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STAFF REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION ON APPEAL

LOCAL GOVERNMENT: City of Oceanside
DECISION: Approved with Conditions
APPEAL NO.: A-6-OCN-06-134
APPLICANT: Mary and Duke Stroud

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Demolish an existing 948 sq. ft. home and construct a 4,050
sg. ft. two-story home with a 500 sq. ft. garage on a 5,700 sg. ft. oceanfront lot.

PROJECT LOCATION: 1507 Pacific St. Oceanside, San Diego County
APN 153-012-38

APPELLANTS: Josephine Gluzman, Jerry and Gayle Heller, Linda Morgan, Patty
Richenberger, Mr. & Mrs. Roger D. Chaussee.

STANDARD OF REVIEW: Certified City of Oceanside Local Coastal Program and the
public access policies of the Coastal Act.

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

The staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, determine that no
substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed.
The appellants’ contention primarily focuses on the obstruction of public coastal views
and the lack of proper front yard setback given its close proximity to a highly utilized
beach park. Staff has reviewed the City file and the information provided by the
appellants and has concluded that, although the project will result in some diminution in
public views, the development is consistent with all applicable LCP provisions.

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: Certified City of Oceanside Local Coastal
Program, Appeal Forms, Staff Report to the Community Development
Commission dated October 9, 2006; Wave Hazard Study for 1507 Pacific by
Skelly Engineering dated August, 2003; Blockface Measurement Report by Larry
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Taylor dated August 21, 2006; Letters of opposition from the Coalition for the
Preservation of The Public Ocean Views From Pacific Street with signatures
dated October 22, 2006 and November 11, 2006; Petition from the Preservation of
The Public Ocean Views From Pacific Street with signatures received on
November 3, 2006.

I. Appellants Contend That: The proposed development will obstruct public views of the
ocean and is too large given its proximity to the adjacent beach and park.

1. Local Government Action: The coastal development permit was approved by the
Planning Commission on October 9, 2006. The project was approved with conditions
that include requiring the applicant to remove existing fence and bushes in the front 15
feet of property, to construct a pedestrian path in the public right-of-way and to obtain a
new Coastal Development Permit when any alterations to the revetment are necessary in
the future. Beyond this, the standard conditions for storm water management, adherence
to stringline, and conformity to original plans are also included.

I11. Appeal Procedures/Substantial Issue Analysis: After certification of a Local Coastal
Program (LCP), the Coastal Act provides for limited appeals to the Coastal Commission
of certain local government actions on coastal development permits. Projects within
cities and counties may be appealed if they are located within mapped appealable areas.

Section 30604(b)(1) of the Coastal Act states:

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

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

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

If the staff recommends "substantial issue” and no Commissioner objects, the
Commission will proceed directly to a de novo hearing on the merits of the project. If the
staff recommends "no substantial issue" or the Commission decides to hear arguments
and vote on the substantial issue question, proponents and opponents will have 3 minutes
per side to address whether the appeal raises a substantial issue. It takes a majority of
Commissioners present to find that no substantial issue is raised. If substantial issue is
found, the Commission will proceed to a full public hearing on the merits of the project.
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If the Commission conducts a de novo hearing on the permit application, the applicable
test for the Commission to consider is whether the proposed development is in
conformity with the certified Local Coastal Program.

In addition, for projects located between the sea and the first public road paralleling the
sea, Section 30604(c) of the Act requires that a finding must be made by the approving
agency, whether the local government or the Coastal Commission on appeal, that the
development is in conformity with the public access and public recreation policies of
Chapter 3. In other words, in regard to public access questions, the Commission is
required to consider not only the certified LCP, but also Chapter 3 policies when
reviewing a project on appeal.

The only persons qualified to testify before the Commission at the "substantial issue"
stage of the appeal process are the applicant, persons who opposed the application before
the local government (or their representatives), and the local government. Testimony
from other persons must be submitted in writing. At the time of the de novo hearing, any
person may testify.

The term "substantial issue™ is not defined in the Coastal Act or its implementing
regulations. The Commission's regulations indicate simply that the Commission will
hear an appeal unless it "finds that the appeal raises no significant question™ (Cal. Code
Regs. titl. 14 section 13155(b). In previous decisions on appeals, the Commission has
been guided by the following factors:

1. The degree of factual and legal support for the local government's decision that
the development is consistent or inconsistent with the certified LCP;

2. The extent and scope of the development as approved or denied by the local
government;

3. The significance of the coastal resources affected by the decision;

4. The precedential value of the local government's decision for future
interpretations of its LCP; and

5. Whether the appeal raises only local issues, or those of regional or statewide
significance.

Even when the Commission chooses not to hear an appeal, appellants nevertheless may
obtain judicial review of the local government's coastal permit decision by filing petition
for a writ of mandate pursuant to the Code of Civil Procedure, section 1094.5.

In this case, for the reasons discussed further below, the Commission exercises its
discretion and determines that the development approved by the City of Oceanside does
not raise a substantial issue with regard to the appellants' contentions regarding protection
of coastal resources.
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1V. Staff Recommendation On Substantial Issue.

The staff recommends the Commission adopt the following resolution:

MOTION: I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No.
A-6-OCN-06-134 raises NO substantial issue with
respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been
filed under § 30603 of the Coastal Act.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE:

Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in a finding of No
Substantial Issue and adoption of the following resolution and findings. If the
Commission finds No Substantial Issue, the Commission will not hear the application de
novo and the local action will become final and effective. The motion passes only by an
affirmative vote by a majority of the Commissioners present.

RESOLUTION TO FIND NO SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE:

The Commission finds that Appeal No A-6-OCN-06-134 does not present a substantial
issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed under § 30603 of the
Coastal Act regarding consistency with the Certified Local Coastal Plan and/or the public
access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act.

V. Findings and Declarations.

The Commission finds and declares as follows:

1. Project Description. The proposed project includes the demolition of the existing
948 sq. ft. single story home and the construction of a new two-story 4,050 sg. ft. single-
family residence with a 500 sg. ft. garage and a 30 sq. ft. storage area on a 5,700 sq. ft.
beachfront lot. The height of the development was approved at 27° not including the
elevator shaft to the roof-deck which will reach 35°. The project site is located at 1507
Pacific Street, just north of Morse Street and is the first lot south of Buccaneer Beach and
directly south west of Buccaneer Park (ref. Exhibit #2).

! The City of Oceanside’s permit describes the project as a 3,102 sq. ft. addition to a 948 sq. ft. home,
however, substantial demolition is proposed in this project, thus, the Commission considers the proposed
project as a demolition and new construction. Further, there are inconsistencies between the square footage
described in the City’s staff report, site plan and resolution. The square footage from the resolution will be
used for this report given that it is the square footage that was approved by the City of Oceanside Planning
Commission.
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The subject site is flat; however, some excavation will be necessary for the garage pad.
Directly south of the subject site are three single family residences that are smaller-scale
than the proposed residence. Beyond them are a large condominium complex and then
larger single family residences. To the north is Buccaneer Beach, Loma Alta Creek, then
a condominium complex and larger single family residences. The lot is bordered by rip-
rap to the north and the west of the property. No alterations to the western rip-rap are
proposed and the northern section of rip-rap is not within their property line and is
maintained by the city, but is not proposed to be modified at this time.

The project site is located adjacent to and directly south of Buccaneer Beach (ref. Exhibit
#2). Buccaneer Beach is an easily accessible and highly used public beach. It has a wide
sandy bank that extends all the way east to the sidewalk alongside Pacific Street and
reaches capacity during the summer months. The unobstructed sandy shoreline extends
approximately 200 feet measuring from north to south along Pacific Street. Buccaneer
Park is located east of Buccaneer Beach (ref. Exhibit #2) and the subject site. Buccaneer
Park is approximately twice the size of Buccaneer Beach. The amenities at the park
include a free parking lot consisting of 57 spaces, restrooms, a basketball court and a play
area for children. The parking lot is often used by locals as a pleasant place to sit in their
car and eat lunch while viewing the ocean. During the summer months the parking lot
reaches full capacity very early in the day, often with large Recreational Vehicles (RVs)
parking there to enjoy the amenities that the combination of park and beach provide. The
western front of the park has a small walk-up style café that beach and park-goers alike
enjoy.

There is an elevated sidewalk approximately just south of Buccaneer Beach and Park on
the eastern side of Pacific Street. This sidewalk begins at the Saint Malo development
and extends approximately %2 mile, terminating at the intersection of Morse and Pacific
Streets (ref. Exhibit #2). The sidewalk is located at the top of a shotcrete retaining wall.
According to the City, this walkway was constructed due to the limited space for public
right-of-ways on Pacific Street. This elevated sidewalk is used by pedestrians on a daily
basis, and is the only safe passage on Pacific Street from South Oceanside northward.
Just east of Buccaneer Park is a segment of the Coastal Rail Trail; bicyclists and
pedestrians utilize this trail often directing their path west down Morse Street, to the
junction with Pacific Street or to enjoy the views at Buccaneer Beach.

2. Public Views. The appellants contend that the development as approved by the
City of Oceanside obstructs public views of the ocean and is too large and out-of-
character with its surroundings. As explained below, the project complies with the LCP’s
quantitative standards regarding size, bulk, and setbacks. In addition, the appeals do not
raise a substantial issue regarding the project’s conformity with the LCP’s qualitative
policies regarding public views.

A.. Quantitative Standards. The appellants’ fault the City’s use of “block face
averaging” in determining the necessary front yard setback for the approved
development. Specifically the appellants contend that if the standard 15’ ft. setback was
required, as opposed to the approved block face average, view obstructions could be
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minimized if not eliminated. The appellants also contend that the bulk and scale of the
development is not compatible with the existing development pattern in the area, and thus
inconsistent with LCP provisions. Specifically, the appellants contend that the proposed
development is located within a pocket of smaller scale single family residences, and in
order to maintain the character of the area, the proposed development should not be
permitted at its approved bulk and scale.

a. Front and Rear Yard Setbacks. The following LCP provision is applicable to the
proposed development:
City of Oceanside Zoning Ordinance 3016 — Front Yard in R Districts

Where lots comprising 40 percent of the frontage on a blockface in an R district are
improved with buildings, the required front yard shall be the average of the front
yard depths for structures other than garages and carports on each developed site in
the same district on the blockface.

The City LCP requires that new development in the R District provide a 15 ft. front yard
setback. However, as cited above, the LCP also contains a provision which allows the
setback to be determined based on a block face average if more than 40 percent of the
lots on a particular block are developed. In this case, more than 40 percent of the block is
developed. As such, the use of the block face average by the City is appropriate.

To determine the block face average of an area, a survey is taken of the surrounding
community. The survey is required to extend a distance of 300 feet in each direction, for
a minimum of 10 homes surveyed on each side of the street. The front yard setback
measurement does not include accessory buildings such as garages and carports, but
rather considers the beginning of the habitable area of a particular structure, the standard
for setback. Once the necessary number of homes has been surveyed, and the front yard
setback determined for each home, an average is taken, and this number becomes the
required minimum for front yard setback for the proposed development. Certain zones
within the City of Oceanside are permitted to determine front yard setbacks by blockface
average.

As noted above, the proposed development is within the R District and is in an area
where the blockface average is primarily used, not the standard 15, when determining
the necessary front yard setback. A survey was conducted by a Civil Engineer (ref.
Exhibit #7) to determine the blockface average as it relates to the subject site. Based on
this survey, the City of Oceanside approved the development with a front yard setback of
4 feet 3 inches. The Commission has also reviewed the applicant’s survey and concurs
the 4 ft. 3-inch front yard setback approved by the City, is consistent, with the policies
pertaining to front yard setbacks. The approved site plans also show the setback for the
front yard as staggered into 2 sections, and lies on a diagonal lot, with only the most
protruding areas of the front of the home being setback 4 feet 3 inches from the property
line. Thus, portions of the front of the home are setback further than the determined
average (ref. Exhibit #8).
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The proposed home is not only limited on its street frontage, but also along its western
beach frontage. Regarding rear yard (ocean) setbacks, the certified LCP contains a
requirement that new development along the ocean not extend further seaward than a
“string line”. The goal of limiting new development to extend no further seaward than
the string line is to restrict encroachment onto the shoreline and preserve public views
along the shoreline. Section 1703 of the certified implementing ordinances (zoning code)
provides:

Section 1703 (e) (Rear Yard Setbacks)

Notwithstanding any other provisions of this section, buildings or structures located
on lots contiguous to the shoreline shall be compatible in scale with existing
development and shall not extend further seaward than the line established on the
“String line Setback Map”, which is kept on file in the Planning Division.
Appurtenances such as open decks, patios and balconies may be allowed to extend
seaward of the String line Setback line, providing that they do not substantially
impair the views from adjoining properties. The size of a development located on the
western portion of Pacific Street is restricted by the western “string-line” boundary.
The certified “String line Setback Map” was developed in 1983 by overlaying an
imaginary string line on an aerial photo of the shoreline in the City of Oceanside.
The map shows how far new development may extend towards the ocean. The string
line map was based on existing building patterns, as well as anticipated future
developments and remodels/expansions.

The western stringline for the proposed development was set at 91 feet west of the
property line. The design of the house as approved by the City placed the residence 89
feet west of the property line, thus adhering to the western stringline requirement. The
proposed residence also meets the required side yard setback requirements of the certified
LCP. Thus, the approved development has stayed within the front yard, rear yard (ocean)
and side yard minimum setback regulations.

b. Bulk and Scale. The certified City of Oceanside Local Coastal Plan Design
Standards and LUP address bulk and scale and state in part that:

City of Oceanside LCP policy — Visual Resources and Special Communities

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

Costal Development Design Standards — Provisions for Land Use Plan

5. South Oceanside

(a) Beach Residential Neighborhood
“This area consists of a mixture of residential densities and housing types. Most
architecture in the area is contemporary, and styles range from austere stucco
apartments to large, modern beach front luxury homes. Natural vegetation is sparse
in this area, and introduced landscaping is often confined to salt tolerant species due
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to the influence of coastal breezes and salt air. Because of narrow frontage lots,
many of the beach front lots have been developed with boxy buildings.

In this case, the subject lot currently contains an existing one-story home approximately
948 sq. ft. and the development approved by the city will replace it with a new two-story
home approximately 4,050 sg. ft. home. As stated in the above design standards for the
South Oceanside Residential Beach Community, the small size of frontage lots lead to
homes within this region attempting to maximize the square footage possible for their
given lot, thus the “boxy” style design, and large building envelope. The City of
Oceanside’s Certified LCP combines height with building coverage to establish the
building envelope. Coverage is a ratio of the total building footprint (including roof
overhangs) as compared to the total lot area. Since the project is located in the
Residential Tourist (RT) zone, there is no coverage maximum for residential use. The
South Pacific Street neighborhood has a large number of recently constructed homes
blended with older cottage homes built in the fifties and sixties. Structures on this block
range in size from 1,250 sq. ft. single-family homes to over 40,000 sq. ft. multi-unit
condominium structures, with the median size at 6,400 sq. ft., placing the proposed
structure as “average” or “mid-range” in size, bulk and scale.

As noted above, while the proposed development will be larger than the home that
currently exists on the site, the structure meets all the LCP requirements that address bulk
and scale and no variances have been granted. In addition, the proposed structure will be
consistent with other development in the surrounding neighborhood. Based on the above
discussion, the Commission finds the project complies with the applicable quantitative
standards in the certified LCP and therefore, the appeal does not raise a substantial issue
with regard to the project’s consistency with the certified LCP.

B. Qualitative Policies Regarding Protection of Public Views. The development the city
approved is a modification from a single story bungalow style home with a 30 foot front
yard setback to a two-story large-scale single-family home with a 4 foot 3 inch front yard
setback. The vantage point for the coastal views in contention lies within this change in
setback. Currently as you walk west down Morse Street towards the subject site, the 30
foot setback on a single story residence allows pedestrians intermittent blue water views
across the site and through Buccaneer Beach. Some of the view potential from Morse
Street is currently blocked by vegetation from Buccaneer Park. The residence’s current
low elevation and large front yard setback also allows for viewing opportunities as you
walk down to the terminus of the public elevated walkway on the eastern side of Pacific
Street.

The appellants contend that the combination of the new second story and the decrease in
front yard setback from the existing home will result in portions of the ocean view being
blocked. The appellants contend that the City staff report did not fully discuss the visual
impacts the development would have on public views. Consequently, the development
will not be in conformity with policies regarding visual protection from view corridors
and/or open spaces.
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a. Planning Commission Staff Report

The appellants contend that the policies of the LCP were not upheld given that the
Planning Commission Staff Report failed to take into consideration the view obstructions
from any vantage point east of the development, and instead focused only the view
blockage potential from west of the development along the coastline. The following LCP
LUP policy is applicable and states:

City of Oceanside LCP Land Use Policies for Visual Resources

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

The City imposed numerous conditions that pertain to the protection of public views.
The city took caution in making sure that the proposed development adhered to the
“string-line” standards for the western portion of the home. The proposed development
has a number of design features to assure public coastal views are considered, including
an open balcony on the eastern face of the home and staggered garage doors allowing for
a more open visual cone from Pacific Street and east through to Buccaneer Beach (ref.
Exhibit #8, 9). The City-approved coastal development permit includes the following
conditions that address protection of public views:

42. The existing fence that projects across the sidewalk towards the curb and gutter
shall be removed. A fence less than 42 inches in height is allowed within 15 feet of
the front property line may be up to 5 feet in height if the fence material above 42” is
decorative in appearance and 75-percent open. Chain link or similar materials are not
an acceptable decorative material for fences above 42” in height.

44. The existing street fronting shrubs shall be removed where they are located
within15-feet of the front property line.

79. The front yard is subject to 3016 Front Yards in R Districts. The average of the
front yard depths for the purposes of meeting this requirement is 4 feet 3 inches. This
average front yard depth shall be applied to residential structures. Fence height
limitations and opacity requirements are subject to the 15’ front yard requirement.

As stated above, the City of Oceanside approved the development with conditions
pertaining to a front yard set back, the removal of vegetation and the reduction of
fencing. All of these conditions will increase the viewing opportunities for the public
across the site from offsite locations. Thus, while the City may not have addressed the
view obstruction potential directly in its staff report, it is apparent that retention of coastal
views was in fact a goal based upon the conditions of approval.

When faced with these kinds of proposals, the scale of view impacts has to become the
determining factor. Coastal views exist; and the development will impact these views,
however the significance of these opportunities is subsidiary to those located directly
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north. Buccaneer Beach, Buccaneer Park and Pacific Street all offer unobstructed blue
water views and will continue to offer such views after the subject development is
constructed.

b. View Corridors

The appellants also contend that views from the east towards the ocean should be
considered a “view corridor” and as such, protected through numerous LCP policies.
There are a number of highly used public areas located immediately adjacent to the
subject site including Buccaneer Beach, Buccaneer Park, a section of the Costal Rail
Trail, and an elevated public walkway. The appellants contend that due to the density of
visitor serving attractions, this region should be considered an area of high aesthetic
value, and thus all existing public views should be protected. Specifically the appellants
contend that the proposed development will incur the following public view impacts; 270
ft. along the east side of Pacific Street from the elevated sidewalk, 120 ft. from the most
western face of Buccaneer Park including the free parking spaces, 100 ft. along the south
side of Morse Street and 50 ft. along views from north side of Morse Street (ref. Exhibit
#2). The appellant contends that within these distances there are varying amounts of
view blockage ranging from partial to full view obstruction.

The City of Oceanside certified Local Coastal Plan LUP and Design Standards address
view corridors and state in part that:

City of Oceanside LCP Land Use Policies for Visual Resources
4. The city shall maintain existing view corridors through public rights-of-way.
City of Oceanside LCP - Design Standards for Preserving and Creating Views

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

In addition, the appellants assert that the following LCP provisions are applicable as they
included definitions of view corridors, etc.

Design Standards for Beach Accessways

Definition: A view corridor is an unobstructed line of view to be preserved for
passing motorists, pedestrians and bicyclists from the nearest public road to the open,
lagoon or other scenic landscape.

Specifications: View corridors should be considered as “visual access” and an
integral part of coastal access. Open space buffers or greenbelts should be provided
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along major view corridors. Efforts should be made to integrate view corridors with
vertical access points whenever possible.

Location and Distribution: Because of the recreational and scenic value of the
coastal landscape, view corridors should be provided wherever possible, along linear
greenbelts or internal streets. In the event the proposed new development or
redevelopment, structures should be sited so as to protect existing view corridors
and/or provide new corridors.

However, the above definitions, while included in the certified LCP, are taken from the
design guidelines for development of public accessways and are not applicable to the
proposed residential development.

Typically, when determining a “view corridor”, Buccaneer Beach/Park would be the
view corridor, not the area where the approved development is located. Views from the
beach and park are linear and unobstructed whereas the views from the elevated sidewalk
and Morse Street are intermittent and from the periphery. By definition, a “view
corridor” implies that there is a defined start and stop of the corridor. The northern
portion of the existing property has already created the southern terminus for this
corridor. Further, the protection of view corridors has mostly been used to protect
development from infringing upon the most westerly portions of a street running east to
west. Morse Street could be considered a view corridor if the end of this street was in
fact undeveloped, however, located at the westerly end of Morse Street is a row of
homes, one of which is the subject site. Because these areas do not fit into the typical
definition of a view corridor, they therefore are not placed under the same regulations as
a development that would.

Commission Staff measured the potential view blockage versus open view corridor to
compare with the appellant’s contention. The impacts described by the appellants from
Buccaneer Park were not confirmed by staff. Due to the lower elevation of the Park and
existing vegetation, blue water views do not exist from the majority of Buccaneer Park,
and therefore no impacts were recorded from this site. Regarding the public views along
Morse Street, staff has confirmed that there will be impacts. Public ocean views for
approximately 94 feet along the south side of Morse Street, and approximately 70 feet
along the north side of Morse Street will be obscured by the proposed development. The
views along this street currently are intermittent given the tall vegetation located between
Morse Street and Buccaneer Beach. In addition, staff determined that 72 feet of public
ocean views will be obstructed while traveling along the elevated sidewalk. It is from
this location that the impacts will be greatest. Currently coastal views from this elevated
sidewalk are only available in between the various residences or at the Cassidy Street
crossing further south of the subject site. The low elevation and high front yard setback
on the existing residence allows for more unobstructed ocean views as one travels along
the northern end of this approximately %2 mile-long walkway. The expansive
development proposed will partially to fully obstruct the viewing opportunities from this
vantage point. A pedestrian will not resume these views until reaching the termination of
the elevated sidewalk at Morse Street. While the project will result in some impacts on
existing views from off-site public vantage points, these impacts are minor and the
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majority of the existing public views from Buccaneer Park and Pacific Street will be
maintained.

c. Proximity to an Open Space. The appellants contend that while the development does
meet the LCP required design standards, more restrictive regulations should have been
used by the City given its location directly adjacent to a beach park. Further, it is the
appellants’ contention that given the innately ambiguous design standards and coastal
view policies the City should have taken an opportunity to set a precedent limiting the
developments adjacent to highly used open spaces, instead of allowing for “the developer
to push the envelope on bulk and scale.”

The certified City of Oceanside Local Coastal Plan and Design Standards address open
space and scale of new development and state in part that:

City of Oceanside LCP policy — Visual Resources and Special Communities

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

Design Standards for Street Scape

2. Building forms can be designed to respect and improve the integrity of open space
and other public spaces.

The project approved by the City of Oceanside includes a demolition of a smaller single-
story residence, and the construction of a much larger scale two-story residence. The
development is located immediately south of Buccaneer Beach. While Buccaneer Beach
is a highly used shoreline park, the integrity is not threatened by the approval of this
development. There is no native vegetation proposed for removal, and while the change
in scale may lead to greater shading of Buccaneer Beach, this effect is subjective and
could be considered both positive and negative.

The design of the building has included a number of features to decrease the
obtrusiveness of the residence. These features include five balcony areas on the second
floor, copper flashing and planter boxes, a rooftop deck, and lush landscaping. These
features minimize the rectangular box effect, and create a more visitor-friendly feel for
those enjoying the adjoining shoreline. Further, as mentioned above, the applicant has
met or exceeded all setback minimums for this given zone. This project, as approved, has
included both design features, and permit conditions intended to decrease the bulk of the
home, allowing for the uses of the open space, and the desires of the resident to be
maintained. The appeals have therefore failed to raise a substantial issue regarding the
conformity of the project with the certified LCP’s policies regarding public views.
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3. Conclusion. In summary, the development as approved by the City, is substantially
consistent will all applicable LCP land use policies and development standards. Most of
the appellants’ contentions regard the obstruction of public views. It is important to
reaffirm that the Commission is not disputing that view obstruction will be an impact of
the approved development. The significance of the view obstruction is what is in
question. In this particular case, the appellant contends that the proximity to an open
space should result in more stringent standards regarding coastal view retention. The
development as approved is not inconsistent with any of the Local Coastal Plan policies
regarding public views. Further, while the size and scale may be greater than that of the
three single family residences immediately to the south, the development is consistent
with the community beyond this area. The project, as approved by the City, will not
result in adverse impacts to public access, public views, or community character.
Therefore, the Commission finds that the appeal does not raise a substantial issue with
regard to the project’s consistency with the certified LCP.

4. Substantial Issue Factors. As discussed above, there is strong factual and legal
support for the City’s determination that the proposed development is consistent with the
certified LCP. The other factors that the Commission normally considers when
evaluating whether a local government’s actions raises substantial issue also support a
finding of no substantial issue. The proposed project is for the demolition of a one-story
single-family residence and the construction of two-story single family residence. This
residence in comparable in size and scale to the surrounding community. While the city
did approve a development that will affect some current public coastal views and the City
of Oceanside’s LCP does have objectives and policies that protect these views, the scale
of view obstruction is consistent with the visual resources regulations of the LCP, and do
not set a precedent for future interpretations of the LCP. Finally, the objections to the
project suggested by the appellants do not raise any substantial issues of regional or
statewide significance.

(C:\Documents and Settings\tross\Desktop\NSI stfrpt 1507 Pacific_ Stroud.doc)
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A-6-OCN-06-134

Site Plan
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA -~ THE RESOURCES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

NORTH COAST DISTRICT OFFICE

710 E STREET, SUITE 200

EUREKA, CA 95501

VOICE (707) 445-7833 FAX (707) 445-7877

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing This Form.

SECTIONI. Appellant(s)

T R Guave
e et O @« R\TE
Mailing Address: l (002 s. ) OQC\‘:

o\
Ciy OC &N ) A+ C‘ . Zip Code: ‘tZeS“. Phone: ? \.? ?s§ \

Veoerre

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed

. L]
1. ga\me oflc:gport govemmeilt‘.c QL PRCTLY 'S (@Y U X Y

2. Brief description of development being appealed: “ v
Tre StreuwpCLTidERL - Swewe} “{S S eoes T

2 SToy WIATN
Deacues ( atder Ay ©LEVITOL

3. Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel no., cross street, etc.):

1Sen §.Preree Stnees

4.  Description of decision being appealed (check one.):

lg/ Approval; no special conditions

[T Approval with special conditions:
[0  Denial

Note:  For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial decisions by a local government cannot be
appealed unless the development is a major energy or public works project. Denial
decisions by port governments are not appealable.

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION:
APPEAL NO: /4 ~ - DON =0 — 1 3d

pateren: || [3 ][00 EXHIBIT NO. 6

C Sany Dwavo APPLICATION NO.
DISTRICT: S ) '\ A_G_OCN_06_1 34
Appeals

030l D20
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 2)
5. Decision being appealed was made by (check one):

Planning Director/Zoning Administrator
City Council/Board of Supervisors

Planning Commission
Other

0’0 0

. oo [
6.  Date of local government's decision: \ 0 / oK / )
Re -\ -03

7. Local gbvemment’s file number (if any):
SECTION iII. Identification 6f Other Interested Persons

Give the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use additional paper as necessary.)

a.  Name and mailing address of permit applicant:

MA:Nuws Che . oneud
ITe ©. DecvEr
Ocenagiae G A2e3% .

b. Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified (either verbally or in wfiting)' at
the city/county/port hearing(s). Include other parties which you know to be interested and
should receive notice of this appeal.

. “
1 Aescoudt Guuznng 64 BeowrE oF U TR .
Coatitisn Ton facscauaTies oF Ouwdue oceEy VIiEwW

Ther PacaiTe Sracet "
@ leaz S. Paciewe <. Loe
ocenrnuosSine Ca- Q 205

3

Q)
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 3

SECTION 1IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal
PLEASE NOTE:

¢ Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are limited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal
Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance in completing this section.

»  State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan,
or Port Master Plan policies and requirements in which you believe the project is inconsistent and the reasons the
decision warrants a new hearing. (Use additional paper as necessary.)

®  This need not be a complete or exhaustive statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be sufficient
discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may
submit additional information to the staff and/or Commission to support thé appeal request.

(ste AT Re R ED LETTER>
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 4)
SECTION V. Certification '
i

The information and facts stated above are correc onledge.

ﬁm.u:@ { Qo st ) (fulls

Signature of Appellant(s) or Althorized Agent

Date: \O/?—q /200‘0

Note: If signed by agent, appellant(s) must also sign below.

Section VI. Agent Authorization

I/We hereby
authorize
to act as my/our representative and to bind me/us in all matters concerning this appeal.

Signature of Appellant(s)

Date:

Fk‘r\\
Gl

o
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10-22-06

THE BATTLE FOR BUCCANEER BEACH

Dear California Coastal Commission:

We are appealing to you with the hope that you will be more considerate
than the City of Oceanside Planning Commission, in regards to the issue of
our concern:

Approval of the proposed building at 1507 S. Pacific. St., which violates the
guidelines stated in your Public Resources Code Section 30251.

While other beach cities like Solana Beach, are getting much more sensitive
to the PROBLEM of “MANSIONIZATION” of their entire coastal
neighborhoods, by taking serious steps to protect ocean view corridors, etc.,
the city of Oceanside, on the other hand, is one of the worse when it comes
to protecting ocean views, and in setting standards of structural harmony
with the surrounding coastal environment.

We were very disappointed to find that there are absolutely no guidelines in
place to protect the very few ocean view corridors left in the city of
Oceanside.

And unlike some other cities, there are certainly NO PROPER
GUIDELINES on the coast when it comes to the ratio of structural sq. ft.
relative to lot size, etc:

This is why the public will continue to lose the few remaining precious
corridor views from Pacific st., simply because bulky, oversized mansions
are allowed to be built on the ocean front.

As for HARMONY with surrounding areas, the proposed building will stick
~ out monumentally different, in scale and in style, to the adjacent peaceful
beach & park areas.

Please remember that Buccaneer is already “towered” by TWO “old giants”
(condo complexes):

(One permanently annexed to its North side & another a bit further down on
its South, at 1601 S. Pacific)......

Thus, if Buccaneer gets “overshadowed” by yet another oversized building

to its South side, then: ]%\ E@EEVE@

T ONDY 039005

COASTA Db it
SAN DIEGS COAST DisTRICT

Lot 30
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That will open up the way for still three more older (to the South of #1507)
private residences to follow suite with similarly BIG & BULKY
FORTRESSES !!!

On the other hand, if 1507 S. Pacific is scaled down, then that’1l highly
discourage ALL ocean front property owners along Pacific st. to ONLY

think of maximizing their own advantage.

Please consider this:

In respect to all of the above, Buccaneer Beach stands to lose even more
significantly than any other beach opening on Pacific st.:

Mainly because it is across the street from a very widely used (Buccaneer)
public park, making it an even more IMPORTANT OCEAN VIEW
CORRIDOR than any other!

Additionally, Buccaneer is surrounded by many public side walks, which
also stand to lose their views:

Including, but not limited to, the “SEAWALL” walk way, which is VERY
POPULAR due to being elevated, thus, (currently) providing great ocean
views through the Buccaneer beach opening.

For your information, we have also enclosed the letter from our “Coalition”,
which was read at the city hearing on Oct. 9™,

We trust that you will help us win the Battle for Buccaneer!!!

Thank you kindly.

e FOTER TR VA L
D) BOELN

0

NOV 0 3 2006
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
NORTH COAST DISTRICT OFFICE

710 € STREET, SUITE 200

EUREKA, CA 95501

VOICE (707) 445-7833  FAX (707) 445-7877

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT
Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing This Form.

SECTIONIL  Appellant(s)

Name: M INDA MORGAN
Malling Address:  J (L) SepoTH PACIFIC St, Uniir (O
Cy OCEANSIDE ZipCode: A0 5 Phone: @@O) 721-773)

SECTIONII. Decision Being Appealed
= 1 ~ S/ M‘
1. Name of local/port government: OCEANSIDE PLANNI NG~ comnisSO

o

Brief description of development being appealed: < /WG LE, FAMILY HOoOmeE -
THE STROUD RES/IDENCE.

3. Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel no., cross street, etc.):
(507 Sovrr PaciFiC St ocEANS/IDE, CA

4. Description of decision being appealed (check one.):

E' Approval; no special conditions

(0  Approval with special conditions:
[J  Denial

Note:  For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial decisions by a local government cannot be
appealed unless the development is a major energy or public works project. Denial
decisions by port governments are not appealable.

| TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION:
appeaLNO: A- 10~ O(N- O - 3L
DATE FILED: Nz [0l
DISTRICT. AN DYQ@O

=S
=
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 2)
5. Decision being appealed was made by (check one):

Planning Director/Zoning Administrator
City Council/Board of Supervisors

Planning Commission
Other

OX O O

6.  Date of local government's decision: OcTOBER 9 20 o6

7. Local government’s file number (if any): RC -~ /b —03

SECTION III. Xdentification of Other Interested Persons

Give the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use additional paper as necessary.)

a.  Name and mailing address of permit applicant:
MR, AND MRS STROUD
15077 SoorH RPAC/IF/IC ST
OCEANSI/IDE, CA 92054

b. Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified (either verbally or in writing) at
the city/county/port hearing(s). Include other parties which you know to be interested and
should receive notice of this appeal.

() JosepH/IVE GLLULZMAN ON BEHALF ©F

THE. CoAL T/ON FoR PRESERVAT/ON ofF PUOBLIC
OCEAN VIEWS FRoMm PAQiEc ST
ADDRESS: Jboz Soorgd PACIFEFs/c St. #/00

@

€)

4
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 3)

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal
PLEASE NOTE:

¢ Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are limited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal
Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance in completing this section.

*  State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan,
or Port Master Plan policies and requirements in which you believe the project is inconsistent and the reasons the
decision warrants a new hearing. (Use additional paper as necessary.)

¢ This need not be a complete or exhaustive statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be sufficient
discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may
submit additional information to the staff and/or Commission to support the appeal request.

SEFR COALITION LETTER AT7ALYED

~n§

(ON
DISTRICT

A of 20
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 4)

SECTION V. Certification
The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of my/our knowledge.

Signature of Appellant(s) or Authorized Agent
Date: Op 7o/t R 2006

Note: If signed by agent, appellant(s) must also sign below.

Section VL. Agent Authorization

I/We hereby
authorize JOSEPHNE GLUZMAN

to act as my/our representative and to bind me/us in all matters concerning this appeal.

/'”\\Yﬁg e 9%1/4%/

Signature of Appellant(s) <

Date: 1), Zohe, 24 2006

SION

coh oot

AT DIEGO COAST BiSTRICT
A

10 of 20




A-6-OCN-06-134
Page 29

10-22-06

THE BATTLE FOR BUCCANEER BEACH

Dear California Coastal Commission:

We are appealing to you with the hope that you will be more considerate
than the City of Oceanside Planning Commission, in regards to the issue of
our concern:

Approval of the proposed building at 1507 S. Pacific. St., which violates the
guidelines stated in your Public Resources Code Section 30251.

While other beach cities like Solana Beach, are getting much more sensitive
to the PROBLEM of “MANSIONIZATION” of their entire coastal
neighborhoods, by taking serious steps to protect ocean view corridors, etc.,
the city of Oceanside, on the other hand, is one of the worse when it comes
to protecting ocean views, and in setting standards of structural harmony
with the surrounding coastal environment.

We were very disappointed to find that there are absolutely no guidelines in
place to protect the very few ocean view corridors left in the city of
Oceanside.

And unlike some other cities, there are certainly NO PROPER
GUIDELINES on the coast when it comes to the ratio of structural sq. ft.
relative to lot size, etc:

This is why the public will continue to lose the few remaining precious
corridor views from Pacific st., simply because bulky, oversized mansions
are allowed to be built on the ocean front.

As for HARMONY with surrounding areas, the proposed building will stick
out monumentally different, in scale and in style, to the adjacent peaceful
beach & park areas.

Please remember that Buccaneer is already “towered” by TWO “old giants”
(condo complexes):

(One permanently annexed to its North side & another a bit further down on
its South, at 1601 S. Pacific)......

Thus, if Buccaneer gets “overshadowed” by yet another oversized buildin
to its South side, then: VSQ :

CCAST

SAN DIEGO CCAST SISTRICT

(Hof 20
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That will open up the way for still three more older (to the South of #1507)
private residences to follow suite with similarly BIG & BULKY
FORTRESSES !!!

On the other hand, if 1507 S. Pacific is scaled down, then that’ll highly
discourage ALL ocean front property owners along Pacific st. to ONLY
think of maximizing their own advantage.

Please consider this:

In respect to all of the above, Buccaneer Beach stands to lose even more
significantly than any other beach opening on Pacific st.:

Mainly because it is across the street from a very widely used (Buccaneer)
public park, making it an even more IMPORTANT OCEAN VIEW
CORRIDOR than any other!

Additionally, Buccaneer is surrounded by many public side walks, which
also stand to lose their views:

Including, but not limited to, the “SEAWALL” walk way, which is VERY -
POPULAR due to being elevated, thus, (currently) providing great ocean
views through the Buccaneer beach opening.

For your information, we have also enclosed the letter from our “Coalition”,
which was read at the city hearing on Oct. 9™,

We trust that you will help us win the Battle for Buccaneer!!!

Thank you kindly.

12 of 20
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

NORTH COAST DISTRICT OFFICE

710 E STREET, SUITE 200

EUREKA, CA 95501

VOICE (707) 445-7833 FAX (707) 445-7877

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT
Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing This Form.
SECTION I.  Appellant(s)
gty B hens @€K
fzw frarboc BN

00 S L G20 Sa’ 760212513 8

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed

Name of local/port government:

»Zg A (eoansde P/Mm/ (om missirn_

2. Brief description of development being appealed:
The Stowd  fiscdonee ;nzze fan c7 /?(;%42 b

5 Jitef
3. Development's location (street address, assessor' S/ parcel no Ccross street :y S

15075 fhei ST

4. Description of decision being appealed (check one.):

v Approval; no special conditions

[0  Approval with special conditions:
[0  Denial

Note:  For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial decisions by a local government cannot be
appealed unless the development is a major energy or public works project. Denial
decisions by port governments are not appealable.

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION:
appeaLno: A-lo— OCN-0L-134
paTEFLED: 11 [2]0W

pistricr:  SATN D1REO T ECBIVER)




A-6-OCN-06-134
Page 32

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 2)

5. Decision being appealed was made by (check one):

(]  Planning Director/Zoning Administrator
[0  City Council/Board of Supervisors

" Planning Commission
0 Other

6.  Date of local government's decision: / é = 7“ 0 Q
7. Local government’s file number (if any): /{C’ /é i &’5

SECTION IHI. Xdentification of Other Interested Persons

Give the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use additional paper as necessary.)

a.  Name and mailing address of permit applicant:

MA-8 /s St b
507 S fpeife . Qecnsid, cf T205¢

b. Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified (either verbally or in writing) at
the city/county/port hearing(s). Include other parties which you know to be interested and
should receive notice of this appeal.

v Jpseppni Gle z Man O behat/E &

' N ¥
@ Z/Z; Z?/ oo U7 W>P/§ZW /44‘474@ 5?%@4 -

/44)7 S/@/]é&j% #///C
@) M@mﬂ}(l/é/ CA 72057
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 3)

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal
PLEASE NOTE:

e Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are limited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal
Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance in completing this section.

o State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan,
or Port Master Plan policies and requirements in which you believe the project is inconsistent and the reasons the
decision warrants a new hearing. (Use additional paper as necessary.)

® This need not be a complete or exhaustive statement of your reasons of appeal, however, there must be sufficient
discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may
submit additional information to the staff and/or Commission to support the appeal request.

¥ (oalien Lhtbr cttc puol

mGY 032006
CALFORNIA

L COMMISSION
HEGT COAST DISTRICT
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 4)

SECTION V. Certification

)

est of my/olr knowledge.

»

The information and facts stated above are correct to th

Qg{ gnaturu\‘fﬁérpﬁellant(s) or Authorized Agent

Date: /72 516} @% ék‘

Note: If signed by agent, appellant(s) must also sign below.

Section VI. Agent Authorization

e S 400V STl mran

to act as my/our representative and t&/bind me/us in all ma eoncerning this appeal.

\/&S'rgnature of Appellant(s)

Date: ZS&M@

L
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10-22-06

THE BATTLE FOR BUCCANEER BEACH

Dear California Coastal Commission:

We are appealing to you with the hope that you will be more considerate
than the City of Oceanside Planning Commission, in regards to the issue of
our concern:

Approval of the proposed building at 1507 S. Pacific. St., which violates the
guidelines stated in your Public Resources Code Section 30251.

While other beach cities like Solana Beach, are getting much more sensitive
to the PROBLEM of “MANSIONIZATION” of their entire coastal
neighborhoods, by taking serious steps to protect ocean view corridors, etc.,
the city of Oceanside, on the other hand, is one of the worse when it comes
to protecting ocean views, and in setting standards of structural harmony
with the surrounding coastal environment.

We were very disappointed to find that there are absolutely no guidelines in
place to protect the very few ocean view corridors left in the city of
Oceanside.

And unlike some other cities, there are certainly NO PROPER
GUIDELINES on the coast when it comes to the ratio of structural sq. ft.
relative to lot size, etc:

This is why the public will continue to lose the few remaining precious
corridor views from Pacific st., simply because bulky, oversized mansions
are allowed to be built on the ocean front.

As for HARMONY with surrounding areas, the proposed building will stick
out monumentally different, in scale and in style, to the adjacent peaceful
beach & park areas.

Please remember that Buccaneer is already “towered” by TWO “old giants”
(condo complexes):

(One permanently annexed to its North side & another a bit further down on
its South, at 1601 S. Pacific)......

Thus, if Buccaneer gets “overshadowed” by yet another oversized building

to its South side, then: o e TR TR T
D yﬁ@@g\wﬁl )

NOV 0 3 2006




A-6-OCN-06-134
Page 36

That will open up the way for still three more older (to the South of #1507)
private residences to follow suite with similarly BIG & BULKY
FORTRESSES !!!

On the other hand, if 1507 S. Pacific is scaled down, then that’ll highly
discourage ALL ocean front property owners along Pacific st. to ONLY

think of maximizing their own advantage.

Please consider this:

In respect to all of the above, Buccaneer Beach stands to lose even more
significantly than any other beach opening on Pacific st.:

Mainly because it is across the street from a very widely used (Buccaneer)
public park, making it an even more IMPORTANT OCEAN VIEW
CORRIDOR than any other!

Additionally, Buccaneer is surrounded by many public side walks, which
also stand to lose their views:

Including, but not limited to, the “SEAWALL” walk way, which is VERY
POPULAR due to being elevated, thus, (currently) providing great ocean
views through the Buccaneer beach opening.

For your information, we have also enclosed the letter from our “Coalition”,
which was read at the city hearing on Oct. 9™

We trust that you will help us win the Battle for Buccaneer!!!

Thank you kindly.

MOV 0 3 2006 §

. CALFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION

SAN DIEGQ COAST fist
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FRO. ¢ Lo

or

FAX NO. : 8584571442

§7aTE CF CALIFORNIA ~ THE RESOURCES AGENCY

Oct. 25 2886 B4:4S5PM P2

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
NQRTH COAST DISTRICT OFFICE

710 & STREET, SUITE 200

EUREKA, CA 85501

VOICE (707) 4457833 FAX (707) 445-7877

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT
Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing This Form.
SECTION1.  Appeliant(s)

o ML+ RS ROGER 1> CHAUSS EE
Mailing Address ‘05 b\ O X\\( Mb P\T70 w T

TRVERSDE, ok ared0b  (G51)794 SIA

SECTION II. Decision Belug Appealed P /77 6/
LA AIAC
. ClT g d éwﬁ?’ I/E
p pameorioslpor govemmene  C[ T/ OF VE L smmiss/on

ﬂﬁ%b%é

oL s

7ng57%m@

3. Development's location (street addres, assessor's parccl no.,
15077 5o é@wﬁéo
4, Description of decision being appealed (check one.):
Approval; no special conditions
O Approval with special conditions:
[0  Denial
Note:  For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial decisions by a local government cannot be

appealed unless the development is a major energy or public works praject. Denial
decisions by port governments are not appealable.

‘ TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION: E 7 &,M
| aepeaLno: A~ - OCN-0U - 134 A NOY © 3 2006
: - . 1 ORMI
DATE FILED: 200 T%OAS%L?R
P AN DIECT 27
DISTRICT: San Dego
N
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FAX NO. @ 8584571442 Oct. 25 2806 04:56PM P3

APPEAL FROM CQASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 2)

Decision being appealed was made by (check one):

Planning Director/Zoning Administrator
City Council/Board of Supervisors
Planning Commission

Other

Date of local government's decision: / 0 - 7"0 é
Local government’s file number (if any); le C e /A _,O 3

SECTION UI. X¥dentification of Other Interested Persons

e owon v

Give the names and addresscs of the following parties. (Use additional paper as necessary.)

3. Name and mailing address of permit applicant;
MPREMRE. < 7Ro0/)
1507 So fache ¥ Vteervide, (f). T20cy

b. Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified (cither verbally or in writing) at
the city/county/port hearing(s). Include other parties which you know to be interested and
should receive notice of this appeal.

O MRFMRE ROEER. D, CHpvsses
/6o s0-Mysrs 57 (A KC)
@ OCEANS IpE, EA, T2 1%

3)

®
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 3)

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal ’ ,

PLEASE NOTE: ’

*  Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are limited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal
Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance in completing this section.

*  State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan,
or Port Master Plan policies and requirements in which you believe the project is inconsistent and the reasons the
decision warrants a new hearing. (Use additional pap®r as necessary.)

® This need not be a complete or exhaustive statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be sufficient
discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may
submit additional information to the staff and/or Commission to support the appeal request.

* See (ETTER Fyclisc))

=3

RE"@“@“T LT
‘ Lo
i

N

GV 3 2006

SION

MAISEIN
COAST DISTRICT
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FROM @ LCF FAx NO. : 8584571442 Oct. 25 208@6 B4:5PM PS

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 4)

SECTION V. Certification

The informazion and facts stated above are correct to the best of my/our knowledge,

Signature ofﬁp’ellant(s) or Authorized Agent
Date: / J - 2 é - éLé

Note: If signed by agent, appellant(s) must aiso sign below,

Section VI. Agent Authorization

/'We hereb
i JosEPHNE Grozmas)

AL

to act as my/our representalive and to bind me/us in all matters concernin g this appeal.~

of Appellant(s)

Date: /0 /25/0/6
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10-22-06

THE BATTLE FOR BUCCANEER BEACH

Dear California Coastal Commission:

We are appealing to you with the hope that you will be more considerate
than the City of Oceanside Planning Commission, in regards to the issue of
our concern:

Approval of the proposed building at 1507 S. Pacific. St., which violates the
guidelines stated in your Public Resources Code Section 30251.

While other beach cities like Solana Beach, are getting much more sensitive
to the PROBLEM of “MANSIONIZATION” of their entire coastal
neighborhoods, by taking serious steps to protect ocean view corridors, etc.,
the city of Oceanside, on the other hand, is one of the worse when it comes
to protecting ocean views, and in setting standards of structural harmony
with the surrounding coastal environment.

We were very disappointed to find that there are absolutely no guidelines in
place to protect the very few ocean view corridors left in the city of
Oceanside.

And unlike some other cities, there are certainly NO PROPER
GUIDELINES on the coast when it comes to the ratio of structural sq. ft.
relative to lot size, etc:

This is why the public will continue to lose the few remaining precious
corridor views from Pacific st., simply because bulky, oversized mansions
are allowed to be built on the ocean front.

As for HARMONY with surrounding areas, the proposed building will stick
out monumentally different, in scale and in style, to the adjacent peaceful
beach & park areas.

Please remember that Buccaneer is already “towered” by TWO “old giants”
(condo complexes):

(One permanently annexed to its North side & another a bit further down on
its South, at 1601 S. Pacific)......

Thus, if Buccaneer gets “overshadowed” by yet another oversized building
to its South side, then:

7% 0f 20
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That will open up the way for still three more older (to the South of #1507)
private residences to follow suite with similarly BIG & BULKY
FORTRESSES !!!

On the other hand, if 1507 S. Pacific is scaled down, then that’ll highly
discourage ALL ocean front property owners along Pacific st. to ONLY

think of maximizing their own advantage.

Please consider this:

In respect to all of the above, Buccaneer Beach stands to lose even more
significantly than any other beach opening on Pacific st.:

Mainly because it is across the street from a very widely used (Buccaneer)
public park, making it an even more IMPORTANT OCEAN VIEW
CORRIDOR than any other!

Additionally, Buccaneer is surrounded by many public side walks, which
also stand to lose their views:

Including, but not limited to, the “SEAWALL” walk way, which is VERY
POPULAR due to being elevated, thus, (currently) providing great ocean
views through the Buccaneer beach opening.

For your information, we have also enclosed the letter from cur “Coalition”,
which was read at the city hearing on Oct. 9™

We trust that you will help us win the Battle for Buccaneer!!!

Thank you kindly.

o

NGV € 3 2008

REIGETﬁﬁ;
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT OFFICE

7575 METROPOLITAN DRIVE, SUITE 103
SAN DIEGO, CA 92108-4421

VOICE (6818) 767-2370 FAX (619) 767-2384

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT
Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing This Form.

SECTIONI.  Appellant(s)

e JOS EPHIVE  GLIZMAN

Mailing Address: ILQOD' —lpo < PAac 1Fc ST ] ]
City: OC/Z;)(NS = o Zip Code: 67&0 54 pho@éég) \[32 - 7&7(5@'

SECTIONII. Decision Being Appealed

1. Name of local/port government: .
OCEANSIDE [PLANNVMIVG Commiss, on
2. Brief description of development being appealed:

od- Smﬂy 3invG e FAM/Z/ /QC—S/Dg,(Mé

3. Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel no., cross street, etc.):

/507 - PAGF/C 5 O€eavsiDs ,Ch 9205y

4. Description of decision being appealed (check one.):

Approval; no special conditions
O  Approval with special conditions:
[0  Denial
Note:  For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial decisions by a local government cannot be

appealed unless the development is a major energy or public works project. Denial
decisions by port governments are not appealable.

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION:
APPEALNO: A - -~OCN - O - 12y
DATE FILED: Lt I‘Jr* [0
pistRIcT: S Cun D UL% o

RECEIVE]

NOV 0 7 2006

CALIFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION
SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 2)

5. Decision being appealed was made by (check one):

(I Planning Director/Zoning Administrator
[0  City Council/Board of Supervisors

Planning Commission
O Other

6.  Date of local government's decision: \0—-A4-0 (P

7. Local government’s file number (if any):

SECTION III. Identification of Other Interested Persons

Give the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use additional paper as necessary.)

/S07 S PrerFic S
[LEPVSIDE CA FRAOSY

a.  Name and mailing address of permit applicant:

MNargarvs Srroud

b. Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified (either verbally or in writing) at
the city/county/port hearing(s). Include other parties which you know to be interested and
should receive notice of this appeal.

O TeSEPHNE  Slzman  sN BE#ALE OF
THE Cortition Fol PAESEpyATIoN oF FUBLcC
@ ocemiiens From  pPACIF sf(@cgws,'DQ

(3)

“) @@@E WEQY

CAUFORIIE c1oN

COMM!
SA%O&EEB% COAST DISTRICT
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 3

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal
PLEASE NOTE:

*  Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are limited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal
Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance in completing this section.

¢ State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan,
or Port Master Plan policies and requirements in which you believe the project is inconsistent and the reasons the
decision warrants a new hearing. (Use additional paper as necessary.)

® This need not be a complete or exhaustive statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be sufficient
discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may
submit additional information to the staff and/or Commission to support the appeal request.

_ ?4?»43@ See 1 ACHED (EFTERS

RECEIY EQ

NOV 0 7 2006

CALFORNIA
COASTAL CO!VIM\SS\OY\‘ICT
SAN DIEGO COAST DISTR
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 4)

SECTION V. Certification

The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of my/our knowledge.

T s DU g /{/J[LV{/VV\L'W

Signature of Appel]aﬁ((s) or Authdfized Agent
Date: /=70 (ﬁ

Note: If signed by agent, appellant(s) must also sign below.

Section VI, Agent Authorization

I/We hereby
authorize

to act as my/our representative and to bind me/us in all matters concerning this appeal.

Signature of Appellant(s)

Date:

]R]E@EH\Y [i,‘

NOV 0 7 7006

CALIFCRNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION
SAN DIEGO COAST CISTRICT
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10-22-06

THE BATTLE FOR BUCCANEER BEACH

Dear California Coastal Commission:

We are appealing to you with the hope that you will be more considerate
than the City of Oceanside Planning Commission, in regards to the issue of
our concern:

Approval of the proposed building at 1507 S. Pacific. St., which violates the
guidelines stated in your Public Resources Code Section 30251.

While other beach cities like Solana Beach, are getting much more sensitive
to the PROBLEM of “MANSIONIZATION” of their entire coastal
neighborhoods, by taking serious steps to protect ocean view corridors, etc.,
the city of Oceanside, on the other hand, is one of the worse when it comes
to protecting ocean views, and in setting standards of structural harmony
with the surrounding coastal environment.

We were very disappointed to find that there are absolutely no guidelines in
place to protect the very few ocean view corridors left in the city of
Oceanside.

And unlike some other cities, there are certainly NO PROPER
GUIDELINES on the coast when it comes to the ratio of structural sq. ft.
relative to lot size, etc:

This is why-the public will continue to lose the few remaining precious
corridor views from Pacific st., simply because bulky, oversized mansions
are allowed to be built on the ocean front.

As for HARMONY with surrounding areas, the proposed building will stick
out monumentally different, in scale and in style, to the adjacent peaceful
beach & park areas.

Please remember that Buccaneer is already “towered” by TWO “old giants”
(condo complexes):

(One permanently annexed to its North side & another a bit further down on
its South, at 1601 S. Pacific)......

Thus, if Buccaneer gets “overshadowed” by yet another oversized building

to its South side, then:

NOV 0 7 2008

CAUFCRMIA o
L COMMIS
SP\CNODPI\ESO COAST DISTRICT
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That will open up the way for still three more older (to the South of #1507)
private residences to follow suite with similarly BIG & BULKY
FORTRESSES !!!

On the other hand, if 1507 S. Pacific is scaled down, then that’ll highly
discourage ALL ocean front property owners along Pacific st. to ONLY

think of maximizing their own advantage.

Please consider this:

In respect to all of the above, Buccaneer Beach stands to lose even more
significantly than any other beach opening on Pacific st.:

Mainly because it is across the street from a very widely used (Buccaneer)
public park, making it an even more IMPORTANT OCEAN VIEW
CORRIDOR than any other!

Additionally, Buccaneer is surrounded by many public side walks, which
also stand to lose their views:

Including, but not limited to, the “SEAWALL” walk way, which is VERY
POPULAR due to being elevated, thus, (currently) providing great ocean
views through the Buccaneer beach opening.

For your information, we have also enclosed the letter from our “Coalition”,
which was read at the city hearing on Oct. 9",

We trust that you will help us win the Battle for Buccaneer!!!

Thank you kindly.

Nov 0.7 70
CAUFORNA < oN
corsiel CC%‘}}?{ BiSTRICT

SAN DIEG
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DEC-4-2006 _©2:45F FROM: SOANES, LTD. TEB-475-B937 TO: 16197672384 F.3
Stroud Residence Blockiace Measuramsnis
1307 8. Paclfic Strest
PL to Bldg. PLtoBidg. |
Address Face (ft) Addrass Face (ff) |
1401 8. Pagilic Street 0.0 1625-1627 8. Pacific Streat 1.8}
1408 S. Paclfic Street 1629 S. Paciflc Streat ai
1413 8. Pacific Streat 1631 §. Pacitic Streat 1.3k
1415-1417 8. Pacific Strest 1683 8. Pacific Street 0.48
1418 8. Pacific Strast 1835 8. Pacific Streat 0.4
1421 8. Pacific Street 1837 8. Pacific Stroat 0.9
1423 8. Pacifloc Street 16389 8. Pacitic Street 0.3;
1425 8. Pacilic Street 1848 S. Pacific Sirast ?.Qg
1427 8. Paclflc Strest 1701 . Pacific Straet 0.9}
1420 S, Pacific Straet 1705 §. Pacific Street 0.8
1431 8. Pacific Streat 1709 8. Paclflc Street 0.8
1433 S. Pacific Street 1711 8. Pacific Street 0.6
1435 8. Pacific Street 1713 8. Pacific Strast 0.5
1437 S. Pacific Streat 1718 8. Pacific Stieet 0.6
1439 8. Pacific Strest 1717 5. Pacific Street 0.8
1441 8, Pacitic Street 1718 S. Pacific Street 1.9
1443 8. Pacllic Street 1721 8. Pacific Streel 1.4
1445 S. Pacific Street 1723 8. Pacific Street 1.0
1509 S. Pacific Street 1725 8. Pacific Strest 1.0
1511 S. Pacific Street 1727 8. Pacific Streel 0.8 :
1513 8. Pacilic Street 1729 S. Pacific Strest 108
1801 8. Pacific Strest 1781 8. Pacific Street 15 -
1608 S. Pacific Street 1733 S, Pacific Stree! 1.5%
1611 8. Pacilic Strest 1735 8. Pacific Street 08
1615 S, Pacific Street 1737 8. Pacific Strost 0.9
1617 8. Pacific Street 1739 8. Pacific Street 0.0 H
1618 8. Pacific Strest 1745 S, Pacific Straat 0.0
1621-1623 S. Pacific Straet 1747 8. Pacilic Street 0.8| i
TOTAL: 2380
Average (faot): 498 !
Average (inchaes): i1}
]
k)
RCE 58274
Expires 08/30/2008 EXHIBIT NO. 7
APPLICATION NO.
TAYLOR GROUP, INC, A'G'OCN'06'134
Block Face Average

Surve
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DEC-4-26806 02:47P FROM:SOANES, LTD. TeB-476-B937 T0: 16157672334 P.4

CoLOMN

EXHIBIT NO. 8
APPLICATION NO.

. ] A-6-OCN-06-134

" . | Blow-up of staggered

| _front yard setback |

& ra setbac
o

California Coastal Commission
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DEC-4-20P6 B2:47P ERDM:SDF«NES, LTD. TEB-476-8937 TO: 16197572384 P.S
Se— 9=
- F . d__;/»
T _“]”
- . /
- &
_.,:a
‘SHOWING VIEW ¥

DPENING —
o THROLGH 2ND
aster' bedroonm STORY BALCONY /

e S ——

i

i
:
! ’ g "
|

toilet N

o - e shoer\
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|
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vanity L
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EXHIBIT NO. 9

APPLICATION NO,

second floor plan . [%3ie
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FROM @ LCF FAX NI, @ 8584571442 Dec. 20 Zo@s 18:S4AM R

PECEIVE]

THE COALITION FOR PRESERVATION OF PUBLIG 0CEAN wipws  DEC 20 2006

FRON PACIFIC ST. [GCEANSIDE CALFORNIA on
T ' SACNOS\légé%%AAAg'\FISDSISTRICT

PETITIONS OF THE PUBLIC CONCERNED WITH THE LOSS OF
CORRIDOR OCEAN VIEWS THROUGH BUCCANEER REACH
QPENNING:

(REGARDING: THE PROFOSED BRUILDING AT 1507 8. PACIPIC 8§T.)

Name Address Phi#
~ @&W G0l
Ll s 7030 (LW e, 7047331
&, " Vo. to =i Teo-GBe-SR
KFN("% CARNFE 5 1 - ser O ooy .

PACOEE e
CHRES Co5prte 2272 /%'/M/f@ ;VL;;? u/’
J

4%"M2)Wwf~ AW o \i} *
Wﬂ%ew»é ¥i7s, $D.SG5F 5

2o

W%‘ /,7(://1/7#4,//:,/ VinYa /1% ,4% &44 Sz /}z/m (’ﬁ%{‘[w .

T {x30 »
Karm r'ﬂo-nranmly 1935 Raderd St r“).«egmm Q&L.{

s TG
W o s dllr Po0q w5 sugusls
{”\MW H’LL QH‘TL &M‘J}‘:M M"z""‘ .“E;vx Kiﬂ’k‘h ﬁcru.ﬁ ({0{"{\) -
V@ 4 Cindsk Sow i sgo, U RwQ'DWf

E\’ﬁ%&‘ﬂ.ﬁ v A Adiane !’ju, TN e I A Tmﬂmiﬂs wﬂ’i Fopas

g, .
MEL BANDEL. [ (6S0)T 02, Ny

jQW\ L8 CoWan (5 Geedibves Dy - Ciarac
2 4 .

EXHIBIT NO. 10
APPLICATION NO.
A-6-OCN-06-134

bkt s Yot il o by, | Various dence |
m . mﬂ\gﬁ/ Ty Clinea, 28 g [ Vo0 corespondence
TEACRM wllieT 4oy Ny Ak S 18 pgs
%{ O # 5 ms ) < ‘@Cah’fomia Coastal Commission
&0 signatures ora| Lof 18
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FROM @ LoF FAX ND. : 8584571442 Nev. 13 2026 g2isTAM P
o | _ B _ o7 . PL
(OQ,GF,,‘//;L, LETER READ 2T oCHGDE Hehrn -
: e
10-01-06

The coalition for preservation of the public ocean views from Pacific st.

This letter is in regard to the proposed project at 1507 8. Pacific st. in
Oceanside.

We, the public, are very cancerned that the above project will block public’s
ocean views form the surrounding side walks, especially from S. Paicfic st.
through the Buccaneer beach opening.

The present architectural design does not take that into account,

This is one of ONLY FEW precious openings to the ocean in South
Oceanside. ) :

The truth is that the proposed house can be built, while preserving the
precious views enjoyed by so many:

That would require an additional set back of approximately 13 fi.

Even a 10 fi. additional set back would make & DRASTIC difference for
preservation of public views!

This would also make Stroud’s house appear less bulky and less massive and
more in HARMONY with the peaceful Buccaneer beach and park
surroundings. ‘ :

Because the owners of the above property are already so blessed as to be
adjacent to Buccaneer beach, and to have an unubstructible panoramic ocean
views in every direction, we ask that they would consider public’s right of
Yiews by not maximizing every square inch of property at the expense of
public interest.

Sometimes a house can not be built without covering public views, and that
is understandable, but in this case a compromise can be reached:
The proposed house CAN BE built and the views CAN BE preserved.

Perhaps, this will set an example for all future properties with a similar
situation, making architects and property owners more considerate to the

‘public view factor’ right from the start of the project. RE@EHWE

NOV 1 3 2006

CALIFORNIA
2— O-F ! g COASTAL COMMISSION
SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT
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FAX NO. : 8584571442 Nov. 13 28@6 82:57PM P

We all know that sometimes it's easier to vote yes than no.

But please think of the positive long term effect on beach front home
construction:

Consideration will be given to the wishes of the property owners, while
keeping in mind the welfare of the public and other homeowners in the area.

You also can’t deny that this will encourage all future projects towards more

socially considerate designs that allow for the benefits of all parties

affected.

And needless to say, when it comes to the beaches, there are certainly
COUNTLESS who are AFFECTED!!!

Thank you so kindly for your consideration,

(public signatures are being petitioned and will be presented at the public
hearing on Oct, 9%)

RE@EWEE]

NOV 1 3 2006
CALIFORNIA

ASTAL COMMISSION
SA?‘IODIEGO COAST DISTRICT
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Ricy-

This letter is in regards to the proposed project at 1507 S. Pacific St. in
Oceanside.

We the public, are very concerned that the above project will block public’s .
ocean views from the surrounding side walks, especially form S. Pacific St.,
through the Buccaneer beach opening.

This is the ONLY actual beach opening left in the growing community of
South Oceanside. ..and in light of this fact, please consider this:

According to the city of Oceanside’s LCP, which calls for protection of
visual resources of beach areas, and also, according to California Coastal
Commission’s pubic resources code section #30251:

“The scenic and visual qualities of coasta] arcas 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 must be
visually compatible with the surrounding areas...”

' The present architectural design of the proposed house does not take the
above into account. ..

There are two ways that the proposed project can be built with minimal
damage to the precious views enjoyed by so many:

1-an additional set back of approx. 15 ft., (even a 10 ft. additional set back
would make a DRASTIC difference for preservation of public views!)

2- modification of the HIEGHT, BULK, & SCALE of the proposed house,

with consideration to the smallness of the lot and the publicly important
location, which affects a great number of peaple.

This would also help make the proposed house appear more in HARMONY
with the peaceful Buccaneer beach and park surroundings.

W of (3




A-6-OCN-06-134

Page 56

FAX NO, @ 8584571442 Nov. 13 2006 @2:58PM P&
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Because the owners of the above property are already adjacent to a wide
beach and have an unobstructible ocean view in every direction, we ask that
they would consider Public’s right of views by not maximizing every square
inch of their property at the expensc of public interest.

Perhaps, this will set an example for all future properties with a similarly
significant situation, making architects and property owners more
considerate to the “public view factor’ right form the start to the project.

Please think of the possible long term effects on beach front residential
development standards:

Before giving approvals to every wish of the property owners, consideration
must be given to the interests of the public, and other residents of the
community.

You can’t deny that this will encourage all future projects towards more
socially considerate designs that allow for the benefit of ALL involved,

Again, because the proposed house is at such a publicly important (limited
opportunity) location, we ask that there would be a reconsideration of the
bulk, height. and set backs from the street, so as to mipimize the damage to
public views.

Thank you so kindly for your consideration.

RECEIVED

NOV 1 3 2008
CALIFORNIA

COASTAL COMMISS]
O
SAN DIEGO COAST DISTIQIJCT
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J3F OCEANSIDE

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DERPARTMENT / PLANNING DIVISION

4\[63 V"’j); . A
") . | T£ l
T Notice HAs TTHE wWeone HsARNG DA

pecuegw O N ocr- 92 § City did por SEND

s NG
L{Z' ! NDT’IC.E-S ouT -

|
/"26 'jéc;r’ . N
- NOTICE OF PLANNING COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING, CITY OF OCEANSIDE

This is to notify you that on Monday, September 25, 2006, atthe ‘meeting of the Planning
Cormmission of the City of Oceanside, be ginning at 7:00 p.m.at"City Council Chambers of City
Hall Civic Ceuter, 300 North Coast Hwy., TPublie-Hem ng will be conducted on the following
application for project:

REGULAR COASTAL PERMIT (RC-16-03) for a 3,182-square foot addition to an
existing 948-square foot single-family residence located at 1507 South Pacific Street. The
project site is zoned RT (Residential Tourist) and is situated within the South Oceanside
Neighborhoed and the Coastal Zone. — STROUD RESIDENCE '

The project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act.

You are being notified of this hearing as required by State law and local ordinance, because you are
listed on the latest available tax assessor's rolls as the owner of the property within 300 feet of the
exterior boundary of the site. You are invited to attend.

You may review the file relating to this project, ncluding the documents relating to the California
Environmental Quality Act, at the Planning Division, 300 North Coast Hwy., during regular
weekday office hours of 7:30 am. to 5:00 p.m. (Monday ~ Thursday), 7:30 am. to 4:00 p.m.
(alternate Friday). A staff report will be available the Thursday before the public hearing. Written -

comments may be submitted prior to the hearing and will be made part of the. public record and
provided to the Planning Commission. ' -

If you should wish to challenge this project at some future time, you may be limited to raising only
those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in written
correspondence delivered to the Planning Commission at or prior to the public hearing.

RE@ Ty
NOV T
CALFC™ "4

COASTAL COwni =
SAN DIEGO COAST e e

VIC CENTER 300 N. COAST HIGHWAY OCEANSIDE, CA 92054 TELEPHONE 760-435-3520 FAX 780-754-2858
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Date:__September 132006

Public Hearing Coastal Permit
Identification No.__RC-16-03

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT

This is a notice to you as an interested party that the City of Oceanside Planning Commission will
hold a public hearing on the Coastal Permit application of Mary Anne and Duke Stroud, This
application was received on December 19, 2003, The application is described as follows:

For a 3,182-square foot addition to an existing 943-square foot single-family residence
located at 1507 South Pacific Street. ‘ L. . o

The project site is zoped RT (Residential Tourist) and is situated within the South Oceanside
Neighborhood and the Coastal zone,

Said hearing will be held on Scptember 25, 2006, at 7:00 p.m. in the Council Chamber of City Hall,
300 North Coast Hwy., Oceanside, California at which time and place any and all interested persons
may appear and be heard. Interested persons may contact the Planning Division at (760) 435-3520
after September 20, 2006, to be informed of the place on the agenda and the approXimate time of
beating. g

If you have any questions or comments regarding this matter, or want to be notified of the decision,
contact the City of Oceanside, Planning Division at (760) 435-3520. Written comments may be
submitted prior to the hearing and will be made part of the public record and provided to the
Planning Cornmission.

If you disagree with the decision of the Planning Commission concerning this project's
conformance to the Local Coastal Plan, you may appeal the decision to the City Council. The
appeal, accompanied by the appropriate fee must be filed in the City Clerk's Office, 300 North
Coast Hwy., Oceanside, no later than 5-00 p.m. on October 5, 2006 (10 days from the adoption of
the Planning Commission Resoluﬁon)7, . B )

The project is "appealable” to the California Coastal Commission under Section 30603(a) of the
California Public Resources Cade. An aggricved person may appeal the decision to the Coastal
Commission within ten (10) working days following the Commission receipt of the Notice of Final
Action on this project. The Notice of Final Action is mailed after the City's last action, such as
Planning Commission resolution, Community Development Commission resolution (for projects in
the Redevelopment Area), or City Council resolution (for projects involving a zone change or
which resulted in a local appeal). Please contact the Planning Division at (760) 435-3520 for this
information.

Appeals must be in writing. The Coastal Commission, San Diego District Office is at 7575

Metropolitan Drive, Suite 103, San Diego, California 92108-4402. The phone number is (619)
767-2370.
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File Number: = RC-16-03
Applicant: Mary Anne and Duke Stroud
Description:

REGULAR COASTAL PERMIT (RC-16-03) for a 3,182 square foot addition to an
existing 948 square feet single-family residence located at 1507 South Pacific Street. The
project site is zoned RT (Residential Tourist) and is situated within the South Oceanside
Neighborhood and the Coastal zone. STROUD RESIDENCE

| B1Y
Environmental Determination: _ RE@ E

NOV 13 7006

CALIFORNIA
| COMMISSION
SAFX:‘(XD S\lisigb COAST DISTRICT

The project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act.

City of Oceanside, Planning Department
300 N. Coast Highway

Oceanside, CA 92054 (760) 435-3520 YRE@ .

Ao

NOV 1 %
CAUFCT ™"

COASTAL CO »
SAN DIEGO COAv: v oo
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10-22-06 . OCT 2 g

THE BATTLE FOR BUCCANEER BEACH R :

Dear California Coastal Commission:

We are appealing to you with the hope that you will be more considerate
than the City of Oceanside Planning Commission, in regards to the issue of
our concern: . '

Approval of the proposed building at 1507 S. Pacific. St., which violates the
guidelines stated in your Public Resources Code Section 30251.

‘While other beach cities like Solana Beach, are getting much more sensitive
to the PROBLEM of “MANSIONIZATION” of their entire coastal
neighborhoods, by taking serious steps to protect ocean view corridors, etc.,
the city of Oceanside, on the other hand, is one of the worse when it comes

to protecting ocean views, and in setting standards of structural harmony
with the surrounding coastal environment.

11 NVS

. (9]
a2

We were very disappointed to find that there are absolutely no guidelines in

place to protect the very few ocean view corridors left in the city of

Oceanside. v ' .

And unlike some other cities, there are certainly NO PROPER

GUIDELINES on the coast when it comes to the ratio of structural sq.
relative to lot size, etc:

This is why the public will continue to lose the few remaining precious

corridor views from Pacific st., simply because bulky, oversized mansions
are allowed to be built on the ocean front.

N

C

SSININC D
9007 L 0 AON

BiRysia 1svOD
NOIS

As for HARMONY with surrounding areas, the proposed building will stick

out monumentally different, in scale and in style, to the adjacent peaceful
beach & park areas.

Please remember that Buccaneer is already “towered” by TWO “old giants’;
~ (condo complexes):

(One permanently annexed to its North side & another a bit further down on
its South, at 1601 S. Pacific)......

Thus, if Buccaneer gets “overshadowed” by yet another oversized building
to its South side, then:

q of 13
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S4 :
That will open up the way for still three more older (to the South' 6¥%
private residences to follow suite with similarly BIG & BULKY
FORTRESSES !1!
On the other hand, if 1507 &, Pacific is scaled down, then that’ll highly
discourage ALL ocean front property owners along Pacific st. to ONLY
think of maximizing their own advantage.

Please consider this:
L2ease consider this:

In respect to all of the above, Buccaneer Beach stands to lose even more
significantly than any other beach opening on Pacific st.:
Mainly because it is across the street from a very widely used (Buccaneet

public park, making it an even more IMPORTANT OCEAN VIEW Z
CORRIDOR than any other!

THISVO

[¢]
P
k)

>
Z
>

Additionally, Buccaneer is surrounded by many public side walks, whic
also stand to lose their views:
Including, but not limited to, the “SEAWALL?” walk way, which is VER

POPULAR due to being elevated, thus, (currently) providing great ocean
views through the Buccaneer beach opening.
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For your information, we have also enclosed the letter from our “Coalition”,
which was read at the city hearing on Oct. 9%

We trust that you will help us win the Battle for Buccaneer!!!
" Thank you kindly.
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FROM : LCF FAX NO. : 8584571442 Nov., 17 2896 11:52AM P-

i

The eoalition forn

11-11-06 NOV 1 7 2006

CALIFORMIA
Ve c . STAL COMMISSION
To: California Coastal Commission ST DIEA COAST DISTRICT

In reference to the proposed house at 1507 S. Pacific, please consider the
following facts:

The proposed project is: :

1- Right next to a pubic beach, the only public beach in S. Oceanside, \

2- In front of Buccaneer park, which is heavily used by locals, touriSts arid: -
all of North County San Diego.

3- Blocking views form large areas of Buccaneers Park, :

4- Blocking side views from the elevated sidewalks of 8. Pacific St., and
form both sides of Morse St.,

3- Blocking expansive views from large portions of Buccaneer Park, and the
adjacent sidewalks. '

The property owners of the above address must be willing to accept a pormal
(in most cases) set back of 15 feet from their property line.

As of now, their plan calls for only a 4 feet set back!

In accordance to the California Coastal Act, the proposed building must be
set back from Pacific St. by at least 15 feet, in order to satisfy the following:
“protection of public views”, and “structural compatibility with the
surrounding areas”, )

Looking at the provided photos, one can clearly see that even an additional
set back of only 10 feet will make an ENORMOUS difference!

If the owners of the above mentioned praoperty are so privileged as to be

given a permit to build what they wish, at such an environmentally sensitive
location, they must be held accountable for the IMPACT of their building on

the surrounding area, and on the public!
ECEIVE]

|5
In the more responsible and strictly regulated cities such as La J&Ra, Del
Mar, or Solana Beach, this project would’ve never gotten a pass frongyhe v 2006
city planning commission!!! _—

ORNIA
OMMISSION
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Ty Ty Wi
NOV 17 2006
CALIFORNIA
TAL COMMISSION

$8N §EGO COAST DISTRICT . . . .
Unlike its neighboring coastal cities, the city of Oceanside certainly does not

protect its public by mandating story poles, or even requiring the applicant to
post a sign of “application for permit”, (NO NOTIFICATION SIGN of any
kind has ever been posted at above property).

Additionally, the city of Oceanside utterly discourages appeals, not only by

having no regulation & no listening, but by charging a hefty fee of over
$600!!! :

This is exactly why we have no other authority to turn to, except the Coastal
Commission!

In the absence of reasonable regulations to protect our coastal treasures,
we’re counting on the California Coastal Commission to honor their own
Coastal Act, and to take a stand in this obvious case of infringement on

public views.
Thank you.
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4/2006 U3:47 FAK 8587927507 Andalucia

12-04-06
To: California Coastal Commission ’
Fr: Coalition of Preservation of Public Ocean Views From Pacific St., Oceanside

Measurements of Gcean view blockages from the surrounding

areas caused by the proposed project at 41507 S. Pacific St. ¢

1) 270 ft. of ocean views from the east side of S. Pacific St. will be affected, (with
100 ft. getting total blockage, from the highly used elevated part).

2) 120 ft. of ocean views from the front of Buccaneer Park (an ocean front park),

is affected:

(120 ft. is % of the entire park frontage thaf faces the ocean), and 60 ft. of that is
being heavily blocked {this is % of the park frontage facing the ocean).

3) Ocean veiws from the south / west area of the park are heavily affected (to a
total bockage)....-

This is a place where people currently enjoy watching the sunset through the
Buccaneer Beach corridor.

4) 100 ft. of the west side of S. Pacific will get total ocean view blockage.

5) 110 ft. of the acean views form the south side of Morse St. will get heavily
affected, (with 50 ft. geting totally blocked).

6) 50 ft. of the ocean views from the north side of Morse St. will be heavily
blocked.

Given the impartance of the Buccaneer Beach corridor, (named as one of the
only three protected beach corridors for public's enjoyment and views, in the city
of Oceanside), and given the fact that the area where Morse and S. Pacific
streets meet, is the first public ocean view contact from the recently built,
"Coastal Rail Trail", it is unacceptable that the massive impact of the above
proposed project will not be carefully reviewed by the California Coastal
Commission.

DEC 0 4 2006

CALIFORNIA
_ COAsTAL COMMISSION
SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT
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RECEIVE])

12-10-06 BEC 1 2 72ne

To: California Coastal Commission CALIFORNIA

e ] . . E . . QASTAL o
Fr: Coalition for Preservation of Public Ocean Views from Pacific St., Oceansig; /s ggx‘g’g%’%’l“a

Re: proposed project @ 1507 S. Pacific St., Oceanside, Ca 92054

“Statement of Substantial Issues” regarding the above proposed project

1- It is undeniably a substantial issue when a new development significantly encroaches
on a public ocean view corridor that is protected in the Oceanside LCP.

(see the enclosed photos of total and partial ocean view coverage, and pertinent
measurements of coverage from surrounding streets).

2-It is a substantial issue, when the area where coverage of views will occur, is very
highly used and enjoyed by thousands of people, and is where the “Coastal Rail Trail”
meets the Pacific ocean (@) the comer of Morse and Myers Streets, leading to Pacific

St).

3- It is a substantial issue because of the stand of the city of Oceanside to protect its’
corridor public views as stated in the LCP, and the Public Access Policy documents.

4- It is a substantial issue because in the Planning Commission staff report, in the section
under “public views”, there is no mention whatsoever of public corridor view protection
from Pacific St. (towards the ocean):

There is no assessment or even mentioning of public view coverage in this case, where
public views are affected from every surrounding street, and from Buccaneer Park, which
is used by thousands of visitors and locals:

No mentioning at all, as if Oceanside’s LCP does not even exist!!!

Above mentioned documents clearly state the commitment to protect ocean view
corridors along Pacific St.

This fact exposes something that is beyond simple negligence on the part of Oceanside
Planning Commission:

Given the other facts such as blunt misinformation provided to us on several occasions,
by the planning staff, and of course, by the developer/applicant..... there’s a smell of
corruption, and a ‘covered-up’ siding with the applicants’ interests!

5- It is a substantial issue because of the outburst of public support and peoples’
passion to preserve precious corridor ocean views for countless visitors, who enjoy it all
year round (please refer to the numerous petitions and letters signed by many locals and

visitors).

6- It is a substantial issue because MANY dedicated and powerful voices, local activists
and even public servants, such as the Deputy Mayor Shari Mackin (see her letter),
support the fight to save Buccaneer Beach corridor views.

| of 1€
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7- It is a substantial issue because a precedence must be set for the next three homes to
follow this one (directly to the South of above property):

if developed with the same lack of consideration, they too, will encroach on the
Buccaneer beach corridor views).

***This is what our Coalition is asking the developers of the above proposed project:

ONLY an additional 10’ ft. set back will make a significant difference in resolving all
above mentioned beach corridor view blockage issues (all exact measurements of
blockages from various areas around Buccaneer Beach and Park are enclosed).

If the above compromise is not reached, then our Coalition is prepared and committed to
go as far as necessary (including a court of law), to save the precious Buccaneer Beach
corridor views for the enjoyment of all, for years to come.

Given the heavy weight of the above mentioned facts, we are counting on the Coastal
Commission to take a stand for the thousands of people that will be affected by the
desire of one applicant to build as they wish and to maximize every square foot, at the

expense of the public!!!

Your prompt attention to this matter is greatly appreciated.

EE@EW’@@
DEC 1 2 2006

ACALIFORNIA
. CCA_JT. COMMISSION
SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT
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FROM : LCF FAX NO. : 8584571442 Degondl2RRE, A dEE P
NOISSIANGD o VISYOD -
VINYOAITYD

9002 0 z 930

12-18-06 : @@ Aﬂﬁﬂéﬂ

To: Lee McEachern, Toni Ross, Deborah Lee, “California Coastal
Commission” _

Fr: Coalition for Preservation of the Public Ocean Views from Pacific St.,
Oceanside

Re: Proposed Project @ 1507 S. Pacific St., Qceanside

Dear Lee / Deborah /Toni:

No matter whether or not you decide to make a recommendation of
“Substantial Issue”, regarding the above proposal, there are undisputable
facts that must be mentioned in your report, simply because it’s only fair
that along with your opinion, you state what is undeniably true;

1- The coverage of ocean views from the surrounding streets and from
Buccaneer Park are measurable... Thus, these measurements, as provided
and verified by your staff, must be included in your report.

2- South Oceanside and the beach residential neighborhood both are
mentioned in the LCP’s as “Significant Areas” (in the “Coastal
Development Design Standards™ of the Oceanside LCP’s:

P. #3, last paragraph, &

P. #5, last paragraph.

3- In the same chapter as above note the section:

1V. “Preserving and Creating views”, states the following:

“The visual orientation to the Pacific Ocean is a major identity factor for the
city of Oceanside. Traditional view corridots should be preserved and
reinforced not the placement of buildings and landscaping. Additionally,
some views not presently recognized, deserve consideration in the design
and location of further costal improvements™.

4- Further down in Standard #13, note the description of a view corridor
that reads as follows:

ly of 19
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FROM @ LCF FAX NO. : 8584571442 Dec. 20 2006 18:18AM P

“Definition™:

A view corridor is an unobstructed line of view to be preserved for passing
motorists, pedestrians and bicyclists from the nearest public road to the
open, lagoon or other scenic landscape.

“Specifications’;

View corridors should be considered as “visual access” and an integral part
of coastal access.

“Location and Distribution™:

Because of the recreational and scenic value of the coastal landscape, view
corridors should be provided wherever possible, along linear greenbelts or
internal streets. In the event of proposed new development or
redevelopment, structures should be sited so as to protect existing view
corridors and provide new corridors.

Please note that the above definition is clearly much broader than simply a
tunnel view from any of the east/west streets, and it includes angular views
as the one from “Pacific

Terrace Promenade”.

5- “Pacific Terrace Promenade”, as stated in the letter of the Deputy
Mayor, is a significant recreational pathway enjoyed by thousands of tourists
and locals (it’s very important that you include her letter in your report!)

6- The ocean views from the sloped area of “Pacific Terrace Promenade”
will be completely blocked by the proposed project, (note that the sloped
section of the “Promenade” is the only section that offers white water ocean
views, the Cassidy St. corridor being an exception).

7- The area surrounding the proposed project is a very heavily used
Fecreational area:

A- The “Coasta] Rail Trail”, runs into “Morse” St., which is currently an
ocean view street, whose ocean views will be almost completely lost
as a result of the proposed project.

B- “Buccaneer Park”, which is the only major beach park in South
Qceanside, will lose considerable ocean views from the south side.

C- This is also an area of a proposed lagonon enlargement, which is

meant to further inerease recreational use.

I+ o+ 18
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FAX NO. : 8584571442 Dec. 20 2006 1@:18AM P=

***Please remember to also mention the following facts:

1- Thus far, there are five appeals, and about 200 (with more coming soon)
signatures on letters and petitions, representing a ‘movement’ to protect the
Buccaneer Beach corridor views.

2- The Planning Commission Notice of the Hearing was dated wrong, (9-25-
06), and no revision was ever mailed out (if they would’ve mailed out the
correct hearing date, there would be even more appeals!).

3- Deputy Mayor, Shari Mackin’s letter, pointing out her findings,
recommendations, and conclusions.

4- Given the significance of the location, the number of appeals, the
complexity of this matter, and the public support it has received, it would be
desirable / ideal if the developer respected the community’s wishes, & the

public’s ‘point of view’, and considered an additional set back of 10° ft.
Thank you,

-
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T LCF FRX NO. @ 8584571442 Dec. 12 28@6 18:17A0M

Tl

i

Samusokn  [RECEIVET

October 25, 2006 DEC 1 2 2006

CALIFORNIA,
COASTAL COMMISSION
SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT

California Coastal Commission
San Diego Coast District Office
- Toni Ross, Planner - .
..1575 Metropolitan Drive Ste 103 R
San Diego, CA 92108-4402 R -
- RE: Regular Coastal Permit (RC-16-03). Address: 1507 South Pacific Street, Oceanside, CA

Dear Ms. Ross,

I read with great concemn that our Planning Commission approved the above mentioned Regular
Coastal Permit even though many spoke out in objection to the project. I understand that the
project has been appealed to Coastal, and I would like to comment on the project and a couple of
inconsistencies I sce between Staff’s recommendation and our Local Coastal Plan’,

The Staff Report Analysis indicates it based its decision to approve the project on two issues:
1. Compatibility of the project with existing development patterns of the area
2. Underlying zoning regulations and policies of the Lacal Coastal Program

In judging the compatibility of the project with existing development patterns of the arca, onc
must consider that all the large buildings to the north or south of the site arca are pre Cozstal
Act—one would doubt if approvals for such projects would be granted today. Both properties to
.+ The north and south o this project are vacation rentals, not primary residences and stringline
 violations in the area have increased with non-permitted development. This project does not
" ‘meet'with the underlying zoning regulations and policies of the Local Coastal Program for the
reasons listed below.

Section VI: Visual Resources and Special Cdmmunities, Section C.:

Objective: “The City shall protect, enhance and maximize public enjoyment of
Coastal Zone scenic resources” (p. 36). The Special Community of South Oceanside
(home to visitors/tourists and residents alike) enjoy glimpses of coastal vi

=}

Pacific Terrace Public Promenade (elevated) which runs parallel to Pacifi | EXHIBIT NO. 11
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cast on their way to Buccaneer Beach. The views enjoyed by the public using Pacific
Terrace Publi~ Promenade can be compared to that of the enjoyment people experience
as they stroll along our Linear Park (unobstructed views along Pacific Street) in the
Redevelopment Area from Wisconsin to Surfrider Way. The South Oceanside
Community has treasured the public promenade since it was constructed, and on any
given day of the week, one can see many people walking along the promenade taking in
glimpses of the gorgeous coastal views between side yard setbacks as they make their
way-to Buccaneer Beach. Also, due to the lack of proper street set-backs on Pacific
Sureet (sspecially through this area) it necessitates the use of the elevated promenade for
safe pedestrian north-south passage along Pacific Street. The project as propased will
block a substantial amount coastal view from this public promenade. It might be
suggested that the project assume a larger set back (see Policy #9) in order to retain the
present coastal view from the public promenade as well as the Coastal Rail Trail.

Policy #9: “In areas where a change to a more intensive use is propesed, adequate
buffers or transition zones (such as increased setbacks, Iandscaped barriers, or
decorative walls) shall be provided” (p. 37). The project proposes a much more
intensive use for this property: an increase to the overall intensity of the present square
footage (1,002 SF) by approximately four times (4,050 SF): increased setbacks in excess
of the proposed 4 feet should be required due to the major increase of intensity on the
site. :

Section [V: Preserving and Creating Views*:

“The visual orientation to the Pacific Ocean is a major identity factor for the City of

. Oceanside. Traditional view corridors should be preserved and reinforced in the
placement of buildings and landscaping, Additionally, some views not presently

" recagnized, deserve consideration in the design and location of further coastal

+~ improvements” (p. 9). Although the Buceanéer Beach view corridor is not a “named”
view corridor, it is a view which does deserve consideration in the design and location of
coasta) improvements as it is a widely used area, our Coastal Rail Trail feeds into it, and
the project will restrict views from the public promenade.

Section VII: Site Development/Building Design Standards, Section A.:

Sitt]ing and Setbacks. #2.: “Varying building setbacks create special variety.
Designing a Jarge building with varying setbacks adds interest and ereates small
intimate spaces” (p.9) The project as proposed does not create special varicty. It creates

? Coastal Development Design Standards, City of Oceanside Local Coastal Plan
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a large, rectangular box with little variety and no varying setbacks. Considering the
project is next to an open space (public beach), there is an opportunity to create interest
and special variety by the creative use of setbacks and superior structural design. Ifa
larger setback was required at the street, it would offer much needed space from the
sidewalk to the building instead of the ‘tunnel effect’ which creates a non-visitor/walking
friendly atmosphere.

I believe that the proposed project is inconsisteat with the underlying zoning regulations and
policies of the Local Coastal Program as it does not enhance and maximize public enjoyment of
Coastal Zone scenic resources; it does not include adequate buffers or transition zones
considering the major increase in intensity the applicant is requesting; it does not recognize

views ftom the public promenade and Coastal Rai] Trail; and it does not conform with projects i
the surrounding neighborhood in use or desi gn (post Coastal Act).

In closing, as Deputy Mayor of the City of Oceanside, I brought forth policy (with council
consensus) to update our Building Guidelines in order to address many of the box like structures
Wwe have becn seeing come through our Planning Department as well as the inconsistencies
between proposed developments and our LCP. Our sidewalks and views are shrinking, and our
character beginning to vanish, [ encourage you to take a good look at the area in question as we
have the opportunity to “da it ri ght” and request the applicant to expand the setback and save a
major public view corridor, enhance public safety (sidewalk access and views of on-caming
traffic) or should the approval move forward—create yet another bi g, rectangular box on the
beach next to a coastal acccss. Considering the improvements to Buccaneer Beach (UV
Treatment at the Loma Alta Creek sloth and wetland restoration project), we should make a
concerted effort to preserve this public view. corridor, and retain some of the unigueness that the
special community of South Oceanside has 1o offer.

T thank you for the opportunity to discuss this appeal with you, and look forward to reviewing
Staff’s recommendation.

Sincerely,

Shari Mackin

ce: files
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