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SYNOPSIS
The subject LCP implementation plan amendment was submitted and filed as complete
on July 1, 2010. The Coastal Act establishes a 60 day review period for implementation
plan amendments; however, a one-year time extension was granted August 13, 2010. As
such, the last date for Commission action on this item is August 30, 2011. This report
addresses the City's entire submittal.
SUMMARY OF AMENDMENT REQUEST
The City of Oceanside is proposing to include, through an addendum to the City’s
Implementation Plan, a series of policies pertaining to the possible high occupancy of residential
structures. A high occupancy residential structure can be defined as a dwelling unit occupied by
multiple, and often unrelated, adults, and are commonly termed “mini-dorms”. The City has
indicated that currently there are single-family homes being operated as high occupancy
residential units; and, because these structures are housing higher densities of occupants than that
which they were designed to accommodate, a variety of disturbance issues are adversely
affecting local neighborhoods. While the City’s intent is not to prohibit these types of highoccupancy uses directly, it is proposing language to aid in the regulation of these types of uses in
residential areas. Specifically, the City is proposing to 1) regulate the zones in which these high
occupancy residential structures are permitted; 2) limit the number of renters; 3) require a
conditional use permit titled, Residential High Occupancy Permit, for any home with more than
six renters; 4) add a definition for Rooming Houses/Boarding Houses; and lastly, 5) modify the
definition of Group Residential.
The intent of the proposed language changes is to develop a method by which high occupancy
residential structures are reviewed and permitted by the City. The language will therefore, allow
the rental of homes to fewer than six individuals within the lower density residential zones
(Residential Estate, Single-Family Residential Districts). For higher density and tourist serving

OCN-MAJ-1-10
Mini-Dorm Ordinance
Page 2
residential zones (Medium Density Residential, High-Density Residential, and Residential
Tourist Districts), renting a residential structure to more than six people will be possible through
the review and approval of a Residential High Occupancy Permit, approved by the Planning
Director. The Planning Director will determine at that time, whether there is adequate parking to
accommodate the renters (one off-street space per adult). If parking is found to be adequate, the
rental of a residential structure may be permitted on an annual basis.
SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff is recommending denial of the proposed implementation plan amendment, and subsequent
approval including a series of suggested modifications. The primary concern associated with
mini-dorms in coastal communities is that the existing parking is not sufficient to accommodate
high-density tenancy. Thus, the residents usurp on-street parking that may otherwise be
available to the public to gain access to the ocean. The City has created a Residential High
Occupancy Permit, which, through review and approval requires that there be one off street
parking space for every adult, thereby adequately protecting the parking available to the public.
Thus, the LCPA as proposed does not create any direct coastal impact concerns. That being
said, the method by which the LCPA was proposed will conflict with existing LCP policies, and
therefore cannot be approved as submitted by the City.
Specifically, instead of updating/replacing the existing language within the City’s
implementation plan, certified as a component of its LCP, the City included the language
changes as an attachment to the back of the implementation plan (IP), with no real direction as to
how the addendum should be incorporated as the standard of review for mini-dorm proposals
within the coastal zone. As a result, there are direct conflicts between the City’s certified IP and
the attached addendum. For example, the certified implementation plan limits the number of
renters within a home to four persons, whereas the new language allows up to six renters. As
such, it was unclear from the submitted materials what the standard of review for highoccupancy rentals would be and how they should be regulated. Staff is therefore recommending
a series of suggested modifications. The intent of these suggested modifications is to incorporate
the definitions, goals, and process by which the City approves high-occupancy residential uses
into its certified IP. Through these suggested modifications, it will be clear to any interested
party or to any Oceanside residents proposing to sublease their house to multiple renters, in
which zones this type of use is allowable and what the process is to have that use permitted.
The appropriate resolutions and motions begin on Page 4. The suggested modifications
begin on Page 5. The findings for denial of the Implementation Plan Amendment as
submitted begin on Page 9. The findings for approval of the plan, if modified, begin on
Page 11.
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BACKGROUND
The City of Oceanside first submitted its Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan (LUP) to the
Commission in July 1980, and it was certified with suggested modifications on February 19,
1981. This action, however, deferred certification on a portion of the San Luis Rey River Valley
where an extension of State Route 76 was proposed. On January 25, 1985, the Commission
approved with suggested modifications the resubmitted LUP and Implementing Ordinances. The
suggested modifications related to the guaranteed provision of recreation and visitor-serving
facilities, assurance of the safety of shorefront structures, and the provision of an
environmentally sensitive routing of the proposed Route 76 east of Interstate 5. The suggested
modifications to the Zoning/Implementation phase resulted in ordinances and other
implementation measures that were consistent with the conditionally certified LUP policies.
With one exception, the conditionally certified LUP and Implementing Ordinances were
reviewed and approved by the City on May 8, 1985. The City requested that certification be
deferred on one parcel adjacent to Buena Vista Lagoon designated by the City for "commercial"
use; the Commission's suggested modification designated it as "open space." On July 10, 1985,
the Commission certified the City's Local Coastal Program as resubmitted by the City, including
deferred certification on the above parcel. The City has been issuing coastal development
permits for development in the City’s Coastal Zone since that time.
Recently, through a joint review process between the City of Oceanside staff and Commission
staff, it became apparent that, sometime between 1991 and 1992, the City of Oceanside
significantly updated/replaced its zoning ordinance without benefit of review and/or approval by
the Coastal Commission. This oversight was realized in 2008; and, in May 2009, the City began
using the previously approved, and Commission certified version of its zoning document, dating
back to 1986, to review developments within the coastal zone. As such, the City’s certified
implementation plan for projects located within the coastal zone is the original version approved
by the Commission, and dated 1986. For clarification and consistency, the certified standard of
review will be referred to as the “1986 version,” and the recently revoked implementation plan
will be referred to as the “1992 version,” from hereafter.
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
Further information on the City of Oceanside LCP Amendment 1-10 (Mini-Dorm Ordinances)
may be obtained from Toni Ross, Coastal Planner, at (619) 767-2370.
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PART I.

OVERVIEW

A. STANDARD OF REVIEW
Pursuant to Section 30513 of the Coastal Act, the Commission may only reject zoning
ordinances or other implementing actions, as well as their amendments, on the grounds
that they do not conform with, or are inadequate to carry out, the provisions of the
certified land use plan. The Commission shall take action by a majority vote of the
Commissioners present.
B. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
The City has held Planning Commission and City Council meetings with regard to the
subject amendment request. All of those local hearings were duly noticed to the public.
Notice of the subject amendment has been distributed to all known interested parties.
PART II. LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM SUBMITTAL - RESOLUTIONS
Following a public hearing, staff recommends the Commission adopt the following
resolutions and findings. The appropriate motion to introduce the resolution and a staff
recommendation are provided just prior to each resolution.
I.

MOTION I:
I move that the Commission reject Implementation Program
Amendment for the City of Oceanside LCPA No. 1-10 as submitted.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF REJECTION:
Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in rejection of
Implementation Program and the adoption of the following resolution and findings. The
motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners present.
RESOLUTION TO DENY CERTIFICATION OF THE IMPLEMENTATION
PROGRAM AS SUBMITTED:
The Commission hereby denies certification of the Implementation Program Amendment
submitted for the City of Oceanside and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds
that the Implementation Program as submitted does not conform with, and is inadequate
to carry out, the provisions of the certified Land Use Plan as amended. Certification of
the Implementation Program would not meet the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act as there are feasible alternatives and mitigation measures that
would substantially lessen the significant adverse impacts on the environment that will
result from certification of the Implementation Program as submitted.

OCN-MAJ-1-10
Mini-Dorm Ordinance
Page 5
II.

MOTION II:

I move that the Commission certify Implementation Program
Amendment for the City of Oceanside No. 1-10, if it is modified
as suggested in this staff report.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in certification of the
Implementation Program Amendment with suggested modifications and the adoption of
the following resolution and findings. The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a
majority of the Commissioners present.
RESOLUTION TO CERTIFY THE IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM
AMENDMENT WITH SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS:
The Commission hereby certifies the Implementation Program Amendment for the City
of Oceanside if modified as suggested and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds
that the Implementation Program Amendment, with the suggested modifications,
conforms with and is adequate to carryout the certified Land Use Plan as amended.
Certification of the Implementation Program Amendment if modified as suggested
complies with the California Environmental Quality Act, because either 1) feasible
mitigation measures and/or alternatives have been incorporated to substantially lessen
any significant adverse effects of the Implementation Program Amendment on the
environment, or 2) there are no further feasible alternatives and mitigation measures that
would substantially lessen any significant adverse impacts on the environment.

PART III. SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS
Staff recommends the following suggested revisions to the proposed Implementation
Plan be adopted. The underlined sections represent language that the Commission
suggests be added, and the struck-out sections represent language which the Commission
suggests be deleted from the language as originally submitted.
1. Modify Article 5 - R-1 Single Family Residential Zone, Section 502 as follows:
Section 502: PERMITTED USES. In an R-1 zone, the following uses only are
permitted, and as hereinafter specifically provided and allowed by the Article subject to
the provisions of Article 27 governing off-street parking requirements.
(1) One-family dwellings.
(2) Accessory buildings and structures, including private garages, to
accommodate not more than four cars.
(3) Fruit trees, nut trees, vines and other horticultural stock.
(4) Agricultural crops.
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(5) The renting of not more than two (2) rooms to not more than four (4)
persons, or providing of table board to not more than four boarders, or
both, but not to exceed a total of four (4) in any combination thereof.
(5) Room House/Boarding Houses under the following conditions:
(a) Bedrooms in a dwelling unit may be rented for occupancy by not
more than six persons 18 years of age and older.
2. Modify Article 7 - R-3 Medium Density Residential Zone, Section 702 as follows:
Section 702: Permitted Uses. In the R-3 zone only the following uses are permitted as
hereinafter specifically provided and allowed by this Article, subject to the off-street
parking provisions of Article 27 governing these requirements:
(1) Any use permitted in the R-2 zone.
(2) Group houses
(3) Apartment projects up to 19 units
(4) Rest homes
(5) A public parking area when developed under appropriate provisions of Article 27
where the lot on which it is located abuts upon lots zoned for commercial or
industrial purposes.
(6) Additional uses may be permitted as contained in Article 15 subject to the
issuance of a conditional use permit
(7) Rooming House/Boarding House under the following conditions:
Maximum Dwelling Unit Occupancy.
To ensure consistency with the density policies of the General Plan and with rights of
individuals living as a household but not related by blood or marriage, occupancy by
persons living as a single household in a dwelling unit shall be limited as follows:
a. A dwelling unit shall have 150 square feet of gross floor area for each of the first
10 occupants and 300 square feet for each additional occupant to a maximum of 20.
In no case shall a dwelling unit be occupied by more than 20 persons.
b. A Residential High Occupancy Permit to be renewed on an annual basis, and
approved by the City Planner, shall be required for occupancy of a dwelling unit by
more than 6 persons 18 years or older. The City Planner shall not issue a Residential
High Occupancy Permit unless evidence is presented that all vehicles (one space per
adult) will be stored on the site in conformance with the provisions of this ordinance.
3. Modify Article 32 - R-T Residential Tourist Zone, Section 3202 as follows:
Section 702: Permitted Uses. Only the following uses are permitted in the R-T zone
subject to the provisions of Article 27 governing off-street parking requirements:
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(1) Single-family, subject to R-1 standards.
(2) Multiple-family residences.
(3) Condominiums and stock cooperatives.
(4) Tourist cottages and summer rentals.
(5) Public and semi-public uses.
(6) Mobile Home Parks with Conditional Use Permit.
(7) Certain other uses with a Conditional Use Permit (as allowed in Article 15).
(8) Rooming House/Boarding House under the following conditions:
Maximum Dwelling Unit Occupancy.
To ensure consistency with the density policies of the General Plan and with rights of
individuals living as a household but not related by blood or marriage, occupancy by
persons living as a single household in a dwelling unit shall be limited as follows:
a. A dwelling unit shall have 150 square feet of gross floor area for each of the first
10 occupants and 300 square feet for each additional occupant to a maximum of 20.
In no case shall a dwelling unit be occupied by more than 20 persons.
b. A Residential High Occupancy Permit to be renewed on an annual basis, and
approved by the City Planner, shall be required for occupancy of a dwelling unit by
more than 6 persons 18 years or older. The City Planner shall not issue a Residential
High Occupancy Permit unless evidence is presented that all vehicles (one space per
adult) will be stored on the site in conformance with the provisions of this ordinance.
4. Delete Article 2 – Definitions, Section 209 as follows:
Section 209: Boarding House. “Boarding house” means a building where lodging
and meals are provided for compensation for not more than five persons, in any
combination thereof, but shall not include rest homes or convalescent homes.
5. Replace the definition of “Family” with “Rooming Houses/Boarding Houses within
Article 2 – Definitions, Section 231 as follows:
Section 231: Rooming Houses/Boarding Houses: A dwelling unit that is rented,
leased, let, or hired under three or more separate oral or written leases, sublease, or
any other contractual agreement designed to effectuate the same result, with or
without meals, for compensation, as permanent guests pursuant to an arrangement for
compensation for definite periods, by the month or greater term. Housing protected
be federal or state law, including housing for persons protected under the Fair
Housing Act (42USC section 3604 (f) and the California Fair Housing Act
(California Government Code section 12920 et. Seq.), shall not constitute a rooming
house.
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Family: “Family” means an individual, or two or more persons related by blood or
marriage, or a group of not more than five persons, excluding servants, living
together as a single housekeeping unit in a dwelling unit.
6. Modify Article 2 – Definitions, Section 285 as follows:
Section 285: USE. “Use” means the purpose for which land or building is arranged,
designed or intended, or for which either is or may be occupied or maintained. Any new
use, or any use that cannot be clearly determined to be in an existing use classification is
prohibited. Provided, however, that any new use may be incorporated into the zoning
regulations by a Zoning Ordinance text amendment, as provided in Article 20.
7. Modify Article 27 – Off Street Parking, Table regulating parking space requirements,
as follows:
Use
Rooming Houses/Boarding Houses,
lodging houses, clubs and fraternity houses
having sleeping rooms

Parking Spaces Required
1 space for each 2 per every adult 18 years
of age and older sleeping rooms

PART IV. FINDINGS FOR REJECTION OF THE CITY OF OCEANSIDE
IMPLEMENTATION PLAN AMENDMENT, AS SUBMITTED
A. AMENDMENT DESCRIPTION
The City of Oceanside is proposing to include, through an addendum to the City’s
Implementation Plan, a series of policies pertaining to the possible high occupancy of residential
structures. A high occupancy residential structure can be defined as a dwelling unit occupied by
multiple, and often unrelated, adults, and are commonly termed “mini-dorms”. The City has
indicated that currently there are single-family homes being operated as high occupancy
residential units; and, because these structures are housing higher densities of occupants than that
which they were designed to accommodate, a variety of disturbance issues are adversely
affecting local neighborhoods. While the City’s intent is not to prohibit these types of highoccupancy uses directly, it is proposing language to aid in the regulation of these types of uses in
residential areas. Specifically, the City is proposing to 1) regulate the zones in which these high
occupancy residential structures are permitted; 2) limit the number of renters; 3) require a
conditional use permit titled, Residential High Occupancy Permit, for any home with more than
six renters; 4) add a definition for Rooming Houses/Boarding Houses; and lastly, 5) modify the
definition of Group Residential.
The intent of the proposed language changes is to develop a method by which high occupancy
residential structures are reviewed and permitted by the City. The language will therefore, allow
the rental of homes to fewer than six individuals within the lower density residential zones
(Residential Estate, Single-Family Residential Districts). For higher density and tourist serving
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residential zones (Medium Density Residential, High-Density Residential, and Residential
Tourist Districts), renting a residential structure to more than six people will be possible through
the review and approval of a Residential High Occupancy Permit, approved by the Planning
Director. The Planning Director will determine at that time, whether there is adequate parking to
accommodate the renters (one off-street space per adult). If parking is found to be adequate, the
rental of a residential structure may be permitted on an annual basis.
B. SPECIFIC FINDINGS FOR REJECTION
The standard of review for LCP implementation submittals or amendments is their
consistency with and ability to carry out the provisions of the certified LUP.
a) Purpose and Intent of the Ordinance.
The purpose of the ordinance is to govern the use and regulation of residential structures
(single and multiple family homes) being used to accommodate numerous individual
renters, termed by the City as High Density Residential Occupancies within a dwelling
unit.
b) Major Provisions of the Ordinance.
While the current implementation plan does not have any specific policies pertaining to
High Density Residential Occupancies, it does have various policies that limit the
number of rooms to be rented within a single dwelling unit. Within lower density
residential zoning designations, renting is limited to not more than two (2) rooms and not
more than four (4) persons per dwelling unit. For higher density residential districts, the
certified ordinance permits the renting of additional rooms through a conditional use
permit review and approval process.
c) Adequacy of the Ordinance to Implement the Certified LUP Segments. The LCP
amendment, as proposed, is not adequate to implement the City’s certified Land Use Plan
(LUP). The following listed policies are applicable and state:
Section II. Recreational and Visitor Serving Facilities
12. If existing beach parking is removed for any reason, one-to-one replacement
parking shall be provided…
17. The City shall require that all new residential development provides adequate onsite parking. In areas where beach parking demand is critical, parking requirements
for new residential development shall be strictly enforced. Curb cuts for new
development shall be held to a minimum to preserve existing on-street parking.
22. The City shall continue to monitor beach usage and parking availability and
adjust policies as needed.
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Again the primary issue under the Coastal Act would be to assure that adequate public
parking is provided in nearshore residential areas without residents usurping street
parking reservoirs. The LCP amendment, as proposed, is not adequate to implement the
City’s certified Land Use Plan (LUP). Specifically, the City made the proposed changes
within a zoning ordinance document that is not a certified component of the City’s LCP.
The City first began working on the subject amendment in 2007. At that time, the City
was using a version of its zoning ordinance dated 1992. However, as described above,
since 2007, it has been determined that this version was never reviewed and/or approved
by the Coastal Commission, and it is therefore not part of the City’s certified LCP. This
oversight was recognized by the Commission in December 2008; and, in May 2009, the
City began using the previously approved, and Commission certified, version of its
zoning document dating back to 1986.
At the time the City started this amendment process, it had concerns about high
occupancy rentals because numerous citizens were renting out individual rooms within
homes, often in areas that were not developed to accommodate these kinds of densities.
The City has defined this use, similar to many other California communities as “MiniDorms”. Through direction from the City Council, City staff created a working group
whose specific goal was to develop the best way to address the use of these “minidorms.” The working group finalized its recommendations to modify and add additional
policies to incorporate into the zoning ordinance and presented its findings to the City
Council on December 10, 2008, when the City was still using the 1992 zoning document
as its standard of review. As such, the suggested modifications were crafted to update
language contained within the 1992 zoning ordinance. However, in the midst of this
process, the City became aware that the proposed modifications were now approved
within an uncertified zoning document. Because the effort had already been completed,
and was considered time sensitive, staff determined that the most expeditious way to
include the changes proposed within the 1992 version was to add them as an addendum
at the end of the 1986 version of the City’s implementation plan (ref. Exhibit #2).
Specifically, the proposed LCP amendment included seven changes to specific policies
contained within Articles 3, 4, 10, 27, and 30 of the 1992 zoning document. The City
then extracted the policies from the 1992 version, showing the changes in strike-out and
underline, and included them as an addendum, to be included in the back of the 1986
zoning document. This solution, however, created additional problems because many of
the Articles do not exist in the 1986 version, and thus are not consistent with the existing
certified LCP policies. As such, the resulting amendment has the potential to conflict
with definitions, policies, and standards already certified into the zoning ordinance.
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Commission staff reviewed the addendum against the applicable policies of the certified zoning
document and determined that the 1986 version did in fact contain policies and definitions that
could be interpreted to address high-occupancy residential dwelling units; thereby creating
multiple standards. Additionally, in four cases, Commission staff identified sections where the
proposed modifications incorporated through the addendum were in direct conflict with the
certified zoning policies.
As an example, the parking standards associated with the proposed “mini-dorm” amendment are
in direct conflict with the certified Implementation Plan (IP). In the 1986 version, when
residential dwelling units are rented out to multiple individuals, parking must be provided as one
space per every bedroom. Thus, regardless of the number of people sleeping in one room, one
parking space is required. The addendum requires that parking shall be required at one space
per adult. Thus, if there are multiple people renting out one room, every adult renting that room
must be provided an off-street parking space.
In conclusion, the amendment as proposed would result in duplicate and conflicting definitions,
permitted uses, and parking standards. Consequently, it is unclear in which residential zones
mini-dorms would be permitted and what the standards associated with the use would be. As
such, the amendment must be denied as proposed and suggested modifications must be
incorporated to provide one set of standards into the certified zoning document that reflect the
City’s desired regulations pertaining to the permitting and regulation of mini-dorms proposals;
consistent with the City’s certified Land Use Plan.
PART V. FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL OF THE CITY OF OCEANSIDE
IMPLEMENTATION PLAN AMENDMENT, IF MODIFIED
The primary concern associated with mini-dorms in coastal communities is that the
existing off-street parking is not sufficient to accommodate high-density tenancy. In
such circumstances, the residents usurp on-street parking that may otherwise be available
to the public to gain access to the ocean. The City has created a Residential High
Occupancy Permit, which, through its review and approval, requires that there be one off
street parking space for every adult, thereby adequately protecting the parking available
to the public. Thus, the substantive changes proposed in the LCPA amendment do not
create any direct LUP inconsistencies pertaining to the protection of coastal resources.
Instead, the primary concern resulting from the City’s proposal is ensuring that it is
internally consistent, as discussed in Part IV of these findings. For example, as discussed
above, the parking standards for these residential high occupancy dwelling units or
Rooming Houses/Boarding Houses conflict with the existing standards. The certified
zoning ordinance requires that parking be provided at a ratio of one off-street parking
space for every two rented rooms. Whereas the proposed addendum requires that parking
be provided at a ratio of one off-street parking space for every adult 18 years of age and
older. As such, a Suggested Modification #7 increases the parking requirements for
Rooming House/Boarding Houses within the zoning ordinance from one space for two
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rooms rented, to one space for every adult 18 years of age and older thereby making the
two documents internally consistent. An additional six suggested modifications have
also been included to address similar conflicts between the zoning ordinance and the
City’s proposed addendum. These suggested modifications include modifying two
definitions, limiting the number of renters in the lower density residential areas; and
incorporating the Residential High Occupancy Permit process into the higher density
residential zones within the certified zoning ordinance. It is only through the inclusion of
these suggested modifications that the zoning ordinance and the proposed addendum can
be found internally consistent, and therefore consistent with the City’s certified land use
plan.
In conclusion, while the permitted use, permitting process, and parking standards
associated with the subject amendment do not create concerns regarding coastal resource
impacts, they do create direct internal inconsistencies with the City’s existing
implementation plan. Again, by attaching the changes to the back of the zoning
ordinance, instead of within the applicable sections of the zoning ordinance, the City
created an implementation plan with conflicting policies. Without an internally
consistent implementation plan, the proposed amendment cannot be found adequate to
carry out the provisions of the certified land use plan, and must be denied as submitted.
Again, it is only with the inclusion of the above listed suggested modifications that the
proposed language and the certified implementation plan can be found internally
consistent, and therefore can be found to carry out the provisions of the City’s LUP.
PART VI. CONSISTENCY WITH THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
ACT (CEQA)
Section 21080.5 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) exempts local government
from the requirement of preparing an environmental impact report (EIR) in connection with its
local coastal program. The Commission's LCP review and approval program has been found by
the Resources Agency to be functionally equivalent to the EIR process. Thus, under CEQA
Section 21080.5, the Commission is relieved of the responsibility to prepare an EIR for each
LCP.
Nevertheless, the Commission is required, in a LCP submittal or, as in this case, a LCP
amendment submittal, to find that the approval of the proposed LCP, or LCP, as
amended, conforms to CEQA provisions, including the requirement in CEQA section
21080.5(d)(2)(A) that the amended LCP will not be approved or adopted as proposed if
there are feasible alternative or feasible mitigation measures available which would
substantially lessen any significant adverse impact which the activity may have on the
environment. (14 C.C.R. §§ 13542(a), 13540(f), and 13555(b)). The Commission finds
that approval of the proposed LCP amendment, as submitted, would result in significant
impacts under the meaning of the California Environmental Quality Act. Specifically,
the proposed LCP amendment as proposed would result in conflicting implementation
plan policies, inconsistent with the City’s Land Use Plan. However, with the inclusion of
the suggested modifications, the revised zoning ordinance would not result in significant
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impacts to the environment within the meaning of the California Environmental Quality
Act. Therefore, the Commission finds that approval of the LCP amendment, as modified,
will not result in any significant adverse environmental impacts.
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