mooring areas, and 
boat launching ramps. 

c. In open coastal waters, other than 
wetlands, new or expanded boating 
facilities. 

d. Incidental ~ublic service purposes. . • 

e. Mineral extraction, including sand for 
restoring beaches, except in 
environmentally sensitive areas. 

f. Restoration purposes. 

g. Nature study, aquaculture, or similar 
resource-dependent activities. 

5. Dre.dg ing and spoils disposal shall be planned 
and carried out to minimize disruption to 
marine and wildlife habitats and water. 
circulation. Dredge spoils suitable for beach 
replenishment shall be transported for such 
purposes to appropriate beaches or into 
suitable longshore current systems. 

6. Revetments, breakwaters, groins, harbor 
channels, seawalls, cliff retaining walls, and 
other such construction that alters natural 
shoreline processes shall be permitted when 
required to serve coastal-dependent uses or to 
protect existing structures or public beaches 
in danger from erosion, and wlien designed to · •

1 eliminate or mitigate impacts on local 
shoreline sand supply. Such structures shall 
be designed and constructed to minimize erosive 
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impacts on adjacent unprotected property and 
minimize encroachment on to the beach. The 
structures ·shall not interfere with access 
along the beach. The property owner shall 
dedicate all area sea~ard of the shoreline 
structure for lateral access for the public. 

7. All permitted dredging (as outlined in the 
above policies} shall be planned, scheduled and 
carried out to minimize disruption to fish and 
bird breeding/migration, marine habitats, and 
water circulation. 

8. If suitable, dredged or excavated material from 
the Harbor Expansion or San Luis R~y River 
Flood Control project shall be used for sand 
replenishment of down-shore City beaches. Any 
excess dredge spoils shall be used in 
a9cordance with the requirements of the Uniform 
Building Code for the following activities (in 
descending order): 

9. 

a. To the maximum extent feasible, storage 
for anticipated beach replenishment; 

b. Fill for permitted public projects; 

c. Fill for pe~mitted private projects. 

The City shall continu~ to work with the Army 
Corps of Engineers to solve the City's beach 
erosion and harbor surge and shoaling problems. 
Any shoreline structures proposed to solve 
these problems should be governed by the 
following criteria: 

a. Be the minimum necessary to solve the 
erosion problem; 

b. Be as visually unobtrusive as possible; 

c. Be compatible with maximum possible 
shoreline access and public safety; 

d. Protect and enhance marine life to the 
maximum extent feasible; 

e. 

f. 

Provide adequate 
adverse impacts 
transport; 

mitigation for any 
on down-shore sand 

For the surge and shoa.ling solutions 
only, maximize protected water areas 
within the existing Harbor and Turning 
Basin for berthing, small craft sailing, 
and other boating facilities. 
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HJ. As an LCP implementing measure, the City has •. 7 

developed discretionary review procedures for 
all permanent or temporary artificial 
structures proposed for shoreline erosion 
control, including seawalls, revetments, 
retaining walls and breakwaters. Such 
structures shall be allowed if each of the 
criteria listed in policy ~6 is met. 

11• New development along the City•s coastal bluffs 
and hillsides should assure stability and 
protection of natural landforms, and neither 
create nor contribute significantly to erosion 
or geologic instability, or in any way require 
the construction of protective devices that 
would substantially alter. natural landforms. 

12. 

13. 

Coastal bluff development shall be permitted if 
the design and setbacks are adequate to ensure 
stability for the expected economic life of the 
development, and measures are taken to control 
run-off, foot traffic, irrigation or other 
activities which could aggravate erosion 
problems. 

The demonstration of stability for bluff 
development shall occur at the time of building 
permit issuance and shall include a report 
prepared by a registered geologist, 
professional engineer and/or a certified 
engineering geologist acting within their area 
of expertise, based on an on-site evaluation. 

14. The Community Development Commission will 
adhere to the guidelines and ~ecommendations of 
the nGeotechnical and Erosion Control Study 
Report, Bluff Area, Ninth Street to Wisconsin 
Avenue, Oceanside, Californian. 

IV. SAN LUIS REY RIVER SPECIFIC PLAN 

A. COASTAL ACT POLICIES: 

Many of the Coastal Act policies described in other 
portions of this document apply to the San Luis Rey 
River area. These policies require maintenance of 
public access to the coast, provision of visitor and 
recreational facilities, protection of important 
biological and scenic resources, and control of risks 
in areas subject to flood and geologic hazards. 

22 
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EXCERPTS FROM CERTIFIED 
CITY OF OCEANSIDE 
IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 

REVISIONS TO D DISTRICT ORDINANCE • PAGES 12/1 to 12/33 

AMENDED LANGUAGE TO BE ADDED TO ADDITIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
REGULATION (N) (2) (iii) ON PAGE 12-22 
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ORDINANCE NO. 095-006 
ADOPTED 4/19/95 

Article 12 D Downtown District 

Sections: 

1210 
1220 
1230 
1240 
1250 

Specific Purposes 
Land Use Regulations by Subdistrict 
Development Regulations 
Review of Plans 
Amendments 

1210 Specific Purposes 

In addition to the general purposes listed in Article 1, the 
specific purposes of the D Downtown District are to: 

A. To promote the long-term viability of and rejuvenation of 
the Redevelopment Project Area and to protect and enhance 
primarily boating and water-dependent activities; and 
secondarily other public-oriented recreation uses in the 
Oceanside Small Craft Harbor 

B. Maintain and enhance an appropriate mix of uses; and 

c. Provide land-use controls and development criteria 
consistent with the General Plan, the Redevelopment Plan, 
and the Local Coastal Program. 

Consistent with these purposes, it is the intent of the D District 
to establish special land-use subdistricts with individual 
objectives as described below and as shown on page 12-33: 

Subdistrict 1: To provide a commercial/retail and office 
complex offering a wide variety of goods and services to both 
the community at large and to tourists and visitors. 
Residential uses are encouraged when and where appropriate. 

Subdistrict 1(Al : To provide a commercial/retail and office 
complex promoting the conservation, preservation, protection, 
and enhancement of the historic district and to stimulate the 
economic health and visual quality of the community to 
tourists and visitors. Residential uses are encouraged when 
and where appropriate. 

Subdistrict 2: To provide sites for a financial center, 
supported by professional offices. 

Subdistrict 3: To provide for a mix of office development, 
interspersed with residential development, in response to 
market demands. 

Subdistrict 4(A): To provide a mix of transient and permanent 
residential uses along the South Strand between Tyson and 
Wisconsin streets. 



Subdistrict 4CB): To provide transient and permanent 
residential uses (hotels and motels) in close proximity to the 
beach and recreational facilities. 

Subdistrict 5: To provide a high-density residential 
neighborhood in an urban setting in close proximity to 
shopping, employment, transportation and recreational 
facilities. 

Subdistrict 5CAl: To provide a medium-density residential 
neighborhood at south Pacific Street with an urban setting in 
close proximity to shopping, employment, transportation and 
recreational facilities. 

Subdistrict 6(Al: To provide sites for highway business and 
tourist/visitor uses related to the harbor and the Interstate 
5 freeway, primarily oriented to visitor-serving commercial 
establishments. 

SUbdistrict 6(Bl: To provide sites for highway business and 
tourist/visitor uses related to the harbor and the Interstate 

I 

• 

5 freeway, primarily oriented to recreational commercial 
facilities. Residential uses are allowed as part of a mixed • 
use project. 

Subdistrict 6CCl: To provide sites for uses supporting the 
Oceanside Small Craft Harbor, consistent with the Harbor 
Precise Plan. 

Subdistrict 6(0): To provide a recreational facility for the 
purpose of boating-oriented and park-oriented passive and 
active recreation, and appropriate ancillary commercial and 
residential uses consistent with the Harbor Precise Plan. 

Subdistrict 7CAl: To provide sites for a high-density 
residential environment in an urban setting in close proximity 
to shopping, employment, transportation and recreational 
facilities. 

Subdistrict 7CBl: To provide for a mix of.recreational and 
commercial uses conveniently located near recreational and 
residential areas. Residential uses are allowed as part of a 
mixed use project. 

Subdistrict BCAl: To provide a mix of hospital and medical 
uses. 

Subdistrict B(B): To provide a mix of hospital and medical • 
uses, office development, interspersed with residential 
development in response to market demand. 
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Subdistrict 9:· To provide opportunities for commercial uses 
supporting other land uses within the downtown and serving the 
entire community. Residential uses are encouraged where 
appropriate. 

Subdistrict 10: To provide a joint open space and 
recreational area within the floodplain of the San Luis Rey 
riverbed. 

subdistrict 11: To provide sites for commercial uses serving 
the adjacent residential neighborhood. 

·subdistrict 12: To provide a special tourist;visi tor oriented 
subdistrict that relates to the pier, ocean, beach, marina and 
freeway. 

Sybdistrict 13: To provide for a mix of visitor;commercia1 
and office uses. Residential uses are allowed as part of a 
mixed use project. 

Subdistrict 14: 
railway uses • 

To provide for public transportation and 

Sgbdistrict 15: To provide for public facilities, public 
parks, open spaces, and other public oriented uses. 

Land Use Regulations by Subdistrict 

In Schedule D-1, the letter "P" designates use classifications 
permitted in the D Downtown District. The letter "L" designates 
use classifications subject to certain limitatiqns prescribed by 
the "Additional Use Regulations" that follow •. Ariy use that falls 
within a use category which has an "L" designator is specifically 
prohibited unless stated otherwise by the prescribed limitation. 
The letter "U" designates use classifications permitted on approval 
of a conditional Use Permit. The letter "C" designates use 
classifications permitted on approval by the Community Development 
Commission. The letters "P/U 11 designate use classifications 
permitted on the site of a permitted use, but requiring a use 
permit on the site of a conditional use. Letters in parentheses in 
the "Additional Regulations" column reference regulations 
following the schedule, or located elsewhere in this Title. Where 
letters in parentheses are opposite a use classification-heading, 
referenced regulations shall apply to all use classifications under 
the heading. · 
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D District Additional Use Regulations 

L-1 on-site storage limited to five rental cars. 

L-2 Permitted as an accessory use in a hotel with Community 
Develo~ment Commission approval. Eating and Drinking 
Establ1shments and Cocktail Lounges not as an accessory use to 
a hotel requires a Conditional Use Permit. 

L-3 Permitted in the air rights above the ground floor with 
approval by the Community Development Commission. 

L-4 Medical offices, dental offices, account~nts, attorneys, 
consultants, brokers, insurance agenc1es, engineers, 
architects, planners, and real estate brokers are permitted. 
All other uses in this category require Community Development 
commission review for compatibility with the objectives of the 
subdistrict. 

L-5 Only pharmacies occupying less than 50 percent of the gross 
floor area on the floor on which they are located are 
permitted as an accessory use in a medical office building or 
a hospital. 

L-6 Only coffee shops occupying less than 50 percent of the gross 
floor area on the floor on which they are located are 
permitted as an accessory use within a medical office building 
or a hospital. 

L-7 Only tennis/racquetball courts, health/fitness clubs as part 
of hotels, motels and times hares or as part of a mixed use 
development are allowed with approval by the Community 
Development Commission. 

L-8 Only in licensed restaurants with approval by the Community 
Development Commission. 

L-9 Only "limited" facilities, as defined in Article 4: t}'se 
Classifications, and golf, roller skating rinks and 1ce 
skating rinks, are allowed with Commission approval. "Drive 
through" facilities require a Conditional Use Permit. 

L-10 Bakeries permitted in subdistrict 9; Community Development 
Commission review required for all other uses for, 
compatibility with the objective of the subdis~rict, as 
prescribed in Section 1210. A Conditional Use Permit is 
required for establishments (including bakeries) occupying 
more than 1,500 square feet . 
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D District Additional Use Regulations C=ontinued) 

L-11 Accountants, attorneys, consultants, brokers, insurance 
agencies, engineers, architects, planners, and real estate 
brokers are permitted. All other uses in this category 
require Community Development Commission review for 
compatibility with the objectives of the subdistrict, as 
prescribed in Section 1210. 

L-12 Barber shops, beauty shops, and tailors permitted. All other 
uses in this category require community Development Commission 
review for compatibility with the objectives of the 
subdistrict. In Subdistricts 1, 2, and 9 self-service 

·laundromats are prohibited. 

L-13 Book or stationery stores (excluding bookstores classified as 
adult businesses), dress or millinery shops, drug stores, dry 
goodsr notion stores, florist shops, jewelry and shoe stores, 
cloth~ng or wearing apparel shops and camera shops are 
permitted. All other uses in this category require Community 
Development Commission review for compatibility with the 
objectives of the subdistrict, as prescribed in Section 1210. 
Secondhand stores are prohibited except for Art, Jewelers and 
Antigue shops with Commission approval, provided they are 
cons1stent with Chapter 22 of the Municipal Code. 

L-14 Private noncommercial facilities, including swim clubs and 
tennis clubs, allowed only with a Conditional Use Permit as an 
accessory use to hotels, motels and timeshares or as part of 
a mixed use project. 

L-15· Delicatessens and grocery stores permitted. Convenience food 
stores require a Conditional Use Permit. 

L-16 Barber shops and beauty shops permitted. Laundry agencies 
require Community Development Commission review for 
compatibility with the objectives of the subdistrict, as 
prescribed in Section 1210. Non-attendant laundry agencies 
are not permitted. 

L-17 Permitted as part of a mixed use development. 

L-18 "Limited custom Retail" allowed with Commission approval. 
Limited Custom Retail shall be defined as follows: 

Establishments primarily engaged in on-site production of 
goods by hand manufacturing involving the use of hand tools 
and small-scale mechanical equipment not exceeding two (2) 
horsepower or a single kiln not exceeding eight (8) kilowatts; 
and the direct sale to consumers of those goods produced on-
site. Products made incident to a permitted use may be sold 

• 

• 

at retail on the premises, and not more than three (3) people 
shall be employed in the production process. Typical uses 
include but are not limited to ceramic studios, candle-making • 
shops, and custom jewelry production. 



• 

• 
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D District Additional Use Regulations (continued) 

L-19 Permitted as part of a public park or recreational facility. 
Private Commercial and Recreational uses are limited to 
tennis, racquetball, and volleyball courts upon approval of a 
Conditional Use Permit. 

L-20 Hotels and motels allowed with a Conditional Use Permit. 
Timeshares may be allowed with a Conditional Use Permit if a 
substantial number of units are permanently reserved for 
transient overnight accommodations during the summer season 
(June 1 through Labor Day weekend). 

L-21 ·Food and beverage sales, artist studios and retail sales 
allowed with Community Development Commission approval in the 
area on the northwest quadrant of Sixth and Cleveland Streets, 
in an area extending 150 feet north along Cleveland Street and 
100 feet west along Sixth Street. 

L-22 A Conditional Use Permit is required for generating plants, 
electric substations, lone switching buildings, refuse 
collection, recycling or disposal facilities, water 
reservoirs, water or wastewater treatment plants, 
trans~ortation or communication utilities, and similar 
facil~ties of public agencies or public utilities. Above­
ground electrical transmission lines are not permitted unless 
determined to be consistent with a utility corridor plan 
approved by the Planning Commission. Flood-control or 
drainage facilities are permitted if they are consistent with 
approved master-drainage and/or flood-control plans. 

L-23 Permitted if determined that the use is consistent with the 
Harbor Precise Plan and approved by the Harbor District Board 
of Directors. 

L-24: only Harbor administration, maintenance and patrol facilities, 
Coast Guard and other related governmental offices and 
facilities are permitted upon approval of the Harbor District 
Board of Directors. 

L-25 Within Subdistrict 9, lots fronting on Tremont Street and 
Freeman Street, and totalling a minimum contiguous area of 
30,000 square feet, in single or multiple ownership, shall be 
permitted to develop single-family units upon approval of the 
community Development Commission. 

L-26 Allowed with a Conditional Use Permit; lots fronting on Hill 
Street residential uses allowed in the air rights above the 
ground floor as par~ of a mixed-use development with a use 
permit, no ground-floor residential use is permitted on Hill 
Street. 

L-27 Sidewalk cafes (including tables and chairs) and outdoor food 
service accessory to an eating and drinking establishment 
shall be permitted with Community Development Commission 
approval. However, no outdoor preparation of food or 
beverages will be permitted. 



~~~~~--~----· D District Additional Use Requlat:ions (continued) 

L-28 Permitted, however, it is limited to one primary dwelling unit 
and one accessorv dwellinq unit per site, subject to the 
requiremen1:s of sec1:ion 3006: Accessory Dwelling Units. 

L-29 Publicly-owned parkinq lots are permitted upon approval of the 
community Cevelopmen't: Commission. 

L-30 Allowed on The Strand, or adjacent to Subdistrict 11, upon 
approval of a Conditional Use Permit. 

L-31 Medical and Dental Offices are permitted. All other uses in 
this ca1:egorv require community Development Commission review 
for ccmpa't:ibllity with the obJectives of the subdistrict. 

L-32 Eating and Drinking Establishments (with or without Alcoholic 
aeveraae service and with or without Take-out Service) on the 
oier or east of The Strand are allowed with Community 
Development Commission Approval. 

L-33 Only Retail Sales and Food & Beverage Sales related to the 
ooeration of a pier baitshop and kiosks allowed upon Community 
oevelopJ?ent Commiss.io.n approval. All other uses in these 
ca1:egor~es are proh~b~ted. • 

L-34 Excludes check cashing businesses. 

L-35 The definition of an Eating and Drinking Establishment shall 
be as follows: 

A olace which is regularly and in a bona fide manner used 
ana kept open for the serving of meals to ques't:S for 
comoensation and which has an adeauate seating area for 
~he·consumotion or meals and suitable kitchen facilities 
connec~ed therewith, containing conveniences for cooking 
an assort::tent: of foods which may be required for ordinary 
::1eals. AS used in this definition, the word "meals" 
::1eans the·usual assor't:::tent of foods commonly ordered at 
•tarious hours of the dav: the services of only such foods 
as sandwiches or salads· shall not: be deemed in compliance 
~ith this reauirement. As used in this definition, the 
~ords "suitab-le kitchen facilities" shall include cooking 
~aui~ment: (such as deeo frvers, stoves or ovens) 
=equJ.r.::.::g hood fans, an operable dishwashing machine, and 
3 central freezing and refrigeration area. The 
oercentaae of alcohol sales in monet:ary terms shall no1: 
exceed tha't: of food sales and still comply with this 
definition. 

Potential Eatina and Drinkina Establishments which do not meet 
this definition shall only ·be allowed upon approval by the 
Community Development CommJ.ssion. • 

,.., ll'. 
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L-36 Institutional services or facilities for photography, fine 
arts, crafts, dance or music facilities, driving schools, 
business or trade schools, diet centers, reducing salons, and 
fitness studios (including health studios or spas) are allowed 
upon approval of the Community Development Commission. The 
"Personal Improvement Services" described above for 
Subdistricts 6A, 6B, 6C, 7B and 12 are only 
allowed as an accessory use to a hotel, motel and 
timeshares or in a mixed use project. 

L-37 Only Neighborhood and Specialty Markets (as defined below) 
which do not exceed a,ooo square feet of gross floor area are 
allowed with Community Development Commission approval. such 
markets which exceed 8,000 square feet of gross floor area 
shall require a Conditional Use Permit. Convenience markets 
are not allowed. 

NEIGHBORHOOD MARKET: 

Retail sales of food and beverages for off-site preparation 
and consumption. Principally engaging in the retail sale of 
staple foodstuffs, household supplies and a sizeable 
assortment of fresh produce, fresh-cut meats, fish and dairy 
products. A minimum of 60% of net floor area (excluding 
storage, aisle ways, check out and customer service areas) 
shall be dedicated to the sale of staple foodstuffs and fresh 
items such as produce, meats, fish, and dairy products . 

SPECIALITY MARKET: 

Retail sales of food and beverages for off-site preparation 
and consumption. Principally engaging and specializing in the 
retail sales of one predominate product line such as produce, 
meat, fish, etc. Such markets may include the incidental 
sales of other merchandise directly related to the principal 
product line. 

L-3 8 Permitted within the oceanside Transit Center only, with 
Community Development Commission approval. 

L-39 New multi-family residential development shall be prohibited. 
Business and professional offices shall be limited to uses 
ancillary to Coastal Dependent uses. 

L-40 Permitted uses within the 100 year floodplain shall be limited 
to open space, passive recreational uses, public parks, 
limited horticulture, floriculture, uses permitted within 
sensitive habitat areas ,pursuant to the City's certified 
"Standards for the Identif1cation and Protection of Sensitive 
Habitats" and private commercial recreational uses. ·Provided 
soil placement does not exceed a maximum level of 3 feet from 
existing grade and that such placement does not adversely 
impact the flood-plain hydrology of the San Luis Rey River as 
defined and evaluated by the Army Corps of Engineers, the 
following development may be permitted in the 100 year flood­
plain: 

Bicycle and pedestrian paths, landscape, fencing, 
hardscape, waterscape, pools, tennis courts, putting 
greens, volleyball courts, basketball courts, driving 
range, shuffle board courts, horse shoes, lawn bowling, 
gazebos and arbors. 



Within the first 50 feet of the required 100 foot wetland • 
buffer zone only transitional upland vegetation shall be 
permitted. Within the second 50 feet of said buffer zone only 
landscape, hardscape, fencing and pathways for 
bicycles/pedestrians may be permitted. 

All floodplain development shall be capable of 
withstanding periodic flooding without the construction 
of flood-protective work. Existing environmentally 
sensitive habitat area will not be adversely affected. 
There will be no increase in the peak runoff rate from 
the developed site as compared to the discharge that 
would be expected once every ten (10) years during a six 
(6) hour period. There will be no significant adverse 
water quality impacts and no downstream bank erosion or 
sedimentation may result from site improvements. All 
development shall be reviewed for conformance with the 
policies and standards of the certified San Luis Rey 
River Specific Plan. 

L-41 Food and Beverage sales with alcohol shall require a 
conditional Use Permit. 

L-42 Video arcades and game centers allowed with a Conditional Use 
Permit, subject to Article 36 (regulated uses) of the "D" 
Downtown District Zoning Ordinance. Adult entertainment uses, 
adult peep-show devices, pool tables and billiard tables are 
not allowed. 

1230 Development Regulations 

The following schedule prescribes development regulations and 
standards for the D District. The first column establishes the 
basic requirements for permitted and conditional uses in each 
subdistrict within the D District. Letters in parentheses in the 
"Additional Regulations" column refer to regulations following the 
schedule or located elsewhere in the zoning ordinance. 

Where literal interpretation and enforcement of the development 
regulations and standards result in undue hardship, practical 
difficulties or consequences inconsistent with the purposes of 
these regulations and the Redevelopment Plan, the Community 
Development Commission may grant a variation. A variation shall 
not be granted which will change the land uses of the Redevelopment 
Plan for allow any increase in the maximum height set forth in 
Additional Development Regulations sub-section (N). Any variation 
granted with respect to density or intensity of land use, or any 
variation granted which permits a greater than a 10% reduction in 
parking requirements above the base development regulations of 
Article 12 "D" Downtown District shall require a Local Coastal 
Program Amendment. · The Community Development commission may 
approve an application for a variation as it was applied for or in 
modified form as required by the Community Development Commission 
if, on the basis of the application, plans, materials, and 
testimony submitted, the Community Development Commission finds: 

• 

1) The application of certain regulations and/or standards • 
would result in practical difficulties or unnecessary 
hardships incons~stent with the general purpose and 
intent of the Redevelopment Plan. 
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2) There are exceptional circumstances or conditions 
applicable to the property or to the intended development 
of the property which do not apply generally to other 
properties having the same requirements, limits, 
restrictions, and controls. 

3) Permitting a variation will not be materially detrimental 
to the public welfare or injurious to property or 
improvements in the area. 

4) Permitting a variation will not be contrary to the 
objectives of the Redevelopment Plan. 

In ~ermitting any such variation the Community Development 
Comm~ssion shall impose such conditions as are necessary to protect 
the public health, safety, or welfare, and to assure compliance 
with· the purposes of the Redevelopment Plan. 

1231 Transit Oriented Development 

The downtown core commercial area is designated a Transit Overlay 
District (TOD) (See Map on page 12-32). The location, desi~n, 
configuration, and mix of uses in the TOO provides an alternat~ve 
to traditional development by emphasizing a pedestrian-oriented 
environment and reinforcing the use of public transportation. The 
TOD 1 s mixed-use clustering of land uses within a pedestrian­
friendly area connected to transit, provides for growth with 
minimum environmental costs . 

The core Downtown 1 s underlying commercial use designation and 
proximity to the Oceanside Transit Center provide a unique 
opportunity to create a pedestrian-oriented environment. The 
establishment of such an area is to encourage a mix of commercial 
retail, professional office and residential uses which will 
encourage an efficient pattern of development that supports 
alternative modes of travel. 

Mixed-use projects within the TOO require a Mixed-Use Development 
Plan (see Section KK page 12-28). TODs represent a land use 
strategy which seeks to strike a balance between resolving today 1 s 
critical transportation issues and allowing freedowm of movement 
and choice of travel mode. Although focused on reinforcing 
transit, the mixed-use and walkable neighborhoods developed should 
equally support carpools, bus, biking, walking, and more efficient 
auto use. 

Quality of design will be evaluated upon the basis of the projects 
ability to incorporate specific amenities which encourage alternate 
travel modes (i.e. bike lockersjracks. employee locker 
rooms/showers, preferred carjvan pool parking). Parking reductions 
will be considered for those mixed-use projects which can 
demonstrate a varied peak parking demand for each use by time of 
day and/or day of the week (see Section (W) 4 and 5 page 12-25) . 

1"l-"Y'l 



llOWHTOWH DISTRICT 
PROPERTY DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

Residential Development 

Base Density: 
Site Area Per 
Unit (sq. ft.) 

Maximum Potential Density: 
Site Area Per 
Unit ( sq. ft. ) 

Minimum Lot 
Area (sq. ft. ) 

Minimum Lot 
Width (ft.) 

Minimum Setbacks: 

Front (ft.) 

Side (ft.) 

Corner Side (ft.) 

Rear (ft.) 

Maximum Height 
of Structures (ft.) 

Signs 

Public Access 
to the Beach 

Minimum Site 
Landscaping 

Vehicular Access: 

Maximum Driveway 
Width (ft.) 

Basic 
Requirements 

Additional 
Regulations 

(II)(JJ)(KK) 

(C) (D) 

1,500 

1,000 

5,000 

50 

10 

3' for lots 75' wide 
or less except where 
courts are required: 
10' from one side-lot 
line for lots greater 
than 75 1 wide or as 
required for courts. 

10 

5; and as required 
for courts 

35 

See Article 33 

25% 

24 

(C) (D) 

(A) (B) (E) 

(E) 

(E) (G) (L) 

(H) (K) 

(H) (J) (K) 

(I)(K) 

(M)(N)(O) 

(GG) 

(HH) 

(P) (Q) 

(R) (S) 

(X) (Y) 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 
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Private outdoor 
Living Space 

courts Required 

Required Facade 
Modulation 

Parking 

Fences and Walls (ft.) 

Refuse storage Areas 
Underground Utilities 
Nonconforming Structures 

Minimum 48 sq. ft. 
required with minimum 
dimension 6 feet 

25% of front and 
side street elevation 
horizontal and/or 
vertical must be set 
back at least 5 feet 
from setback line 

See Article 31 

Maximum height 
of 6' 

See Section 3022 
See Section 3023 
see Article 35 

(FF) 

(EE) 

(T) (U) 

(W) 

( Z )(AA)(BB) 



D District Property Development Regulations (continued) 

Nonresidential Development 

Minimum Lot Area (sq. ft.) 

Basic 
Requirements 

5,000 

Minimum Lot Width (ft.) so 

Minimum setbacks: 

Front (ft.) 

Side (ft.) 

Corner Side (ft.) v/ 

Rear (ft.) 

Maximum Height (ft.) 
of Structures 

Maximum Floor Area Ratio 

Minimum Site Landscaping 

Fences and Walls (ft.) 

Public Access 
to the Beach 

Off-Street Parking 
and Loading 

Signs 
outdoor Facilities 
Employee Eating Areas 
Screening of 
Mechanical Equipment 
Refuse Storage Areas 
Underground Utilities 
Performance Standards 
Nonconforming Structures 

10 

0 

10 

0 

45 

2 

15% 

8' 

See Article 33 
See Section 3020 

See Section 3021 
See Section 3022 
See Section 3023 
See section 3024 
See Article 35 

"! ,., -, ~r 

Additional 
Regulations 

(II)(KX) 

(A)(B) 

(H) 

(H)( I) 

(H) (J) 

(H) (I) 

{M) (N) (0) 

(F) 

---___.J' ( p ) ( Q ) ( s ) 

( Z ) ( AA) ( BB) 

(HH) 

(V) 

(GG) 
(CC) 
(DO) 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

D DOWNTOWN DISTRICT: 
Additional Development Regulations 

(A) 

(B) 

(C) 

(D) 

The provisions of Section 3013: Development on Substandard 
Lots shall apply except that in the D District mergers of lots 
under common ownership shall not be required for purposes of 
compliance with this ordinance. 

see Section 3014: Uncertainty of Boundaries. 

The maximum density for Subdistrict SA is one dwelling unit 
per 1,500 square feet of site area. 

1. The Land Use Plan would allow for a maximum of 29 to 43 
units per acre. The base of 29 units per acre shall be 
considered the appropriate density for development within each 
residential land use designation. The base density may be 
increased from 29 units per acre to 33 units per acre if an 
under9round parking structure which is 50% or more below 
exist1DQ grade is used in a residential project to provide all 
of the required parking. All residential projects which do 
not have an underground parking structure shall have a maximum 
density of 29 units per acre • 

2. Residential projects located within Subdistrict 88 may 
request a waiver, through the conditional use permit process, 
to the requirement that all required parking be contained in 
an underground parking structure. Such projects within 
Subdistrict 88 may achieve density up to 43 dwelling units ~er 
acre provided the project possesses the excellence of des1gn 
criteria and characteristics described in Section B below. 
Residential projects with density below the base densities 
shall be considered to be consistent with the land use 
designation. 

3. Residential projects using an underground parking 
structure which is 50% or more below finish graqe to provide 
75% of the required parking, and which possess an excellence 
of design features, shall be granted the ability to achieve 
densities above the base density of 29 or 33 units per acre if 
under~ound garage is provided, up to the maximum density of 
43 un1ts per acre upon approval of a conditional Use Permit. 

(a) Residential projects on lots 5,000 square feet or 
smaller may achieve densities above 29 units per acre 
without providing an underground parking struct~re, upon 
approval of a Conditional Use Permit. 

(b) Projects located on The Strand may achieve densities 
above 29 units per acre without providing an underground 
parking structure upon approval of a Conditional Use 
Permit • 

4. Project characteristics which exceed standards 
established by City policy and those established by existing 
or approved developments in the ·surrounding area will be 
favorably considered in the review of acceptable density 
within the range. such characteristics include, but are not 
limited to the following: 



a) 

b) 

c) 

d) 

e) 

f) 

g) 

h) 

i) 

j) 

k) 

1) 

Infrastructure improvements beyond what is 
necessary to serve the project and its population. 

Lot standards ( i . e. lot area, . width depth, etc • ) 
which exceed the minimum standards established by 
City policy. 

Development standards (i.e. parking, setbacks, lot 
coverage, etc. } which exceed the standards 
established by City policy. 

Superior architectural design and materials. 

Superior landscapejhardscape design and materials. 

Superior recreation facilities or other amenities. 

Superior private and/or semi-private open space 
areas. 

Floor areas which exceed the norm established by 
existing or approved development in the surrounding 
area. 

Consolidation of existing legal lots to provide 
unified site design. 

Initiation of residential development in areas 
where nonconforming commercial or industrial uses 
are still predominant. 

Participation in the City's Redevelopment, Housing 
or Historical Preservation programs. 

Innovative design and/or construction methods which 
further the goals of the General Plan. 

The effectiveness of such design features and 
characteristics in contributing to the overall quality of 
a project shall be used to establish the density above 
base density. No · one factor shall be considered 
sufficient to permit a project to achieve the maximum 
potential density of a residential land use designation. 

(E) Lots within Subdistrict 5 may be subdivided upon the approval 
of the community Development Commission (pursuant to the 
Subdivision Map Act and the Subdivision Ord1nance), provided 
that each lot thus created is 2,500 square feet or more in 
area and 25 feet or more in width, and has vehicular access to 
a public or private alley. Lots within Subdistrict 9 which 
front on Tremont or Freeman streets and total 30,000 square 
feet or more of contiguous area, in a single or multiple 
ownership, may also be subdivided upon the approval of the 
Commission with the same provisions as within Subdistrict 5. 

• 

• 

One dwelling unit may be located on each subdivided lot • 
provided that each lot meets the yard, density and occupancy 
requirements of a standard lot with the following exceptions: 

(1) Vehicular access to enclosed garages shall be provided 
from the public or private alley. 

I " 
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(F) 

(G) 

(H) 

(I) 

(2) courts shall be provided opposite one interior property 
Iine which shall be a minimum depth of 8 feet from a 
window of a habitable room and a minimum width of 16 feet 
and shall be open to the sky, except for balconies 3 ft. 
in width and less, provided that eaves may project 2 
feet into a court. 

The floor area ratio for sites 30,000 square feet up to 
175,000 of gross site area shall not exceed 3.0 The floor 
area ratio for sites greater than 175,000 square feet of gross 
site area shall not exceed 4.0. The floor area ratio may be 
distributed over the gross area of the entire site. Any 
residential portion shall not exceed 43 dwelling units per 
acre ( du. ac) • 

The .Provisions of Section 3015: Building Projections into 
Requ1red Yards and Courts apply except that in the D District, 
covered porches and stairs may project only 3 feet into the 
front or rear yard and 2 feet into the side yard. 

Along Mission Avenue and Hill Street, setbacks shall be as 
follows: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

Lots fronting Mission Avenue: 50 feet from street 
centerline: 

Lots fronting Hill 
centerline. 

Street: 45 feet from street 

Front yard setbacks on commercial projects within 
Subdistrict 1, 1A and 2 alternate setbacks are allowed 
upon Community Development commission approval. 

A 5-foot side or rear yard setback shall be provided along all 
alleys. A 10-foot side or rear yard shall adjoin any 
residential area, and structures shall not intercept a 1:1 or 
45-degree daylight plane inclined inward from a height of 12 
feet above existing grade at the R district boundary line. 

(l) ... Projects .. located on The Strand shall be allowed. to 
encroach into the side yard setback, as long as a minimum 
3-foot setback is maintained, with Community Development 
Commission approval. 

(J) The corner side yard setback may be reduced to 5 feet provided 
that the landscaping or structures within the setback do not 
exceed a height of 30 inches and conforms to sight distance 
requirements on a case by case basis upon approval by the 
community Development Commission. 

(K) Parking structures shall not encroach upon setback areas 
unless it is entirely underground. 

(L) Proposals for front yard, side yard or rear yard setbacks will 
be judged on the merits of each individual proposal and the 
architectural compatibility of all proposed structures with 
existing or proposed structures on adjoining parcels. 
Functional site layout with special attention to design of 
recreational, parJung and landscaped areas may produce an 
acceptable proposal with minimum or no setbacks. However, all 
projects seaward of or fronting on Pacific street shall retain 
a minimum 5-foot front yard setback. Owners of abutting 
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property shall be provided written notice of proposals for no 
setback on side and rear yards at least 10 days prior to 
Community Development Commission approval. 

Buildings along The strand shall be designed so that when 
viewed from the beach, the visual impact of the bulk of the 
structure is minimized to the maximum extent possible. 

The community Development Commission shall approve or 
conditionally approve such proposals upon finding that: 

1. Allowing reduced or no setbacks is compatible with 
surrounding development; 

2. Granting reduced setbacks or eliminating setbacks 
entirely will enhance the potential for superior urban 
design ~n comparison with development which complies with 
the setback requirements; 

3. The granting of reduced or no setbacks is justified by 
compensating benefits of the project plan; and 

4. The plan containing reduced or. no setbacks includes 
adequate provisions for utilities, services, and 
emergency-vehicle access; and public service demands will 
not exceed the capacity of existing and planned systems • 

(M} Height is to be measured from the existing grade, unless 
otherwise specified (see illustrations on page 12-20). 

a) Existing Grade: The surface of the ground or pavement 
at a stated location as it exists prior to disturbance in 
preparation for a project as regulated by Section 1240. 

b) Street Grade: The top of the curb, or the top of the 
ed9e of the pavement or traveled way where no curb 
ex~sts. 

( N) ( 1) Additional limitations on heights shall apply as follows: 

(a) The Strand: No building shall exceed the 
present elevation of Pacific Street as defined at 
the time of passage of Proposition A, passed on 
April 13, 1982, and set forth in the Proposition A 
Strand Survey dated May 9, 1986. 

(b) Subdistrict 4B: Nonresidential structures 
alon9 Pacific street shall be the lesser of three 
stor~es or 35 feet. . 

(c) Within Subdistrict SA residential structures above 
27 feet, but below 35 feet in height, are allowed 
upon approval of a Conditional Use Permit. 

(2) Additional height may be approved with a conditional Use 
Permit on a case-by-case basis for: 

(a) .'\11 nonresidential uses .except as otherwise noted 
in this section. · 

(b) Master plan mixed use projects located within 
Subdistricts 1 and 12, if the commission finds 



superior design results incorporating the following ~ 
design standards and regulations: 

i Site coverage requirement - Maximum 
coverage of 60% based on entire 
gross acreage of Master Site Plan. 

ii Additional setbacks at the corners 
of the center block (bounded by 
Pacific, Mission, Myers and Third 
Streets) shall be required to create 
plazas. A minimum dimension of 15 
feet shall be required. Minimum 
encroachments may include 
landscaping, outdoor seating, street 
furniture, and art displays. 

iii A pedestrian promenade shall be 
required adjacent to development on 
Pacific Street. 

iv Public Space Amenity - A minimum of 
30% of the entire Master Site Plan 
area shall be for public or semi­
public uses for recreational 
pur~ses. Such space shall have 
min~mum dimensions of 15 feet. 
Paved areas devoted to streets, 
driveways and parkin9 areas may not 
be counted toward th~s requirement. 
A maximum of 15 % may be enclosed 
recreation space such as gyms, 
health clubs, handball/racquetball 
courts, cultural institutions, 
meeting/conference facilities or 
similar facilities. A fee may be 
imposed for the use of such 
facilities. 

v View corridor Preservation - View 
corridors shall be preserved through 
staggered building envelopes or 
breezeway requirements. Cross block 
consolidations shall be required to 
preserve view corridors by 
permitting only minimal 
encroachments into existing right­
of-ways. Permitted encroachments 
may include but not be limited to 
landscaping, food/ sundries kiosks 
and street furniture. 

vi Maximum Density/Intensity The 
maximum intensity of development 
shall be regulated by Floor Area 
Ratio (FAR) for Subdistrict 12. The 
FAR shall apply to the entire Master 
Site Plan area. FAR shall be 
calculated on gross acreage of the 
entire Master Site Plan area. The 
maximum FAR for Subdistrict 12 shall 
be 4.0. 

~ 

~ 
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vii Maximum Height - 140 feet. Mid-rise 
towers shall be oriented with their 
long axis parallel to the ocean 
sight line and the east-west streets 
may only permit minimal 
encroachments so as to open up and 
maximize the view corridors. Upper 
floors of towers shall be of varying 
heights and stepped back or 
architecturally fenestrated creating 
plane breaks in the roof or parapet 
treatment to add interest to the 
skyline profile. 

viii Mid-rise tower facades shall feature 
multifaceted plane breaks and 
horizontal cornice and frieze 
elements which will diminish the 
perception of mass and create 
interesting daytime shadow play and 
nocturnal lighting effects. Towers 
shall rise from a horizontally 
articulated building base to bring 
human scale to the street level 
pedestrian activity. Additional 
human scale elements shall include 
but not be limited to protruding 
balconies, colorful awnings, 
fenestration, iron railings, etc •• 

ix Only those uses which are transient 
residential/visitor serving 
accommodations in nature shall be 
permitted to achieve the maximum 
height of 140 feet and only 30% of 
the Master Site Plan may achieve 
this maximum height. 

x All other uses permitted within 
these subdistricts may not exceed a 
maximum height of 90 feet, and only 
30% of the Master Site Plan may 
achieve the mid-height of 90 feet. 

xi All other structures in these 
subdistricts (the remaining 40% of 
the Master Site Plan) may not exceed 
a height of 45 feet. 

In Sub Districts 7A and 7B, the maximum height 
limit shall be 45', except that a height limit 
of up to 65' may be parmi tted within an 
approved master plan where the total building 
floor coverage (footprint) of the development 
does not exceed more that 35% of the total 
develo~able area of the master plan, and the 
follow1ng criteria are met: 

i The architectural elevaiions shall 
vary in height along any road or 
street, especially along Hill 
street. 



ii Roof lines shall be pitched with 
flat roof lines allowed only for 
intermittent visual relief in 
character. 

iii The maximum achievable elevation 
shall not extend for the entire roof 
line of the given building. (The 
use of jogs, offsets, he1ght 
differentiations and other 
architectural features shall be used 
to reduce the appearance of a 
constant roof height.) 

iv The use of a full roof, not flat, 
with appropriate pitch, shall be 
used whenever possible. (A fUll roof 
aids in the reducing any 
environmental noise pollution by 
providing proper sound attenua­
tion.) 

v In no case shall a building 
elevation exceed 45 feet in height 
unless developed under the auspices 
of a Disposition and Development 
Agreement, Owner Participation 
Agreement, Development Agreement or 
Conditional Use Permit (CUP). In 
such case, each such Agreement or 
CUP shall require a site plan and 
design criteria approval by the CDC. 

vi No structure within 50' of the 100 
Year Flood-plain boundary shall 
exceed 45' in height. 

(d) Residential projects east of the AT&SF 
railroad right-of-way. 

(e) In addition to the FAR standard required for 
commercial and mixed use development, the 
following shall be the maximum height limit 
per district: 

Subdistrict 

1 
1A 
2 
3 
4A 
4B 
5 

SA 
6A 
6B 
6C & 60 

Maximum Height 

140 feet 
45 feet 
65 feet 
65 feet 
Restricted by bluff height 
35 feet 
35 feet west of AT&SF 
45 feet east of AT&SF 
27 feet 
65 feet 
65 feet 
Pursuant to Harbor Precise Plan 

• 

• 

• 
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7A 
7B 
SA 
SB 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

65 feet 
65 feet 
65 feet 
65 feet 
45 feet 
San Luis Rey River/Not Applicable 
35 feet 

140 feet 
90 feet 
45 feet 
Beach/Strand Park/Restricted by 
bluff height" 

(f) In Subdistrict 6A and 6B provisions i - vi of 
herein above Section 6(2)(c) shall apply. 

(O) See Section 3018: Exceptions to Height Limits. All height 
exceptions, omitting those allowed under Section 3018, require 
approval by the community Development commission. 

(P) Planting Areas. All visible portions of a required setback 
area adjoining a street shall be planting area or hardscape 
that includes driveways, walks, parking areas, as well as 
areas covered by ornamental gravel, crushed rock, or similar 
materials. However, the front yard setback may not be 
entirely paved out or composed of hardscape material • 

(Q) See Section 3019: Landscaping, Irrigation and Hydroseeding. 

(R) The minimum site landscaping shall be provided on the lot 
surface; plantings on roofs, porches or in planting boxes 
which are above the lot surface shall not qualify as 
landscaping, except for landscaping located directly above 
underground parking which is 50% or more below grade. 
Hardscape does not qualify as landscaping except that, areas 
devoted to common patios, pools and · other recreational 
facilities may be included in determining compliance with the 
landscaping requirement. In addition, for projects of four or 
fewer units, private outdoor living space can be used to 
satisfy up to 10 percent of the minimum site landscaping 
requirement. Residential projects located an The Strand may 
count 30% of the required landscaping on roof tops toward 
their landscaping requirement, providing such landscaping or 
appurtenances or other architectural features {such as guard 
rails) do not exceed the present elevation of Pacific Street 
as defined at the time of passage of Proposition A, passed 
April 13, 1982, and set forth in the Proposition ·A Strand 
Survey dated May 9, 1986. 

(S) Landscaping Requirements: 

(1) For residential projects only located on The Strand 
is 20%. 

(2) Within Subdistrict's 1, .2, 9, and 12 landscaping 
may be reduced (for commercial development only) 
provided that the developer contributes a fee to 
provide art work for the proposed project upon 



approval by the Community Development Commission. • 
The percentage of landscaping to be reduced as well 
as the amount of the fee will be determined by the 
Community Development Commission. 

(T) The parking structures whichare 50% or moz::e below grade, the 
required facade modulation shall only be applicable to the 
facade area above the parking structure. 

(U) Buildings 50' wide or smaller in width may reduce the amount 
of facade modulation per Community Development Commission 
approval. For buildings located on The Strand, alternative 
facade modulations, either reduced amounts or horizontal 
modulation may be provided with Community Development 
Commission approval. 

(V) See Article 31: Off-Street Parking and Loading Regulations. 

(W) The following parking standards and regulations apply 
specifically to the D District. If there is a conflict with 
Article 31, the following parking standards shall apply: 

1. 

2. 

All parking shall be in an enclosed garage. 
percent may be in a semi-enclosure with 
Development Commission approval. 

Tandem Parking: 

Up to 25 
Community 

(a) Tandem Parking may be allowed with a Conditional 
Use Permit for property located on The Strand. 

(b) For projects located outside of The Strand area but 
within the Redevelopment Project Area, tandem 
parking shall be allowed for parcels 33 feet wide 
or less with a conditional Use Permit. 

(c) When tandem parking is permitted, parking spaces 
are assigned to a single unit. Each parking space 
shall be numbered/lettered. Each unit shall be 
assigned a specific space or spaces. Each unit 
whose unit number/letter appears on the 
corresponding space(s) shall have an exclusive 
easement for parking purposes over that designated 
parking space. 

3. Visitor parking spaces are required~ in projects with 
25 or more units at a ratio of one additional space per 
five units above 25 units. 

4. 

5. 

Within the Transit overlay District the number of on­
street parking spaces available on the contiguous street 
frontage of the site may be counted toward the total 
number of parking spaces required for a non-residential 
Mixed Use Development Plan. 

Non-residential Mixed Use Development Plans within the 
Transit Overlay District may rece1ve a mixed-use parking 
requirement reduction of up to 25% based upon all of the 
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(X) 

(Y) 

(Z) 

(AA) 

following criteria: a) proximity to the Oceanside Transit 
Center, b) demonstrated varied peak demand for parking, 
and c) project amenities which encourage alternate travel 
modes. 

Any vehicular access over 24 feet in width requires community 
Development Commission approval. 

on corner lots or lots with double frontages, vehicular access 
shall be provided from the secondary street or alley. 

Fences within front yard setback areas are limited to 42 inches in height. 
Residential fences over 6 feet in height require a variation or a variance. 
Nonresidential fences over 8 feet in height require a variation or a variance (See 
Section 3040). 

A 6-foot solid masonry or concrete wall shall adjoin the 
property line of the site of a new ground-floor residential 
use abutting an existing nonresidential use or the property 
line of a new nonresidential use abutting the site of an 
existing ground-floor residential use. However, no wall shall 
be required where the portion of the site within 10 feet of 
the property line is occupied by planting area or by a 
building having no openings except openings opposite a street 
property line • 

(BB} All fences, walls and fencing attachments (such as, but not 
limited to, barbed wire or razor wire) within the 
Redevelopment Project Area requires Redevelopment Department 
approval prior to installation. The Redevelopment 
Department's decision may be appealed to the Community 
Development Commission. 

(CC) See Section 3025: Antennas and Microwave Equipment and Section 
3027: Recycling Facilities. 

(DO) outdoor eating facilities for employees shall be provided for 
all office buildings that contain more than 20,000 square feet 
if no public park is within 1,000 feet. See Section 3028: 
Employee Eating Areas. 

(EE) courts Opposite Windows, Multifamily Units. 

Courts shall be provided for all multifamily development as 
follows: 

( 1) Courts Opposite Walls on the Same Site: The minimum 
depth shall be one-half the height of the opposite wall 
but not less than 16 feet opposite a living room and 10 
feet opposite a required window of any habitable room. 

( 2) Courts Opposite Interior Property Line: The minimum 
depth of a court for a required window of a habitable 
room shall be 6 feet, measured from the property line. 
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(3) Court Dimensions: courts shall be a m~n~mum of 16 feet • 
wide and shall be open to sky except for balconies 3 ft. 
in width and less, provided that eaves may project 2 feet 
into a court. 

(FF) Open Space. 

(GG) 

(HH) 

(1) Basic Regyirement. Total open space on a site having 
three or more dwelling units shall be at least 200 square 
feet per dwelling unit. 

(2) Private Outdoor Living Space. Private outdoor living 
space shall be on patios or balconies within which a 
horizontal rectangle has no dimension less than 6 feet. 

( 3 ) Shared Open Space. Shared open space 1 provided by 
non-street side yards, patios and terraces 1 shall be 
designed so that a horizontal rectangle inscribed within 
it has no dimension less than 10 feet, shall be open to 
the sky 1 and shall not include driveways or parking 
areas, or area required for front or street side yards. 

(4) Parkland Dedication. All multifamily housing projects 
shall be subject to the parkland dedication requirements 
of Chapter 32, Subdivisions, of the City Code because 
apartments contribute to increased demand for community 
and neighborhood parks in the same manner as 
condominiums, cooperatives, and single-family housing. • 
The applicant shall dedicate land or pay a fee, or a 
combination of dedication and fee as provided by Chapter 
32, ·Article IV of the City Code, and the credit for 
improvement and private open space under Section 32.50 of 
the City Code shall apply, if warranted. The fees shall 
be calculated according to a schedule adopted by the City 
Council by resolution and shall be payable at the time a 
building permit is issued. 

The Sign Standards for the Downtown Oceanside Redevelopment 
Project Area adopted by the Oceanside Community Development 
Commission and the Harbor Design Standards adopted by the 
Oceanside Harbor Board of Directors pertaining to signs shall 
apply where they are more restrictive than Article 33. 

In Subdistricts 4A and 15, permanent facilities shall be 
provided for pedestrian access from the nearest public streets 
on the bluff top to the public beach.. Between Ninth Street 
and Wisconsin Avenue, such access shall be provided on the 
average of every 800 feet, but in no event will there be fewer 
than seven such pedestrian routes. Between Ninth Street and 
Wisconsin Avenue, no fewer than four permanent facilities 
shall be provided for vehicular access from the nearest public 
street on the bluff top to the beach. 

(II) Development within Subdistricts 6(C) and 6(D) shall be subject • 
to the Harbor Design Standards. 
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(JJ) The Property Development Regulations (Section 1230) for 
residential uses shall apply to all exclusively residential 
projects within commercially oriented subdistricts. 

(KK) Any mixed-use development with commercial and residential land 
uses combined requires a Mixed-Use Development Plan approved 
in accordance to the following requirements, to establish the 
property development regulations for the project. Base 
District Regulations and Property Development Regulations for 
Residential and Nonresidential land uses shall serve as the 
guideline for a mixed-use project. Height shall be regulated 
by the maximum height allowed in the Subdistrict as set forth 
in Additional Development Regulations sub-section (N). In no 
case shall these maximum heights be exceeded. Any deviations 
from the development regulations shall be evaluated based upon 
the merits of the development plan. Any deviation granted 
which permits a greater than 10% reduction in parking 
requirements above the base development regulations of Article 
12 "D" Downtown District shall also require a Local Coastal 
Program Amendment. 

Purpose: 

The Mixed-Use Development Plan is intended to provide 
flexibility in land use regulations and site development 
standards under control of the Planning Commission and the 
Community Development Commission where flexibility will 
enhance the potential for superior urban design. 

Initiation: 

A mixed-use development may be initiated by filing an 
application for a Mixed Use Development Plan which complies 
with the requirements of this subsection (KK). 

Reguired plans and materials: 

1. A Mixed-Use Development Plan consisting of a map 
and textual materials as may be necessary to 
delineate land uses and locations, existing and 
projected building types and schematic designs, 
height and FAR including any proposals for transfer 
of FAR, site development requirements, existing and 
proposed open space, circulation, on-site and off­
site parking, and any other pertinent information. 

2. A comparison between underlying district 
regulations and standards and any ·proposed 
modifications to these regulations and standards, 
together with resulting impacts on traffic-carrying 
capacity of affected streets. 

3 • A statement of the reasons for any requested 
modifications to regulations or standards and a 
description of proposed means of mitigating any 
adverse effects. 



Adoption of Mixed-Use Development Plans: 

The Community Dev~topment Commission shall hold a duly noticed 
public hearing on the application in accord with the 
provisions of Article 45. Following the hearing, the 
Commission may-recommend approva-l of -the Development- Plan with­
conditions if it implements the purpose of the Mixed-Use 
Development Plan. The following findings shall be made by the 
Community Development commission: 

1. For the residential portion of the project, the 
total number of dwelling units in the Mixed-Use 
Development Plan does not exceed the maximum number 
permitted by the General Plan density of 43 
dwelling units per acre. Any plan that would 
exceed the base density of 29 dwelling units per 
acre may be approved only if the Community 
Development Commission finds that the plan conforms 
to the provisions of Section 1230 of this Ordinance 
(in particular, Additional Regulation "CC"). 

2. That the Mixed-Use Development Plan will enhance 
the potential for superior urban design in 
comparison with development under the regulations 
that exist if the Development Plan were not 
approved; 

3. That the Mixed-Use Development Plan is consistent 
with the adopted Land Use Element of the 
Redevelopment Plan and other applicable policies, 
and that it is compatible with development in the 
area it will directly affect; 

4. That the Mixed-Use Development Plan includes 
adequate provisions for utili ties, services, and 
emergency access, and public service demands will 
not exceed the capacity of existing systems; 

5. That the traffic expected to 
development in accord with 
Development Plan will not exceed 
affected streets; and 

be generated by 
the Mixed-Use 

the capacity of 

6. That the Mixed-Use Development Plan will not 
significantly increase shading of adjacent land in 
comparison .with shading from development under 
regulations that would exist if the Mixed-Use 
Development Plan were not approved. 
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~ 1235 Nonconforming commercial Structures 

~ 

~ 

Notwithstanding the provision::> of Article 35, a nonconforming 
commercial building located in a commercial zoning district within 
the Redevelopment Project Area, which is destroyed to an extent of 

·more-than- fffty percent (50%) of its replacement value at the time 
of its destruction by fire, explosion, or other casualty or Act of 
God, or the public enemy, may be restored to its original densit¥ 1 

height, or configuration subject to all other provisions of th~s 
Article, provided that such nonconformities are not increased in 
intensity, and that there is no reduction in the amount of off­
street parking which had existed on site prior to such destruction. 
The use of the rebuilt structure shall be subject to all current 
zoning use regulations in existence at the time of destruction. 
Existing uses operating under a conditional use permit which is in 
compliance with the existing zoning regulations at the time of 
destruction, shall not be required to obtain a new use permit. 
Exterior appearance and facade plans for the rebuilding of 
nonconforming commercial structures shall be subject to review by 
the Redevelopment Design Review Committee and approval by the 
Community Development Commission. (For Residential Nonconforming 
Buildings See Article 35 Section 3510) 

1240 Review of Plans 

Certain projects shall require concept plan review in accordance 
with Article 42 of this Ordinance. All new development projects 
with the exception of single family residences shall require 
development plan review in accordance with Article 43. All 
development plans shall be reviewed by the Redevelopment Staff and 
by any other City department or division or governmental agency 
designated by the Redevelopment Director. 

Alterations of existing structures, not within Subdistrict lA or in 
an Historic Overlay Districr:, are exempt from development plan 
review unless the alteration adds the following: 

a) 10% or more of additional square footage to an existing 
structure or; 

b) adds more than 500 square feet to an existing structure. 

such alterations shall be considered to be major alterations and 
require development plan review. The Community Development 
Commission shall approve, conditionally approve, or disapprove 
development plans for all projects within the designated 
Redevelopment Project Area. 

Development plans for projects in Subdistrict lA or in an HD 
Historic Overlay District shall be reviewed by the Historical 
Preservation Advisory Commission (OHPAC). The proposed demolition 
of a designated historical site shall also be reviewed by OHPAC and 
approved, conditionally approved, or denied by the Community 
Development Commission. 
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In regards to the Development Plans .within the Oceanside Small- • 
Craft Harbor, Planning Commission recommendations shall be made to 
the Harbor Chief Executive Officer for processing and action in 
accordance with Article 43. 

All discretionary actions within the Downtown District shall 
require Community Development Commission review, unless otherwise 
specified in this Ordinance. The Planning Director or Planning 
Commission shall recommend to the Harbor Chief Executive Officer, 
approval, conditional approval, or denial of discretionary 
requests. 

The Community Development Commission's, or the Harbor Board of 
Director's, consideration of discretionary actions shall be through 
a noticed public hearing if the action requested requires such a 
public hearing. Where a noticed public hearing is required, the 
Community Development Commission's review of the discretionary 
action shall also be through a public hearing. All decisions made 
by the Community Development Commission and Harbor Board of 
Directors shall be final. 

1250 Amendments 

Any amendments to Article 12 of this Ordinance which affect 
properties within the established California Coastal Zone shall be 
approved by the California Coastal Commission. 
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, Downtown OcAanslclP WAY-FINDING CONCEPT 

1.0 OVERVIEW 

The purpose of this project is to establish a way-finding framework for pedestrian and bicycle circulation 
in Downtown Oceanside. Downtown Oceanside is uniquely situated adjacent to the Pacific Ocean, is 
home to a number of important city-wide and community landmarks and features, and is benefiting from 
re-investment and renewal. 

This project was undertaken in conjunction with the environmental review process for the proposed 
Oceanside Beach Resort and Oceanside Pier Resort development projects. The results of this project, 
represented by this report, are intended to be utilized by the City of Oceanside to guide development of 
pedestrian and bicycle design and implementation plans that will generally improve the Downtown area. 
The results of this project may also be used to condition the planning and design of development projects 
to support a pedestrian oriented Downtown. 

The Project Area, as hereinafter defined, encompasses approximately one-third of a square mile or about 
70 city-blocks (including the area around the railroad tracks}, see Figure 1, Project Area. The Project Area 
boundaries are Surfrider Way to the north, Wisconsin Avenue to the south, the alley south of Freeman 
Street and Ditmar Street to the east, and the beach to the west (Project Area). A Downtown core area is 
generally bounded by the beach, Surfrider Way, Seagaze Drive, and Ditmar Street. 

This report sets forth: 

• Project goals 

• Project approach 

• Description of the methodology 

• Urban design analysis 

• Way-finding framework 

• Recommendations for next steps 

2.0 GOALS 

The goals of the Downtown Oceanside Way-Finding Concept are to establish a framework that will 
improve pedestrian and bicycle coastal access in the Downtown area, and to generally facilitate 
pedestrian and bicycle movements in and around the Downtown area. 

3.0 PROJECT APPROACH 

The project approach has two components: 

1. Establish functional connections through a network of trails that provide ease of movement between 
origins and destinations in Downtown, including the beach. 

2. Address conventional way-finding elements such as the following: 

• Physical features: paving, planting, street furniture, lighting, and signage, among others. 

• Programmatic elements: public and private sector implementation programs and phasing. 

• Graphic design concept: design, development, and implementation . 
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Downtown Or:Pnnslcif' WAY-FINDING CONCEPT 

For purposes of this project Surfrider Way, Pier View Way, Mission Avenue, Seagaze Drive, Wisconsin 
Avenue are oriented in the east-west direction. Ditmar Street, Coast Highway, Cleveland Street, the 
railroad tracks, Myers Street, Pacific Street, The Strand, and the coast are oriented in the north-south 
direction. 

4.0 DESCRIPTION OF METHODOLOGY 

The work methodology is to identify and analyze pedestrian destinations (e.g., the beach and related 
facilities) and origins (e.g., parking lots, retail areas, high density residential complexes), the paths of 
travel that connect them such as streets and public stairways that connect the beach and Pacific Street, 
and to propose a way-finding framework. The proposed Oceanside Beach Resort and Oceanside Pier 
Resort are included in this concept Other potential development sites have been identified. The 
methodology includes the following three components: 

4.1 Data Collection 

4.2 

4.3 

The work is being undertaken using geographic information systems (GIS). GIS is a computerized 
mapping software program that is customized for each application. GIS utilizes a variety of data 
from a range of sources. Data collected for this customized application includes a recent aerial 
photograph obtained from a commercial wndor, and street base and related data obtained from the 
San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG). 

Analysis 
The analysis characterizes the origins, destinations, paths of travel, and view corridors, and 
identifies opportunities and constraints. 

Diagram and Findings Documentation 
A way-finding framework is proposed in the form of a diagram with a descriptive narrative contained 
in this report . 
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5.0 URBAN DESIGN ANALYSIS 

5.1 Overview of the Project Area 

The Project Area is uniquely situated on a bluff above and immediately adjacent to the Pacific 
Ocean and a popular beach. The Downtown is composed of a general mixed-use environment 
including commercial retail, restaurants, and limited office uses; single family and multi-family 
residential; institutional and public facilities including government offtces, public services, and transit 
center; surface parking lots; and public open space, among others, see Figure 2, Project Area 
Features. An active railroad with a north-south orientation bisects the Downtown. 

5.2 Origins, Destinations, and Paths of Travel 
Origins and destinations were identified by studying printed information provided by the City of 
Oceanside, discussions with city staff, and through field verification and are summarized in the 
table below: 

Table 1: Table of Origins, Destinations, and Paths of Travel 

Origins Destinations 

Cout Historical Oceanside Oceanside Oceanside Ocean aide Regal Surf Highway Transit 
Retail Area 

Bloc;k Civic Center Library Mueeum 
Centar 

Cinema Museum 

Beech Wisconsin PlerV- PierV- PierV- Pier VIew Cleveland Mission Ave. Mission Ave. 
Ave. Way Way Way Way Str ./Mission 

Ave . 

Beach Mission Ave. PlerV- Pier View PierV- Pier VIew Cleveland Mission Ave./ Mission Ave./ 
Community Pacific Way Way Way Way Str ./Mission Pacific Pacific 
Canter Promenade Ave./Pacific Promenade Promenade 

Promenade 

Pier Plaza Mission Ave. Pier VIew PierV- Pier VIew PierV- Cleveland Mission Ave./ Mission Ave./ 
Amphlthnter Pacific Way Way Way Way Str./Misslon Pacific Pacific 

Promenade Ave./Pacific Promenade Promenade 
Promenade 

Ty110n Strut Mission Ave. PierV- PierV- PlerV- PierV- Cleveland Mission Ave./ Mission Ave./ 
Perk Pacific Str. Way Way/Pacific Way/Pacific Way/Pacific Str ./Mission Pacific Str. Pacific Str. 

Promenade Promenade Promenade Ave./Pacific 
Str. 

Strand Beach Mission Ave. Pier View PierV- PierV- Pier View Cleveland Mission Ave. Mission Ave. 
Park Way Way/Pacific Way/Pacific Way/Pacific Str ./Mission 

Promenade Promenade Promenade Ava. 

The Strand Mission Ave. Pier View Pier VIew Pier View Pier View Cleveland Miaaion Ave. Mission Ave. 
Way Way Way Way Str .!Mission 

Ave. 

Ocean I Ide Mission Ave PierV- Pier VIew Pier View Pier VIew Mission Ave. Mission Ave./ Mission Ave .I 
Pier Pacific Way Way Way Way Pacific Pacific Pacific 

Promenade Promenade Promenade Promenade 

5.2.1 oestinations 

For the purposes of this Project, destinations are limited to beach-related activities 
including the beach, Oceanside Pier, Beach Community Center, Pier Plaza Amphitheater 
and restrooms, Strand Beach Park, and Tyson Street Park . 
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5.2.2 Origins 

Origins include publicly- and privately-owned parking lots; cultural facilities (Oceanside Art 
Museum and Surf Museum); civic facilities (Oceanside library and Civic Center); retail 
uses; and multi-family residential complexes; among others. Other features indude the post 
office, Oceanside Sea Center, and historical block, among others. 

5.2.3 Paths of Trayel Analysis 

The Downtown is composed of a matrix of streets and alleys that establish an urban design 
framework. This framework is the basis for pedestrian and bicycle circulation. 

• East-west oriented streets 

The railroad establishes a barrier between those areas to the east, which are primarily 
commercial and public facilities, and those areas to the west, which are primarily the 
beach and muHi-family residential uses. As depicted in Figure 3, Railroad Crossing 
Access Points, only three east-west oriented streets in the Project Area traverse the 
railroad tracks at grade: Surfrider Way, Mission Avenue, and Wisconsin Avenue. Pier 
View Way traverses the railroad tracks with a recently constructed pedestrian 
undercrossing. These four beach-oriented paths of travel and points of access funnel 
all pedestrian and bicycle circulation. 

As depicted in Figure 3, 79% of the Project Area is located within a quarter-mile 
walking distance ("as-the-crow-flies") or about a three minute walk from these railroad 
crossing access points. No location within the Downtown is more than one-half mile, or 
about a six to eight minute walk, from the nearest railroad crossing point. Coast 
Highway between Missouri Avenue and Michigan Avenue, and Sportfisher Drive at 
Ditmar Street are approximately one-half mile from the nearest railroad crossing. 

Surfrider Way, Seagaze Drive west of Myers Street, and Wisconsin Avenue provide 
pedestrian/bicyde street access to the beach. 

• North-south oriented streets 

Access from Downtown neighborhoods and commercial areas is provided by north­
south streets such as Coast Highway, Clewland Street, and Pacific Street that link to 
one of the four east-west streets that traverse the railroad tracks heading to the beach 
(Surfrider Way, Mission Avenue, and Wisconsin Avenue, and Pier View Way). 

Coast Highway, while predominately strip commercial south of Seagaze Drive, 
provides regional identity which perceptually links pedestrian and bicycle users with 
Mission Avenue or Wisconsin Avenue. Cleveland Street immediately north of the 
railroad tracks provides the most direct access to the east-west streets heading toward 
the beach. As the westerly-most street above the beach bluff, Pacific Street provides 
the most direct access to beach-oriented east-west streets and public stairways and 
ramps. The Strand provides east-west access adjacent to the beach. 

5.3 Opportunities and Constraints 

5.3.1 Beach Access 

Existing pedestrian and bicycle oriented beach access is provided as follows: 

• Street access 

Three streets provide beach access: Surfrider Way, Seagaze Drive south of Myers 
Street, and Wisconsin Avenue. 
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• Bluff access 

There are six existing public stairways that connect the top of the bluff and the beach 
below. These stairways are located at Sportfisher Drive, Oceanside Pier/Pier View 
Way, Strand Beach Park, near Pine Street, and Wisconsin Avenue. The Oceanside 
Pier/Pier View Way and the Stand Beach Park locations also include ramps. 

As depicted in Figure 4, Beach Bluff Access Points, 76% of the Project Area is located 
within a quarter-mile walking distance ("as-the-crow-flies") of these bluff access points. 
No location within the Downtown is more than six-tenths of a mile, or about a seven to 
nine minute walk, from the nearest bluff access point. Coast Highway between Missouri 
Avenue and Michigan Avenue, and Sportfisher Drive at Ditmar Street are 
approximately six-tenths of a mile from the nearest bluff access point. 

5.3.2 Pedestrian Street Enhancements 

The Downtown area is generally built out with a strong organizational matrix of streets that 
encourages pedestrian and bicycle linkages. 

• While the major weakness is the disruption of the grid in the east-west direction as a 
result of the railroad tracks, this also offers the most significant urban design 
opportunity because all pedestrian and bicycle crossings are focused on four locations. 

• The north-south streets offer significant opportunities for landscape and streetscape 
improvements as the streets which pedestrians most likely traverse in order to access 
the stairs and ramps at the bluff. 

• The east-west streets also offer significant opportunities for landscape and streetscape 
improvements that will benefit the overall identity of the Downtown. Coast Highway 
improvements will add significantly to the city's regional identity. Cleveland Street 
improvements will significantly enhance beach-related neighborhood access. 

5.3.3 Beach View Corridors 

View corridors provide views of the beach from Downtown, see Figure 5, Beach View 
Corridors. View corridors are located on beach accessible streets including Surfrider Way, 
Pier View Way, and Mission Avenue. All these streets have views from north of Cleveland 
Street thereby creating a continuity between what is seen and what is accessible. 
Wisconsin Avenue provides a beach view corridor from approximately Myers Street. There 
is a view corridor at Seagaze Drive from Cleveland Street, across a city-owned parking lot. 

Creation of additional view corridors is unlikely given the built-out nature of the Downtown 
and the lack of streets crossing the railroad tracks south of Seagaze Drive. 

5,3.4 Existing Public Spaces 

The following pedestrian-oriented beach-related public spaces are integrated by virtue of 
their co-location at the beach: 

• Beach 

• Beach Community Center 

• Pier Plaza Amphitheater 

• Tyson Street Park 

• Strand Beach Park 

• The Strand 

September 2DD 1 
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The following pedestrian oriented public spaces are located east of the railroad tracks. 
Enhancements could be made to better integrate them with beach-related public spaces : 

• Oceanside Civic Center plaza and fountain fronting Pier View Way 

• Regal Cinema plaza fronting Mission Avenue 

• Oceanside Transit Center 

• Pier View Way pedestrian undercrossing 

5.3.5 Proposed Beach-Oriented Development projects (Resort Project Area) 

5.3.6 

The proposed Oceanside Beach Resort (hotel) includes two 12-story hotel towers with a 
total of approximately 400 guest rooms, retail space, restaurants, and associated uses on a 
4.6-acre site bordered by Myers Street, Pier View Way, Seagaze Drive, and Pacific Street. 
Underground parking would be provided. The proposed Oceanside Pier Resort (timeshare) 
includes two 6-story timeshare buildings with a total of 159 timeshare units, a restaurant, 
retail space, and associated uses, are planned on a 2.2-acre site bordered by Myers 
Street, Pier View Way, Civic Center Drive, and Pacific Street. Underground parking 
separate from the hotel parking would be provided. 

The proposed Resort Project Area includes pedestrian public space amenities such as the 
rerouting of traffic from Pacific Street between Civic Center Drive and Seagaze Drive and 
its re-designation as a pedestrian public promenade; creation of a landscape terrace and 
fountain feature between Betty's lot and the amphitheater and replacing the steps from the 
Pacific Street level to The Strand level in the Mission Avenue alignment with a new, curving 
"grand staircase;" and creation of an elevator for public use between The Strand level and 
the Pacific Street Promenade along the timeshare or hotel frontage at a location to be 
approved by the city. 

Exjstjna Parlsjng 

Parking is a generator of pedestrian activity. On-street parking is provided throughout the 
Downtown area. Most on-street parking periods are regulated; some is metered. There are 
several existing parking lots in the Downtown area. These parking lots can be generally 
organized into four categories: 

• The Oceanside Transit Center parking lot provides a large number of spaces heavily 
used on weekdays by commuters. Weekend and holiday parking is available for beach­
goers. A pedestrian and bicycle connection between the Oceanside Transit Center and 
Mission Avenue can be located on Cleveland Street. 

• The Oceanside Civic Center parking structure is heavily used during the weekdays and 
is available for use by beach-goers on weekends and holidays. 

• The City of Oceanside owns two parking lots in the Downtown area. One is bordered 
by the railroad track, Cleveland Street, and Pier View Way (Pier View Way Parking 
Lot). The other is adjacent to the west side of the Oceanside Transit Center bus station 
(Transit Adjacent Parking Lot). The Pier View Way Parking Lot is heavily used by 
beach-goers who have direct access to the beach via Pier View Way. like the 
Oceanside Transit Center users, pedestrians and cyclists access Mission Avenue via 
Cleveland Street. 

• Private parking lots are generally located between Cleveland Street and Myers Street 
parallel to the railroad between Seagaze Drive and Civic Center Drive . 

In the future, parking lots which provide direct pedestrian and bicycle access to Pier View 
Way and Mission Avenue will facilitate beach access. 
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5.3.7 Potential Building Oevelooment Sjtes 

5.3.8 

5.3.9 

The Downtown core area has a number of potential development sites. If properly 
implemented development on these sites can stitch together existing gaps in the 
environment to add vitality and interest to the pedestrian experience, see Figure 1, Project 
Area. The type and mix of ground floor land uses, their relationship to sidewalks and 
parking lots, and the design of facades, ground plane, and landscape elements greatly 
influence the quality of the pedestrian environment. Potential development sites include the 
following: 

• Catellus owns several parcels that are strategically located between Myers Street, 
Cleveland Street, Pier VIeW Way, and Seagaze Drive. 

• The lot immediately west of the Regal Cinema and north of Cleveland Street between 
Mission Avenue and Seagaze Drive is an important location to link Downtown core 
activities with the Oceanside Transit Center. 

• The two City of Oceanside parking lots are also strategically located. The Transit 
Adjacent Parking Lot offers mixed-use opportunities for public parking and multi-family 
residential. The Pier View Way Parking Lot also offers a mixed-use opportunity 
including parking, street level retail, and multi-family residential. 

Sidewalks and Street Crossings 

As an urbanized area, the Downtown is built out with sidewalks. While cross-walks are 
provided at a number of locations additional cross-walk facilities would improve safety. 
Providing decorative sidewalk and cross-walk paving materials, color, and patterns, 
particularly at locations with high-pedestrian demand, would generally enhance the 
environment and improve the overall pedestrian experience. 

Sjgnage 

There currently is no comprehensive Downtown and beach graphic way-finding program. 
Development of such a program would aid beach-goers and residents alike. 

5.3.10 Oceanside Transit Center 

The Oceanside Transit Center is an important public activity node that can be better linked 
to the Downtown core area and the beach as described above. 

5.3. 11 Coast Hiahwav Retail 

Coast Highway between Seagaze Drive and Wisconsin Avenue represents a unique 
opportunity. While this part of the Downtown is relatively close to the coast, land uses are 
primarily auto-oriented strip commercial and the area has little perceived relationship to the 
coast. This reflects underlying land values, the historic nature of Coast Highway as 
regionally scale auto-oriented locale, the physical separation from the coast due to the lack 
of streets crossing the railroad tracks, and the lack of an integrated marketing program to 
link the identity of this area with the rest of Downtown . 
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6.0 WAY-FINDING RECOMMENDATIONS 

The following recommendations address the opportunities and constraints described above. General 
physical and policy recommendations may be further developed and applied throughout Downtown. The 
way-finding framework is an urban design concept that employs the policy objectives. Findings for the 
Resort Project Area address access issues specific to the two proposed development projects. 

6.1 General Physical and Polley Recommendations 
The following are overall policy recommendations: 

6.1.1 Site Planning Guidelines 

Create site planning guidelines for public and private development sites adjacent to Mission 
Avenue, Pier View Way, Coast Highway, Cleveland Street, and Pacific Street to support a 
pedestrian and bicycle friendly environment including the way ..finding framework. The site 
planning guidelines should encourage the following: 

• Locate pedestrian-oriented retail uses and building entrances on pedestrian-oriented 
streets. Establish a reasonable standard for the minimum frontage length of pedestrian­
oriented uses. 

• Employ "build-to-lines" to maintain the urban feeling of the Downtown environment. 
Discourage the use of setbacks except to locate on-site public plazas and gathering 
places, especially near building entrances and street comers . 

• Limit the location of curb cuts for parking access and building services on pedestrian 
oriented streets. Encourage the location of curb-cuts on non-pedestrian oriented 
streets. 

6.1.2 Parkjng Plan 

Establish a parking plan for Downtown. Parking is an origin, or generator of pedestrian 
activity. As development occurs, sites currently used for beach-going parking are likely to 
be replaced by other uses. Replacement parking will be necessary to maintain public 
access and should be integrated into the way-finding framework. Notwithstanding a 
financial analysis, replacement parking may be provided as part of individual development 
projects or may be focused at selected parking structure sites such as the city-owned 
Transit Adjacent Parking Lot. As stated in section 6.1.1, the location of driveways should be 
carefully integrated with the way-finding framework to maintain the emphasis on the 
pedestrian-oriented trails. 

6.1.3 Local Cjrculator 

Consider establishing a local circulator to encourage weekend and holiday public parking 
by beach goers at the Oceanside Transit Center and the Oceanside Civic Center. 

6.1.3 Local Circulator 

Consider establishing a local circulator to encourage weekend and holiday public parking 
by beach goers at the Oceanside Transit Center and the Oceanside Civic Center . 
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6.2 Way-Finding Framework 
The following sets forth way-finding framework recommendations, see Figure 7, Way Finding 
Framework Diagram. 

6.2.1 East-West Djstrjct Trails 

The way-finding framework envisions Mission Avenue and Pier View Way as district-scale 
east-west trails that link the core of Downtown uses across the railroad tracks to the beach 
at the existing and proposed stairways, elevators, and ramps. Surfrider Way and Wisconsin 
Avenue are also envisioned as district-scale east-west trails that, in addition to linking the 
beach define the edges of the Downtown area. As district-scale trails, all four of these 
streets are envisioned with significant pedestrian-oriented improvements, as hereinafter 
defined. 

All other east-west streets north of the railroad tracks are envisioned as local-scale trails 
that link neighborhood and commercial areas with various north-south trails that in turn lead 
to Mission Avenue, Pier View Way, Surfrider Way, or Wisconsin Avenue. Local-scale trails 
in the neighborhood south of the railroad tracks between Seagaze Drive and Wisconsin 
Avenue lead to Pacific Street, a district-scale north-south street that leads directly to beach 
access points. 

Taken together Mission Avenue and Pier View Way create a way-finding couplet that 
services the core of Downtown and links it to the beach. The Pier View Way pedestrian 
undercrossing at the railroad tracks will facilitate safe pedestrian movements. This 
undercrossing will be effective, that is carry significant numbers of pedestrian to the extent 
that land uses on north Pier View Way encourage pedestrian activity. This includes 
parking, retail, and residential activities. Development planning and site planning 
guidelines, as referenced herein, for properties on Pier View Way should strongly 
encourage mixed-use development including retention of beach parking in parking 
structures plus ground level retail and upper level multi-family residential uses. Mission 
Avenue pedestrian activity is unlikely to diminish, even with countervailing investments in 
Pier View Way. Mission Avenue should be retained as a district-scale trail with the 
appropriate way-finding improvements as recommended herein. 

To function effectively, the district-scale trails are envisioned with significant pedestrian 
safety improvements at key intersections so as to create a mixed pedestrian and 
automobile environment, except for pedestrian-only areas on Pier View Way south of 
Myers Street and on the Pacific Public Promenade described below. Coast Highway and 
Mission Avenue represent the biggest challenges in this regard as regionally-oriented 
streets. Creating pedestrian-oriented safety and streetscape improvements on these 
streets will improve the overall image of Downtown Oceanside. 

6.2.2 North-Soyth District Trails 

The way-finding framework envisions Coast Highway, Cleveland Street, and Pacific Street 
(including the proposed Pacific Street Public Promenade) as district-scale north-south trails 
that link neighborhood and commercial areas with the district-scale beach accessible north­
south trails. As district-scale trails, these three streets are envisioned with significant 
pedestrian-oriented improvements, as hereinafter defined. The Stand, while not a district 
scale trail, should continue to provide for vehicular access to adjoining beach-front 
properties, including public parking lots, and for public pedestrian and bicycle circulation . 
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6.2.3 Beach Access Pojnts 

6.2.4 

The way-finding framework utilizes existing and proposed beach access points as follows: 

• Street access 

Public street access to beach should be retained at Surfrider Way, Seagaze Drive, and 
Wisconsin Avenue. The north side of Seagaze Drive is proposed to be improved by the 
Oceanside Beach Resort with a new sidewalk and ten foot landscape setback. 

• Bluff access 

The way-finding framework recommends retention of existing stairways and ramps at 
the locations described in section 5.3. 1, and supports development of the proposed 
elevator and "grand stairway" as part of the proposed Oceanside Beach Resort. 
Location of the elevator is recommended on the north side of the Oceanside Pier at the 
proposed Pacific Street Public Promenade, linking with the Beach Community Center 
below. As part of the implementation process of this way-finding framework, it is 
recommended that the City of Oceanside undertake an American with Disability Act 
(ADA) compliance study for providing elevator access at other existing stairway 
locations that do not currently provide disabled access. 

Streetscaoe and Landscaoe Improvements. 

The following table summarizes the types of streetscape and landscape improvements and 
their applications. 

Table 2: Program of Pedestrian Elements 

Designations Paving Planting Planter Street Furniture Light 
Graphic 
Design 
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• Paving 

Paving improvements include sidewalks, comers, crosswalks, public promenades, and 
entry-plazas. Sidewalk, corner, and crosswalk paving improvements are located on 
district-scale trails (Surfrider Way, Pier View Way, Mission Avenue, Wisconsin Avenue, 
Coast Highway, Cleveland Street, and Pacific Street). Paving materials can include 
city-standard "pavers" and stamped/integral color concrete, among other materials. 
Paving improvement types and locations are depicted in Figure 6, Way-Finding 
Framework Diagram. 

• Planting 

Planting improvements include street trees, other trees, shrubs, vines, and ground 
cover. Street tree improvements are located on district-scale trails and should utilize 
approved city tree types to provide a pedestrian shade canopy without blocking retail 
signs. Provision of ciher trees, plus shrubs, vines, and ground cover should be located 
on parcels adjoining district-scale trails, public promenades, entry-plazas, and beach 
access points to create identity and shade. 

• Planters 

Planter improvements include tree grates, planting areas, trellises, and pots. Tree 
grates should be co-located with street trees. Planting areas, trellises, and pots should 
be located at district-scale trails, public promenades, entry-plazas, and beach access 
points, and on parcels adjoining these places . 

• Street furniture 

Street furniture improvements include an integrated program with the following 
components: 

• Trash receptacles, benches, drinking fountains, and news stands should be located 
at district trails, public promenades, entrances to pedestrian origins, and beach 
access points. 

• Bicycle racks should be co-located at beach access points, district trails, and 
entrances to pedestrian origins. 

• Bus shelters should be improved on district trails with such service. 

• Lighting 

Lighting improvements to enhance public safety and environmental quality should be 
undertaken on district-scale trails and at public promenades and beach access points. 
Building accent lighting should be encouraged at adjoining locations. Lighting should 
assist users identify pedestrian paths and provide visual stimulation and interest as 
design features. A pedestrian lighting plan should be developed in conjunction with the 
graphic design program set forth below. The lighting program should address such 
design issues as the type, style, and scale of fixtures. Pedestrian lighting fixtures 
should be at a pedestrian scale. 

• Graphic design 

Graphic design improvements include an integrated program with the following 
components: 

• Establish a graphic identify program with a comprehensive thematic focus on the 
integration of Downtown and the beach appropriate district-scaled gateway signage 
at the intersections of Coast Highway/Surfrider Way, Coast Highway/Wisconsin 
Avenue, and Mission Avenue/Ditmar Street. 
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• Establish a directional signage program including the following components: 

• Directional signage for automobile drivers to easily locate their destination by 
way of parking lots. This should include District scale "gateways" for vehicles 
arriving in the Downtown southbound on Coast Highway at Surfrider Way, 
northbound on Coast Highway at Wisconsin Avenue, and westbound on 
Mission Street at Ditmar Street. 

• Welcome signage for pedestrians and cyclists arriving at the Oceanside Transit 
Center. 

• Suggested safe routes for cyclists. 

• Pedestrian trails providing beach access from locations throughout Downtown. 

• Establish an informational signage program that improves place-making with 
references to all of Downtown's important public, private, and institutional features 
including the following: 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Coast Highway retail area (approximately Seagaze Drive to Wisconsin Avenue) 

Beach Community Center 

Pier Plaza Amphitheater 

Tyson Street Park 

Strand Beach Park 

The Strand 

Oceanside Civic Center plaza and fountain 

Regal Cinema plaza 

Oceanside Transit Center 

Oceanside Museum 

Historical Block 

Surf Museum 

Others to be determined 

• Establish public information kiosks to: 

• Inform residents and visitors of Downtown activities and events. 

• Communicate the history of the area. 

Informational signage and public information kiosks should be co-located to the extent 
possible. The specific locations for directional signs, informational signs, and 
information kiosks should result from process of preparing the graphic design program. 

• Art in public spaces 

Art in public spaces should be co-located in public promenades and at beach access 
points and with other streetscape and landscape features. This approach will leverage 
public and private investment, and contribute to the overall quality of pedestrian 
environment. Functional elements of the urban environment are encouraged to be 
designed and fabricated as public art features such as stairways and ramps, 
information kiosks, directional and informational signage, street furnishings, bus stops, 
bicycle racks, walls and fences, and pedestrian gateways at the railroad crossings. 

Pedestrian Oriented Open Space Locations 

The way-finding framework envisions three pedestrian-oriented open space locations: 
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• The area generally bordered by Pier View Way, the proposed Pacific Street Public 
Promenade, The Public Promenade on The Strand, and Seagaze Drive. Several open 
space and cultural features are proposed as part of the Resort Project Area to improve 
the pedestrian and bicycle environment. This will include significant landscape 
improvements around the Pier Plaza Amphitheater, and development of a proposed 
public garden bordered by the Pacific Street Public Promenade, The Public Promenade 
on The Strand, Seagaze Drive, and the •grand stairway." Pier Plaza Amphitheater 
improvements include landscape features on multiple levels, plus a refurbished 
bandstand. 

• The Pier View Way pedestrian undercrossing between Myers Street and Cleveland 
Street. 

• Surfrider Way and Wisconsin Avenue between PacifiC Street and The Strand. Due to 
right .of-way and property constraints at Surfrider Way and Wisconsin Avenue, sidewalk 
widening is not anticipated. Pedestrian and bicycle access improvements can 
nevertheless be provided at these locations. The street segment between Pacific Street 
and The Strand can be designed as a mixed pedestrian and vehicle environment by 
repaving the street and sidewalk with an enhanced material such as city-approved 
•pavers· or patterned/color concrete on one level with no curbs. Lighted bollards 
instead of curbs can be used to define the edge of the sidewalk. Other pedestrian 
oriented lighting features could be included. Creating a driveway type entrance at 
Pacific Street (in which cars drive up onto the newly paved area) would discourage 
unintended through traffic and lead to the perception on the part of drivers that they are 
entering a pedestrian oriented environment. 

6.2.6 Par!sing Lots. Oceanside Transit Center Access. and Civic Center Parking Structure 

Beach access from Downtown parking lots, the Civic Center parking structure, on-street 
parking spaces, and the Oceanside Transit Center will be directed to Mission Avenue and 
Pier View Way. 

• Pedestrian and bicycle access from nearby parking lots will be maintained including 
those public and private surface parking lots, including for beach-goers, between the 
railroad tracks and Cleveland Street. Most of these parking lots are pay lots; others 
further north are free. In addition, there is free, limited time period on-street parking in a 
number of locations north of the railroad tracks for which access is also maintained. 

• Pedestrian and bicycle access from the Oceanside Transit Center will be maintained 
via improvements to Cleveland Street leading to Mission Avenue. As described above, 
way-finding signage should be provided to orient pedestrian and cyclists to access 
Cleveland Street and to move toward Mission Avenue. 

6.2.6 View Corridors 

6.2.8 

The way-finding framework maintains existing east-west view corridors described in section 
5.3.3. 

Coast Highway Retail 

Coast Highway between Seagaze Drive and Wisconsin Avenue can be repositioned as an 
integral part of Downtown through the simultaneous development of the following four 
elements: 

• Implementation of a streetscape and landscape program integrated with the rest of 
Downtown. 
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• Implementation of a business-based organization such as that offered by the national 
"Main Street" program, to represent common interests. 

• A marketing and identity program as part of a comprehensive Downtown solution. 

• Diversification toward pedestrian-oriented of land uses. 

The first element can be developed as part of the way-finding framework. The other 
elements are outside the scope of this Project and will need to be coordinated with other 
City of Oceanside programs. 

6.3 Resort Project Area Findings 

The following are findings related to the Resort Project Area: 

6.3.1 East-West Street Matrix Access: Paths of Travel. view Corridors. and vertical Cjrcylatjon 

The east-west street matrix in the Resort Project Area has been maintained and improved 
to provide excellent paths of travel and view corridors. All east-west oriented streets 
including Pier View Way, Mission Avenue, and Seagaze Drive are maintained at existing or 
increased right of way widths thereby maintaining or improving existing pedestrian/bicycle 
capacity; and maintaining or improving beach-oriented view corridors. All these paths 
continue to provide direct beach access. Access is improved at each location, from Myers 
Street to The Strand, as follows: 

• Pier View Way is improved in four ways as follows: 

• It is proposed as a pedestrian-only environment thereby improving safety and 
creating a socially-oriented place for beach-goers transitioning between arrival and 
departure. 

• The stairs on the south side of the intersection of Pier View Way and the Public 
Promenade are maintained. 

• A new elevator is proposed on the north side of this intersection, thereby 
significantly improving access to the beach and Community Center for the 
disabled, families, and other beach-goers with bulky items. 

• A ten foot setback is provided on the south side of Pier View Way adjacent to the 
proposed hotel. 

• Mission Avenue is improved in five ways as follows: 

• A new automobile drop-off/pick-up zone is provided that maintains current 
functionality while providing more pedestrian space to load and unload items at the 
intersection with the proposed Public Promenade than currently exists at the 
intersection with Pacific Street. 

• A new set of ceremonial stairs in scale harmony with Mission Avenue (a major 
entry to the city from the freeway) is provided that substantially improves existing 
conditions by adding capacity and significant new landscape, fountain, and other 
public space amenities that generally improves the environment. 

• The public restrooms are maintained. 

• A proposed restaurant is provided to activate the 41 foot elevation level at the new 
public stairs. The 41 foot elevation is a main level of activity that transitions 
between the Pacific Street Public Promenade and The Public Promenade at the 
Strand . 

• Ten foot setbacks are provided on each side of the street. 
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• Seagaze Drive is improved with a 20 foot dedication and a new sidewalk and 20 foot 
landscape setback on the north side of the street. 

6.3.2 North-South Street Matrix Access: Paths of Travel and View Corridors 

As defined above, a key criteria in determining beach access is the availability of public 
rights-of-way to provide paths of travel and view corridors between the beach and adjacent 
in-land areas. 

The north-south street matrix in the Resort Project Area has been maintained and 
improved to provide excellent paths of travel and view corridors. All north-south oriented 
streets including Myers Street, the Pacific Street Public Promenade, and The Promenade 
on the Strand are maintained at existing or increased right of way widths thereby 
maintaining or improving existing pedestrian/bicycle capacity; and maintaining or improving 
beach-oriented view corridors in the east-west direction. All these paths continue to enable 
direct beach access on crossing east-west paths. Access is improved at each location as 
follows: 

• Myers Street is improved in two ways as follows: 

• Because it will carry additional traffic directed from the re-routing of Pacific Street 
between Civic Center Drive and Seagaze Drive crossing enhancements are 
provided at Pier View Way, Mission Avenue, and Seagaze Drive. 

• A ten foot setback is provided on the south side of the street. 

• The Pacific Street Public Promenade is improved in six ways as follows: 

• It is proposed as a pedestrian-only environment thereby improving safety and 
creating a socially-oriented place for beach-goers transitioning between arrival and 
departure. 

• The section between Pier View Way and Seagaze Drive will be improved with uses 
that activate the building edge in tum activating the promenade space. Building 
uses are proposed to include retail, restaurants, and a lobby lounge. 

• This section of the promenade also includes building features, public space 
amenities, and landscape features that will also significantly improve the 
environment. 

• Two new public stairs are provided significantly improving access to the Pier Plaza 
Amphitheater and the proposed public garden. The Pier Plaza Amphitheater 
stairway will increase the social relationship of amphitheater activities with the 
Pacific Street Public Promenade. 

• Public stairways are provided between The Stand and the public garden located 
between Mission Avenue and Seagaze Drive. 

• This Promenade connects with the public linear park that extends along Pacific 
Street east of Seagaze Drive. 

• The Public Promenade on the Strand is improved in three ways as follows: 

• The section between the Pier and Seagaze Drive is maintained as a pedestrian­
oriented public space including a 10 foot dedication and a 10 foot landscape 
setback. 

• Parking access to Betty's Lot is maintained and improved with an additional 
driveway . 
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6.4 Framework Implementation 

The key elements needed to implement the way-finding framework diagram are described in Figure 
7, Framework Implementation Diagram. It includes the following: 

• District streets include both east-west streets (Surfrider Way, Pier View Way, Mission Avenue, 
Wisconsin Avenue), and north-south streets (Coast Highway, Cleveland Street, and Pacific 
Street). 

• Crosswalks at all the streets which intersect east-west district streets, plus locations at Pacific 
StreeUCivic Center Drive and Pacific StreeUSeagaze Drive. 

• District gateways at Mission Avenue/Ditmar Street, Coast Highway/Surfrider Way, and Coast 
Highway/Wisconsin Avenue. 

• Pedestrian (railroad crossing) gateways at Surfrider Way, Pier View Way, Mission Avenue, and 
Wisconsin Avenue. 

• Public promenades including the Pacific Public Promenade and The Promenade on The 
Strand. 

• Beach access points including the proposed public elevator and "grand stairway." 

Septe111tJer 2001 
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7.0RECOMMENDATIONS FOR NEXT STEPS 

There are two recommendations for next steps. 

First, the implementation of the way-finding framework should be fully integrated with other city­
sponsored efforts, and should become a part of the city's policy tool-kit when considering discretionary 
actions related to development projects. This integrated approach will create a coherent set of public and 
private investments in Downtown. 

Second, a standard urban design process should be undertaken to guide the implementation of the way­
finding framework design elements. This process should consider the following elements: 

• Public Participation element that obtains ear1y input and design review feedback from property 
owners, business owners, residents, and institutions. 

• Urban Desjgn Plan that integrates the following components: 

• Streetscape and Landscape Plan that identifieS specific improvements including selecting 
materials (streetscape elements, landscape elements, etc.), creates detailed design plans for 
public review, and prepares implementation construction documents. 

• Graphic Design and Identity Plan that includes a graphic identity program, a place-making 
program through informational signage, and a directional signage program . 

• Lighting Plan for public right-of-ways and to accent private property. 

• Parking Plan to maintain the viability of Downtown Oceanside. 

• Site Planning Guidelines to assure integrated development of land uses. 

• Others to be determined. 

• Phasing Plan with immediate, short-term, and long-term implementation. 

• Budget Plan based upon implementation by phase. 

• Finance Plan that identifies implementation funding by phase . 



• 

• 

• 



• • • 
Downtown Oceanside 
Way-Finding Concept 

Pedestrian Origins and Destinations 

..t.. Destinations 

• Major Origins 

• Other Origins 

Project Area Boundary 

Railroad 

Development Project 

Oceanside Pier Resort 

Oceanside Resort Hotel 

FIGURE 1: 
PROJECT AREA BOUNDARIES 
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FIGURE 5: 
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