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October 7, 2013 
 
To: Commissioners and Interested Persons 
 
From: California Coastal Commission 
 San Diego Staff 
 
Subject: Addendum to Item F7b, Coastal Commission Permit Application  
 #A-6-OCN-13-008 (Burgess), for the Commission Meeting of October 

11th, 2013 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Since the time of the original staff report, staff has identified one inaccuracy in the above-
referenced staff report.  In addition, staff has included additional findings in order to 
address the applicant’s response to the staff report.   Therefore, staff recommends the 
following changes be made to the above-referenced staff report: 
 
1. Modify the second paragraph of Page 2 as follows: 
 

Staff recommends that the Commission APPROVE the de novo permit with special 
conditions.  The proposed project includes the demolition of two existing residential 
structures providing three separate dwelling units.  The easternmost structure consists 
of 950 sq. ft. two-story, 19.6’ tall, two-unit building with an attached garage.  The 
westernmost structure is an 814 sq. ft. one-story, 11.8’ tall, single-family home.  The 
project also includes subsequent construction of a three-story 35’ tall duplex 
condominium structure, with each unit having 2,350 sq. ft. habitable area, an enclosed 
common area of 1,402 sq. ft. that includes a third kitchen (for a total of 6,424 sq. 
ft.) and, two 2-car garages on a single 6,285 sq. ft. oceanfront lot.   

 
2.  Special Condition #1 on Page 7 of the staff report shall be modified as follows: 

 
1. Revised Final Plans.  PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 

DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit to the Executive Director 
for review and written approval, full-size final plans for the permitted development 
that are in substantial conformance with the plans for the project by Studio 4 
Architects, dated July 01, 2011.  However, the plans shall be first approved by the 
City of Oceanside and shall be revised as follows: 

 
[…] 
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d.  No structures, including decks, balconies, wing walls, etc. shall be located any 
further than 121.14’ west of the eastern property line on the south side and 112.34’ 
west of the eastern property line on the north south side as depicted by Exhibit 
#15… 
 
[…] 

 
3.  Modify the second full paragraph on Page 16 of the staff report as follows: 
 

In 2006-2007, the Commission reviewed, on appeal, a similar project proposing 
construction of a new 2-story home three lots north of the subject site (ref. CDP A-6-
OCN-06-134/Stroud).  Public views were also a concern identified by the Commission 
associated with that project.  On De Novo review, the Commission approved a 
modified project design that required a reduction in the size of the building in order to 
minimize the public view impacts to the maximum extent practicable.  In the 
applicant’s response to this staff report (on Page 19 of the briefing booklet, entire 
briefly booklet available under Item F7b on Commission agenda), the applicant cites a 
section of the above mentioned Stroud Staff Report he claims is contradictory to the 
recommendation on the proposed development which  states: 

 
“It is important to note, that while some ocean views will be blocked by the 
proposed development, the accessways where the view blockage will occur lead 
directly to uninterrupted ocean views.  Those traveling on both Morse Street and 
the elevated sidewalk are most likely to continue on to Buccaneer Beach where the 
ocean views are expansive.  So while the views may be impacted, while continuing 
along these accessways, the impacts are ancillary.  Thus, it could be described that 
public ocean views will be “interrupted”, but not eliminated.  The elevated 
sidewalk and Morse Street should be viewed as facilities directing the public to a 
destination (Buccaneer Beach) and not the destination themselves.” 

 
The applicant has included this citation to suggest that the Commission previously did 
not consider the views of the ocean as an important public view requiring protection 
from Morse Street.  However, the quote provided was taken out of context and should 
have included the next paragraph which states: 
 

However, public views impacts can be significantly reduced by increasing the 
front yard setback of the second story.  As proposed, the second story would have 
a setback of 4’3” and the first floor would have a setback of almost 10’ depending 
on the specific location.  It is this overhang of the second story that results in a 
good portion of the public view impacts from the off-site locations.  As such, 
Special Condition #1 requires the applicant to re-design the second-story setback 
to be equal to or greater than the setback observed by the first floor.  This 
condition also requires the applicant to remove the proposed trash enclosure and 
the copper column located within the front yard setback, leaving the views across 
the front yard to the ocean unobstructed.  While this increase in setback does not 
preserve all ocean views, it does significantly decrease the blue water impacts and 
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represents a compromise that allows for view impacts to be minimized without 
requiring the applicant to significantly redesign their home.  

 
In addition, the analyses for ocean view impacts associated with A-6-OCN-06-
134/Stroud were site specific.  The location of the Stroud residence is north of Morse 
Street, thus the views from Morse to the ocean through the Stroud lot were partially 
obstructed due to the orientation of Morse Street as well as existing vegetation.  
However, the project was still modified to protect such views.  Even more so, in this 
case, the subject site is located almost directly west of Morse Street and currently 
provides an unobstructed view to the ocean between the existing home on the site and 
the condo building to the south.  Thus, regardless of what was described in the staff 
report for A-6-OCN-06-134/Stroud, in this case, the blue water ocean views available 
across the subject site from Morse Street (an east-west facing public street) are 
important and protected by the LCP.  In the LUP design standards for preserving and 
creating views it states: 
 

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.  
  

Regardless of the vantage point, the City’s LUP acknowledges the importance of 
existing ocean views and visual orientation to the water.  Thus, the current blue water 
public ocean views from Morse Street are considered valuable, and worthy of 
protection.  In addition, as redevelopment occurs citywide, views such as those 
provided through the subject site could systematically be removed as larger 
development is approved.  Thus, cumulatively and over time, the development located 
on the west side of Pacific Street would wall off any ocean views and openness.  
Therefore, it is additionally important that as development occurs, public views of the 
ocean are appropriately identified and protected. 

 
4.  Modify the third paragraph on Page 18 of the staff report as follows: 
 

In conclusion, the proposed structure will result in the significant obstruction of 
existing ocean views from Morse Street, across the site, and to the ocean.  In addition, 
by allowing the development as proposed, a precedent will be established for the 
remaining homes on the 1500 block of South Pacific Street.  Again, this area has been 
identified by the Commission as a special community comprised of smaller scale 
development and surrounded by open space uses.  As such, the proposed development 
would facilitate future development of the two remaining lots with 3-story, 35 ft. high 
structures that maximize allowable lot coverage which, in this location, would result in 
the “walling off” of the ocean by large  boxy structures.  In areas such as this where 
public views and an orientation to the ocean are provided from surrounding public 
amenities including Morse Street, a public and elevated pedestrian walkway, 
Buccaneer Park and Buccaneer Beach, the bulk and scale of structures will affect the 
openness and connectivity to the ocean.  The LUP states: 
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In areas of significant natural aesthetic value, new development shall be 
subordinate to the natural environment.   

 
It is in these areas the LCP calls for additional discretion as to scale of development to 
assure approval will not result in additional and cumulative impacts to the existing 
public views toward the water.  As a result of this concern, the applicant has submitted 
a number of design alternatives.  These alternatives were reviewed by staff, and 
Option #3 (elimination of the third level and stepping the south side of the second 
level by ten feet) was determined to appropriately protect the existing public coastal 
views as required by the certified LCP.  Special Condition #1a & b requires the 
applicant to redesign the proposed project to incorporate such design reviews into the 
final submitted site plans.  Only as conditioned can be found to appropriately protect 
existing public views, consistent with the City’s LCP.   

 
5.  Modify the third paragraph on Page 20 as follows: 
 

To provide comparison to the scale of development within the above described 
enclave; development on the adjacent three lots consists of two older bungalows 
providing 1,008 and 1691 sq. ft. respectively, and a newly developed two-story 3,322 
sq. ft. home (ref. CDP A-6-OCN-06-134/Stroud).  As previously discussed, the 3,322 
sq. ft. newly constructed home was reviewed by the Commission on appeal and 
subsequently approved through de Novo.  Scale and coastal view obstructions were the 
primary concerns associated with the proposed structure, and through Commission 
review the project was approved with a maximum height of 27’ tall and was required 
to redesign the project to include more/larger setbacks, in order to reduce view impacts 
and reduce scale.  Specifically, Commission staff recommended, through the 
imposition of modified final plans, a larger front yard setback on the second level from 
4.5 feet to 10 feet.  This redesign resulted in the loss of approximately 198 sq. ft. of 
habitable space.  At the hearing, the Commission approved the recommended setback, 
and further required the northern portion of the front yard setback to be slightly 
increased and rounded in order to provide additional protection for existing views. 

 
6.  Modify the first full paragraph on Page 21 as follows: 
 

It is important to note hear that at the time of the Stroud approval a different and 
uncertified standard of review was used to establish the maximum height (27 feet), 
thus there was not an opportunity for the applicant to propose a structure greater than 
27 feet tall and still be consistent with the City’s LCP. However, while the standard of 
review may have been different from a zoning perspective between the residence at 
1507 S. Pacific Street and the subject site; the overarching land use policies protecting 
both coastal views and community character still apply and discretion must be applied 
to assure development is subordinate to the natural setting and will not be an adverse 
precedent for taller, bulkier structures and thus change the character of the area.  
Development standards such as maximum height, maximum lot coverage and 
minimum setbacks are not intended to be standards by right, but are instead intended 
to be applied on a case by case basis, and take into account surrounding development 
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types and land uses.  Traditionally, in Oceanside, three level homes are proposed on 
lots that slope toward the beach, thus the third level only presents on the west side of 
the lot and the homes are only two-levels facing Pacific Street.  Staff has visited this 
area of Oceanside on numerous occasions and has confirmed that with only a few 
exceptions, the majority of homes on beachfront lots present as two levels from Pacific 
Street.  In this case, the lot does not slope towards the beach and will present as three 
levels from Pacific Street and will be taller than most other structures in the area.  
Thus, it can be concluded that a three level structure as presented from Pacific Street is 
not only out of character with the four lot enclave and surrounding open space uses 
directly surrounding the subject site, but also out of character with the general 
development of beach front lots in Oceanside.    Thus, while a proposed three-level 
structure 35 feet in height can be considered consistent with the maximum permitted 
height, in this case, it is not compatible in height and scale, with surrounding 
neighborhood, and is therefore inconsistent with the City’s LCP. 

 
 
(G:\Reports\Appeals\2013\A-6-OCN-13-008 Burgess Journigan de Novo_ADDENDUM.docx) 
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STAFF REPORT: RECOMMENDATION ON APPEAL  

DE NOVO  
 
Appeal No.: A-6-OCN-13-008 
 
Applicant: Chris Burgess 
 
Local Government:  City of Oceanside 
 
Decision: Approved with Conditions 
 
Location: 1513 South Pacific Street, Oceanside (San Diego County) 
 
Description: Demolition of two existing residential structures consisting of a 950 

sq. ft. two-story, two-unit building with an attached garage and an 
814 sq. ft., one-story, single-family home.  The project also includes 
construction of a three-story duplex condominium structure (2,350 sq. 
ft. habitable area for each unit), an enclosed common area of 1,402 
sq. ft., a 178 sq. ft. enclosed roof deck, and two 2-car garages, as well 
as after-the-fact approval of previous work completed to the existing 
rock revetment including removal of concrete grouting and apron, 
removal of concrete private stairway on top of revetment, and the 
addition of approximately fifty new 25-100 lbs. revetment stones, on 
a single 6,285 sq. ft. oceanfront lot. 

 
Appellants: Commissioner Esther Sanchez and Commissioner Mary 

Shallenberger 
 
Staff Recommendation: Approval with Conditions 
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STAFF NOTES 
 
This appeal was originally scheduled for the April 2013 Commission meeting.  At that meeting, 
the Commission found that the appeal raised a substantial issue based on the grounds cited by the 
appellants.  The concerns of the Commission at that time included potential impacts to public 
views, appropriately located rear yard setbacks, scale of development, and previously completed 
and unpermitted work to the existing rock revetment.  Chiefly among these concerns were those 
related to public view impacts and compatibility of the proposed structure with the surrounding 
community character.   
 
 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends that the Commission APPROVE the de novo permit with special conditions.  
The proposed project includes the demolition of two existing residential structures providing 
three separate dwelling units.  The easternmost structure consists of 950 sq. ft. two-story, 19.6’ 
tall, two-unit building with an attached garage.  The westernmost structure is an 814 sq. ft. one-
story, 11.8’ tall, single-family home.  The project also includes subsequent construction of a 
three-story 35’ tall duplex condominium structure, with each unit having 2,350 sq. ft. habitable 
area, an enclosed common area of 1,402 sq. ft. that includes a third kitchen and, two 2-car 
garages on a single 6,285 sq. ft. oceanfront lot.   
 
Currently, views of the ocean exist from Morse Street, between Myers Street and South Pacific 
Street, across the site.  These views exist because the development on the property to the south 
has a large side yard setback that is used to provide access to the underground parking garage 
and because the west side of the subject property is currently developed with a single-story 
structure that stands under 12 feet tall (ref. Exhibit #14).  Thus, the public is afforded views of 
the ocean while traveling west on Morse Street as viewed across both the undeveloped section to 
the south and above the single story home on the west side of the subject site.  Morse Street is an 
east-west facing street that ends just inland of the subject site (ref. Exhibit Nos. 1 & 14).  Views 
of the ocean from east-west facing streets have been identified by the City’s LCP as areas where 
ocean views may be provided.  In a survey of the east-west public streets that dead-end at the 
ocean or at N. Pacific Street or S. Pacific Street in Oceanside, 24 out of 25 of those east-west 
streets (Eaton St. is the exception being adjacent to a private development that is not open to the 
public), including Morse Street, maintain views of the ocean.  Of those 24 east-west streets with 
views of the ocean, Morse Street has the most limited view of the ocean, which further magnifies 
the importance of preserving the view from Morse Street between the subject site and the 
development to the south of the subject site by limiting the amount of development in that view 
corridor.  Morse Street also provides access to Buccaneer Beach, Buccaneer Park, and facilitates 
a portion of the City's citywide bike trail; and therefore, the protection of views from Morse 
Street are considered to be important.  As such, Special Condition #1 is proposed, which 
requires the applicant to submit modified final plans that will reduce the view obstruction 
associated with the proposed structure.   
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Specifically, Special Condition #1 includes four separate design modifications.  Special 
Condition #1.a. requires the height of the structure be reduced to 27 feet tall, Special Condition 
#1.b. requires a step back to the south side of the second story by 10 feet, and Special Condition 
#1.d. requires the plans show the western building envelope be relocated inland between 1.5-4.5 
feet consistent with the City’s rear yard setback requirements for oceanfront developments.  
Special Condition #1.c. requires the project be designed to include that all above ground railings 
for decks and balconies shall be transparent.  It is only through the inclusion of the above design 
modification that the existing ocean views can be protected consistent with the City’s LCP. 
 
In order to protect potential bird strikes on the transparent glass, Special Condition #1.e, 
requires that all transparent railings, windows, etc., shall use materials designed to minimize 
bird-strikes.  In addition, Special Condition #11 requires all proposed landscaping in the side 
and front yard areas shall be maintained at a height of three feet or lower (including raised 
planters) and that any fencing in the side yard setback areas shall have at least 75 percent of its 
surface area open to light.   
 
While not completely eliminating view obstruction, the proposed changes will maintain a 
significant portion of the existing ocean views.  Specifically, cutting back the second level of the 
home on the south side and bringing the entire structure in on the western side, the proposed 
structure will provide ocean views similar to the existing condition; however, the design will still 
allow a portion of the structure to have two levels.  In addition, by requiring all proposed 
decking, railing, etc., to be transparent, limiting landscaping in side yards to three feet in height 
and fencing 75% open to light will assure that all accessory structures do not significantly cause 
a view obstruction.  
 
Sometime between 2010 and 2012 the applicant completed maintenance to the existing pre-
coastal rock revetment without benefit of a coastal development permit.  The applicant has 
included the revetment development in his application.  Thus, the applicant seeks after-the-fact 
approval for the unpermitted work on the revetment. The work has been described by the 
applicant as removal of concrete grout, a concrete apron, the elimination of concrete private 
stairway, and the addition of approximately 50 new rocks ranging in size between 25-100 pounds 
each.  However, the applicant completed this work without benefit of a coastal development 
permit and thus, it isn't clear that the revetment was configured correctly and not in a manner that 
could impact public access.  The revetment is currently located within private property; however, 
the public does currently use the sandy beach area for access west of the revetment. 
 
To address the revetment concerns Special Conditions No. 2 through No. 6 have been 
incorporated to address both previous and future work to the existing revetment.  Specifically 
Special Condition #2 requires the applicant to submit a survey of the existing revetment that 
includes established benchmarks for future comparison needs.  Special Condition #3 requires 
the applicant to submit annual revetment monitoring reports.  Special Condition #4 requires 
future maintenance activities, including those considered to be exempt repair and maintenance be 
reviewed by the Executive Director.  Special Condition #5 prohibits and future seaward 
extension to the revetment.  Special Condition #6 requires the applicant to acknowledge and 
assume the risk associated with development within a hazardous area.   
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Finally, Special Condition Nos. 8, 9, & 10 require the submittal of as-built plans, require that all 
future development be reviewed by the Coastal Commission, and require the recordation of a 
deed restriction respectively.  These conditions will ensure that the structure is built as approved 
by the Commission, and that all future development will be also be designed to be considered 
consistent with the City’s LCP, as well as, applicable policies of the Coastal Act. 
 
Therefore, staff recommends that the Commission, on de novo, approve as conditioned, coastal 
development permit application A-6-OCN-13-008. 
 
Standard of Review:  The certified Oceanside Local Coastal Program and the public access and 
recreation policies of the Coastal Act as its standard of review for appealed permits.  
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I.  MOTION AND RESOLUTION ON DE NOVO 
 
The staff recommends the Commission adopt the following resolution: 
 
MOTION:   I move that the Commission approve Coastal Development Permit            

No. A-6 OCN-13-008 pursuant to the staff recommendation. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL: 
 
Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in approval of the permit as 
conditioned and adoption of the following resolution and findings. The motion passes only by 
affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners present. 
 
RESOLUTION TO APPROVE THE PERMIT: 
 
The Commission hereby approves a coastal development permit for the proposed development 
and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that the development as conditioned will be in 
conformity with the certified LCP and the public access policies of the Coastal Act. Approval of 
the permit 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 development on the environment, or 2) there are no further 
feasible mitigation measures or alternatives that would substantially lessen any significant 
adverse impacts of the development on the environment. 
 
II. STANDARD CONDITIONS 
 
This permit is granted subject to the following standard conditions: 
 
1. Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment.  The permit is not valid and development shall 

not commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the permittee or authorized agent, 
acknowledging receipt of the permit and acceptance of the terms and conditions, is returned 
to the Commission office. 

 
2. Expiration.  If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years from the 

date on which the Commission voted on the application.  Development shall be pursued in 
a diligent manner and completed in a reasonable period of time.  Application for extension 
of the permit must be made prior to the expiration date. 

 
3. Interpretation.  Any questions of intent of interpretation of any condition will be resolved 

by the Executive Director or the Commission. 
 

4. Assignment.  The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided assignee files 
with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of the permit. 
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5. Terms and Conditions Run with the Land.  These terms and conditions shall be 
perpetual, and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee to bind all future 
owners and possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions. 

 
III. SPECIAL CONDITIONS 
 
The permit is subject to the following conditions: 
 
1. Revised Final Plans.  PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT 

PERMIT, the applicant shall submit to the Executive Director for review and written 
approval, full-size final plans for the permitted development that are in substantial 
conformance with the plans for the project by Studio 4 Architects, dated July 01, 2011.  
However, the plans shall be first approved by the City of Oceanside and shall be revised as 
follows: 

 
a. The height of the proposed building shall be no higher than two levels and 27 feet 

tall.  Rooftop appurtenances below 35 feet tall may be accepted as long as such 
appurtenances do not obstruct ocean views. 

 
b. Along the south side of the site, the second level shall be revised to be “stepped back” 

from the first level at a minimum of 10 ft. for the entire length, front to back, of the 
proposed structure so as to reduce ocean view impacts (combined with subsection “a” 
above to generally follow revisions noted in alternative’s Option #3) 

 
c. All above ground railings for decks and balconies shall be transparent.   

 
d. No structures, including decks, balconies, wing walls, etc. shall be located any further 

than 121.14’ west of the eastern property line on the south side and 112.34’ west of 
the eastern property line on the south side as depicted by Exhibit #15. 

 
e. Ocean front deck railing systems, fences, screen walls and gates subject to this permit 

shall use materials designed to minimize bird-strikes with the deck railing, fence, or 
gate.  Such materials may consist, all or in part, of wood; wrought iron; frosted or 
partially-frosted glass, Plexiglas or other visually permeable barriers that are designed 
to prevent creation of a bird strike hazard. Clear glass or Plexiglas shall not be 
installed unless appliqués (e.g. stickers/decals) designed to reduce bird-strikes by 
reducing reflectivity and transparency are also used. Any appliqués used shall be 
installed to provide coverage consistent with manufacturer specifications (e.g. one 
appliqué for every 3 foot by 3 foot area) and the recommendations of the Executive 
Director. Use of opaque or partially opaque materials is preferred to clear glass or 
Plexiglas and appliqués. All materials and appliqués shall be maintained throughout 
the life of the development to ensure continued effectiveness at addressing bird 
strikes and shall be maintained at a minimum in accordance with manufacturer 
specifications and as recommended by the Executive Director. 

 



 
A-6-OCN-13-008 (Burgess) 
 

 8 

The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the approved final plans.  Any 
proposed changes to the approved final plans shall be reported to the Executive Director.  No 
changes to the approved plans shall occur without a Coastal Commission-approved 
amendment to this coastal development permit unless the Executive Director determines that 
no amendment is legally required. 

 
2. Survey of Shoreline Protection. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 

DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit a geological survey of the existing 
revetment, prepared by a licensed geologist, or civil or geotechnical engineer for the review 
and written approval of the Executive Director.  The survey shall identify permanent 
benchmarks from the property line or another fixed reference point from which the elevation 
and seaward limit of the revetment can be referenced for measurements in the future, and 
shall indicate the following:  

 
 a. The toe of the revetment shall extend no further seaward than established and shown 

on the revetment plans submitted by Taylor group Inc., dated June, 2012 and at a 
slope of 2/1.   

 
 b. The top of the revetment shall not exceed elevation +13.5 MSL at any point. 

 
3. Long-Term Monitoring Program.  PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 

DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit for review and written approval of 
the Executive Director, a long-term monitoring plan for the existing shoreline protection.  
The purpose of the plan is to monitor and identify damage or changes to the revetment such 
that repair and maintenance is completed in a timely manner to avoid further encroachment 
of the revetment on the beach.  The monitoring plan shall incorporate, but not be limited to 
the following:   

 
 a. An evaluation of the current condition and performance of the revetment, addressing 

any migration or movement of rock which may have occurred on the site and any 
significant weathering or damage to the revetment that may adversely impact its 
future performance. 

 
 b. Measurements taken from the benchmarks established in the survey as required in 

Special Condition #2 of CDP #A-6-OCN-13-008 to determine settling or seaward 
movement of the revetment.  Changes in the beach profile fronting the site shall be 
noted and the potential impact of these changes on the effectiveness of the revetment 
evaluated. 

 
c. Recommendations on any necessary maintenance needs, changes or modifications to 

the revetment to assure its continued function and to assure no encroachment beyond 
the permitted toe. 

 
d.  An agreement that the permittee shall apply for a coastal development permit within 

90 days of submission of the report required in subsection “e” below for any 
necessary maintenance, repair, changes or modifications to the project recommended 
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by the report that require a coastal development permit and implement the repairs, 
changes, etc. approved in any such permit.  

 
e.  The above-cited monitoring information shall be summarized in a report prepared by 

a licensed engineer familiar with shoreline processes and submitted to the Executive 
Director for review and written approval.  The report shall be submitted to the 
Executive Director and the City of Oceanside Engineering Department after each 
winter storm season but prior to May 1st of each year starting with May 1, 2014.  
Monitoring shall continue throughout the life of the revetment or until the revetment 
is removed or replaced under a separate coastal development permit. 

 
The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the approved monitoring 
program.  Any proposed changes to the approved program shall be reported to the Executive 
Director.  No changes to the program shall occur without a Coastal Commission approved 
amendment to this coastal development permit unless the Executive Director determines that 
no amendment is legally required. 

 
4. Future Maintenance.  The permittee shall maintain the existing revetment in its approved 

state.  Any change in the design of the revetment or future additions/reinforcement of the 
revetment that requires a coastal development permit pursuant to Section 13252 of Title 14 of 
the California Code of Regulations to restore the structure to its original condition will 
require a coastal development permit.  However, in all cases, if after inspection, it is 
apparent that repair and maintenance is necessary, the permittee shall contact the 
Executive Director to determine whether a coastal development permit or an 
amendment to this permit is legally required, and, if required, shall subsequently apply 
for a coastal development permit or permit amendment for the required maintenance. 

 
5. No Future Seaward Extension of Shoreline Protective Devices.  By acceptance of this 

Permit, the applicant agrees, on behalf of himself and all successors and assigns, that no 
future repair or maintenance, enhancement, reinforcement, or any other activity affecting the 
existing shoreline protective device, as shown on Exhibit #17, shall be undertaken if such 
activity extends the footprint seaward of the subject shoreline protective device as specified 
in Special Condition #2 of CDP #A-6-OCN-13-008.  By acceptance of this Permit, the 
applicant waives, on behalf of itself (or himself or herself, as applicable) and all successors 
and assigns, any rights to such activity that may exist under Public Resources Code Section 
30235. 

 
6. Assumption of Risk, Waiver of Liability and Indemnity.  By acceptance of this permit, 

the applicant acknowledges and agrees (i) that the site may be subject to hazards from wave 
overtopping and flooding; (ii) to assume the risks to the applicant and the property that is the 
subject of this permit of injury and damage from such hazards in connection with this 
permitted development; (iii) to unconditionally waive any claim of damage or liability 
against the Commission, its officers, agents, and employees for injury or damage from such 
hazards; and (iv) to indemnify and hold harmless the Commission, its officers, agents, and 
employees with respect to the Commission’s approval of the project against any and all 
liability, claims, demands, damages, costs (including costs and fees incurred in defense of 
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such claims), expenses, and amounts paid in settlement arising from any injury or damage 
due to such hazards. 

 
7. Other Special Conditions of the RC 11-000002 and Resolution No. 2012-P49.  Except as 

provided by this coastal development permit, this permit has no effect on the City of 
Oceanside’s  imposition of conditions for approval for the proposed development that are 
adopted pursuant to an authority other than its certified LCP or the Coastal Act.  The 
conditions contained in this coastal development permit are in addition to the conditions 
imposed and required by the City of Oceanside.  In case of conflict, the conditions contained 
in the subject coastal development permit shall be controlling. 

 
8.  As-Built Plans.  Within 60 days following completion of the project, the permittee shall 

submit as-built plans approved by the City of Oceanside, to be reviewed and approved in 
writing by the Executive Director, documenting that the residential structure was constructed 
consistent with the Executive Director approved construction plans. 

 
9.  Future Development.  This permit is only for the development described in coastal 

development permit No. A-6-OCN-13-008.  Pursuant to Title 14 California Code of 
Regulations Section 13250(b)(6), the exemptions otherwise provided in Public Resources 
Code Section 30610(a) shall not apply.  Accordingly, any future improvements to the 
proposed single family residence, including but not limited to repair and maintenance 
identified as requiring a permit in Public Resources Code section 30610(d) and Title 14 
California Code of Regulations section 13252(a)-(b), shall require an amendment to permit 
No. A-6-OCN-13-008 from the California Coastal Commission or shall require an additional 
coastal development permit from the California Coastal Commission or from the applicable 
certified local government. 

 
10. Deed Restriction.  PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT 

PERMIT, the applicant shall submit to the Executive Director for review and approval 
documentation demonstrating that the applicant has executed and recorded against the 
parcel(s) governed by this permit a deed restriction, in a form and content acceptable to the 
Executive Director: (1) indicating that, pursuant to this permit, the California Coastal 
Commission has authorized development on the subject property, subject to terms and 
conditions that restrict the use and enjoyment of that property; and (2) imposing the Special 
Conditions of this permit as covenants, conditions and restrictions on the use and enjoyment 
of the Property. The deed restriction shall include a legal description of the entire parcel or 
parcels governed by this permit. The deed restriction shall also indicate that, in the event of 
an extinguishment or termination of the deed restriction for any reason, the terms and 
conditions of this permit shall continue to restrict the use and enjoyment of the subject 
property so long as either this permit or the development it authorizes, or any part, 
modification, or amendment thereof, remains in existence on or with respect to the subject 
property. 

 
11. Revised Final Landscape Plans.  PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 

DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit for review and written approval of 
the Executive Director, final landscape plans for the proposed development that have been 
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approved by the City of Oceanside.  Said plans shall be in substantial conformance with the 
plans submitted to the City by MBR Designs, received April 21, 2012, but shall be revised as 
follows: 

 
a. All proposed landscaping in the side and front yard areas shall be maintained at a 

height of three feet or lower (including raised planters) for the life of the proposed 
structure to preserve views from the street toward the ocean.   

b. All landscaping shall be drought-tolerant native, non-invasive plant species that are 
obtained from local stock, if available.  No plant species listed as problematic and/or 
invasive by the California Native Plant Society, the California Invasive Plant Council, 
or as may be identified from time to time by the State of California shall be employed 
or allowed to naturalize or persist on the site.  No plant species listed as ‘noxious 
weed’ by the State of California or the U.S. Federal Government shall be utilized 
within the property. 

c. Any fencing in the side yard setback areas shall be designed to maintain existing 
public views to the ocean from Morse Street, between Myers St. and S. Pacific St., 
and have at least 75 percent of its surface area open to light.  

d. A written commitment by the applicant that five years from the date of the issuance 
of the coastal development permit for the residential structure, the applicant will 
submit for the review and written approval of the Executive Director, a landscape 
monitoring report, prepared by a licensed Landscape Architect or qualified Resource 
Specialist, that certifies whether the on-site landscaping is in conformance with the 
landscape plan approved pursuant to this Special Condition.  The monitoring report 
shall include photographic documentation of plant species and plant coverage. 

 If the landscape monitoring report indicates the landscaping is not in conformance 
with or has failed to meet the performance standards specified in the landscaping plan 
approved pursuant to this permit, the applicant, or successors in interest, shall submit 
a revised or supplemental landscape plan for the review and written approval of the 
Executive Director.  The revised landscaping plan must be prepared by a licensed 
Landscape Architect or Resource Specialist and shall specify measures to remediate 
those portions of the original plan that have failed or are not in conformance with the 
original approved plan.  

The permittee shall undertake the development in accordance with the approved landscape 
plans.  Any proposed changes to the approved plans shall be reported to the Executive 
Director.  No changes to the plans shall occur without a Commission-approved amendment 
to the permit unless the Executive Director determines that no such amendment is legally 
required. 

 
12. Construction Schedule/Staging Areas/Access Corridors.  PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF 

THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit to the Executive 
Director for review and written approval, detailed plans identifying the location of access 
corridors to the construction site and staging areas, and a final construction schedule.  Said 
plans shall include the following criteria specified via written notes on the plan: 
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a. Use of sandy beach and public parking areas outside the actual construction site, 
including on-street parking, for the interim storage of materials and equipment is 
prohibited. 

 
b. No work shall occur on the beach during the summer peak months (start of Memorial 

Day weekend to Labor day) of any year. 
 
c. Equipment used on the beach shall be removed from the beach at the end of each 

workday. 
 
d. Access corridors shall be located in a manner that has the least impact on public 

access and existing public parking areas.  Use of public parking areas for 
staging/storage areas is prohibited. 

 
The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the plans and construction 
schedule.  Any proposed changes to the approved plans or construction schedule shall be 
reported to the Executive Director.  No changes to the plans or schedule shall occur without a 
Coastal Commission approved amendment to this coastal development permit unless the 
Executive Director determines that no amendment is legally required. 

 
13. Drainage Plan.  PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, 

the applicant shall submit to the Executive Director for review and written approval, a 
drainage and runoff control plan documenting that the runoff from the roof, driveway and 
other impervious surfaces shall be collected and directed into pervious areas on the site for 
infiltration and/or percolation prior to being conveyed off-site in a non-erosive manner. 

 
 The permittee shall undertake the development in accordance with the approved plans.  Any 

proposed changes to the approved plans shall be reported to the Executive Director.  No 
changes to the plans shall occur without a Coastal Commission approved amendment to this 
coastal development permit unless the Executive Director determines that no amendment is 
legally required. 

 
14. Condition Compliance.  WITHIN ONE HUNDER TWENTY (120) DAYS OF 

COMMISSION ACTION ON THIS COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 
APPLICATION, or within such additional time as the Executive Director may grant for good 
cause, the applicants shall satisfy all requirements specified in the conditions hereto that the 
applicants are required to satisfy prior to issuance of this permit.  Failure to comply with this 
requirement may result in the institution of enforcement action under the provisions of 
Chapter 9 of the Coastal Act. 
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IV.  FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS. 
 
The Commission finds and declares as follows: 
 
A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND HISTORY 
 
The proposed project includes the demolition of two existing residential structures providing 
three separate dwelling units.  The easternmost structure consists of 950 sq. ft. two-story, 19.6’ 
tall, two-unit building with an attached garage.  The westernmost structure is an 814 sq. ft. one-
story, 11.8’ tall, single-family home.  The project also includes subsequent construction of a 
three-story 35’ tall duplex condominium structure, with each unit having 2,350 sq. ft. habitable 
areas, an enclosed common area of 1,402 sq. ft. that includes a third kitchen, and two 2-car 
garages on a single 6,285 sq. ft. oceanfront lot.  The lot is improved with an existing pre-coastal 
rock revetment and is located within the subject private property.  Sometime between 2010-2012 
maintenance work was completed on the revetment without benefit of a costal development 
permit.  The applicant has submitted a number of geotechnical reports that describe the previous 
work to include removal of a concrete apron, grout, and concrete private stairway located on top 
of the revetment as well as the addition of approximately 50 new revetment stones each 
weighing between 25-100 pounds.  The applicant has included after-the-fact approval of the 
previous revetment work in this application. 
 
The 30-foot wide beachfront lot is located in the south Oceanside neighborhood, and is zoned 
Residential-Tourist (R-T).  The project site is located on the west side of Pacific Street, 
approximately 90 feet south of Buccaneer Beach, a public and highly used sandy beach and west 
of Buccaneer Park.  The project site is directly surrounded by residential development on the 
north and south.  East of the site are Pacific Street and the terminus of Morse Street.  West of the 
site is the Pacific Ocean.  The site slopes downward approximately five feet from the frontage of 
Pacific Street to the toe of the existing, rock revetment.  The rear boundary of the site is 
established by the mean high tide line, which results in a lot depth of approximately 240’. 
 
While south Oceanside can generally be described as a mix of development ranging from older 
and smaller bungalow style single family homes to 40,000 sq. ft. condominium complexes, this 
section of South Pacific Street (1500 block, ref, Exhibit #14), is smaller-scale and generally less 
intrusive than the surrounding development.  The 1500 block is only comprised of four 
residential lots with development ranging from 1,008 sq, ft (1511 South Pacific Street) to 3,322 
sq. ft (1507 South Pacific Street/ Stroud residence).  As previously stated, surrounding land uses 
include Buccaneer Park to the east which includes a single structure providing public restrooms 
and the Buccaneer Snack Shop, Buccaneer Beach and Loma Alta Creek to the north, and the 
Pacific Ocean to the west, with development limited to (ref. Exhibit #14).   
 
The proposed project was initially reviewed and approved by the City of Oceanside on January 
30, 2013.  Commission Chair Shallenberger and Commissioner Sanchez appealed the City’s 
approval on February 25, 2013.  At the Commission’s April, 2013 the Commission found that 
the project as approved by the City raised a substantial issue.  The concerns listed in the 
Commission report on substantial issue included potential impacts to public views, appropriately 
located rear yard setbacks, scale of development, and previously completed and unpermitted 
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work to the existing rock revetment.  The most significant concerns raised were those related to 
public view impacts and compatibility of the proposed structure with the surrounding community 
character 
 
B. PUBLIC VIEW IMPACTS  
 
The City has several policies protecting coastal visual resources and state: 
 
City of Oceanside LUP - Visual Resources and Special Communities - Objectives 
 
 The City shall protect, enhance and maximize public enjoyment of  
 Coastal Zone scenic resources 
    
City of Oceanside LUP - Visual Resources and Special Communities - Major Findings.  
   
  [...] 
 
 2.  The City’s grid street pattern allows public views of these water bodies from several 

vantage points.  Most east-west streets in the Coastal Zone offer views of the  ocean… 
 
City of Oceanside LUP - Visual Resources and Special Communities - Policies. 

 
1.  In areas of significant natural aesthetic value, new developments shall be subordinate to 
the natural environment. 
 
 [...] 
 
4. The city shall maintain existing view corridors through public rights-of-way. 
 
[...] 
 
13. New development shall utilize optimum landscaping to achieve the following effects: 

 
[…] 
 

c. Frame and accent (but not obscure) coastal views 
d. Create a sense of spaciousness, where appropriate. 

 
 

City of Oceanside LUP – 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. 
 
A.  Removing Obstructions 
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2.  Proposed new development should consider surrounding height when designing a 
building 

 
B. Framing/Direction Views 
 

2.  Street right-of-way carried through to the water and views along the waterfront 
provide a desirable sense of contact with the water. 
 

In addition, the following LCP provisions are applicable as they included definitions of view 
corridors, etc.  
 
City of Oceanside LUP - 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 ocean, 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 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 of proposed new development or redevelopment, structures should 
be sited so as to protect existing view corridors and/or provide new corridors. 
 

As stated above, the City’s LCP includes a policy that identifies that most east-west streets in the 
coastal zone offer public views of the ocean and that those public views should be protected.  
The project site is located west and slightly north of Morse Street (an east-west oriented street).  
Currently, public views of the ocean exist from Morse Street, between Myers Street and S. 
Pacific Street, across the subject site and above the existing residential structures (ref. Exhibit 
#3).  These public views are possible because the westernmost portion of the property is 
currently developed with a single story structure and because there is an open driveway on the 
north side of the adjacent property to the south.  In a survey of the east-west public streets that 
dead-end at the ocean or at N. Pacific Street or S. Pacific Street in Oceanside, 24 out of 25 of 
those east-west streets (Eaton St. is the exception being adjacent to a private development that is 
not open to the public), including Morse Street, maintain views of the ocean.  Of those 24 east-
west streets with views of the ocean, Morse Street has the most limited view of the ocean, which 
further magnifies the importance of preserving the view from Morse Street between the subject 
site and the development to the south of the subject site by limiting the amount of development 
in that view corridor.  Morse Street can be considered an important public vantage point in that 
the street is surrounded by other public amenities on all sides: 1) Buccaneer Park to the north; 2) 
the Coastal Rail Trail to the east (a County-wide bicycle trail); 3) a public elevated walkway to 
the south; and 4) Pacific Street and Buccaneer Beach to the west, north-west.  The City’s LCP 
states that “in the event of proposed new development or redevelopment, structures should be 
sited so as to protect existing view corridors and provide new corridors.”  The proposed 
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development includes a three-level structure along the entire length of the lot.  From various 
public vantages on Morse Street, there currently are existing public ocean views that will be 
completely obstructed by the proposed development, inconsistent with the above cited provisions 
of the certified LCP.   
 
Commission staff has visited the site and confirmed that the existing public views of the ocean 
across the subject site will be obstructed if the western portion of the site is developed with a 
taller structure (ref. Exhibit #3).  The applicant has also submitted various renderings of the 
approved structure, and these renderings also exhibit that the existing public views of the ocean 
across the site will be obstructed (ref. Exhibit Nos. 8-13).   
 
In 2006-2007, the Commission reviewed, on appeal, a similar project proposing construction of a 
new 2-story home three lots north of the subject site (ref. CDP A-6-OCN-06-134/Stroud).  Public 
views were also a concern identified by the Commission associated with that project.  On De 
Novo review, the Commission approved a modified project design that required a reduction in 
the size of the building in order to minimize the public view impacts to the maximum extent 
practicable.   
 
In response to the concerns raised regarding public view impacts from Morse Street, and at the 
request of Commission staff, the applicant provided a detailed alternatives analyses proposing a 
variety of potential building design modifications to address, and potentially eliminate/reduce, 
public view obstruction.  A total of five options were provided by applicant and described 
separately and in detail below. 
 
Option #1 includes moving the entire project inland/east by approximately 1.5-4.5 feet, which 
would reduce the size of the structure by a total of 177 sq. ft. (ref. Exhibit #9).  This option will 
result in a home located further inland, and thus provide a small view of the ocean from Morse 
Street; however, by bringing the home inland between 1.5 and 4.5 feet, only a very small portion 
of the existing ocean views would remain.  Because Option #1 does not adequately protect all 
existing views from Morse Street, Option #1 was not determined to be the least impactive 
alternative.  Option #2 includes the removal of the entire third level, which would reduce the 
structure by a total of 2,350 sq. ft. (ref. Exhibit #10).  However, while some horizon views would 
be captured with this alternative, the existing views of the ocean exist below the height of the 
third level.  Thus, by only removing the third level, no existing views of the ocean will be 
protected.  Again, because Option #2 does not adequately protect existing views, it too was 
determined to not be the preferred alternative.  Option #3 includes removal of the third level and 
stepping back the south side of the structure on the second level by 10 feet, which would reduce 
the structure by a total of 3,380 sq. ft. (ref. Exhibit #11). By removing the third level as well as 
the southern section of the second level, Option #3 would allow for some horizon views and 
protect the majority of the existing ocean views and is thus considered a viable alternative.  
Option #4 includes narrowing the second and third floors by 10 feet, which would reduce the 
structure by a total of 2,060 sq. ft. (ref. Exhibit #12).  Option #4 also would protect a significant 
portion of the existing ocean views and is also, therefore, considered a viable alternative.  The 
final option, Option #5, was described by the applicant as the option that would completely 
eliminate all view obstructions and includes removal of the third level and stepping back the 
southwestern edge second level, which would reduce the structure by a total of 2,840 sq. ft. 
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(Option #5, ref. Exhibit #13).  Again, Option #5 would protect the existing public views, and 
thus is a feasible alternative.  However, it is important to note here, that staff is not certain that 
the applicant’s assertion that Option #5 will actually completely eliminate any view obstruction 
and is discussed further in the paragraph below.  In addition, while the applicant has agreed to 
and submitted the alternatives analysis, the applicant has indicated that the loss of square footage 
associated with any option provided is undesirable and therefore, no redesign is being proposed 
by the applicant.   
 
Commission staff has reviewed the applicant’s submittal and determined that Option #3 (removal 
of the third floor and setting back the second floor) is the design that can be found the most 
consistent with the City’s LCP.  This redesign was chosen as the desired alternative for two 
reasons.  First, the redesign of the second level would significantly reduce impacts to the ocean 
views from Morse Street across the site.  Second, the removal of the third level and the overall 
reduction in the size of the structure would make available some horizon views and reduce the 
scale of the proposed project, and thus be more compatible with the previously described 
surrounding residential development and open space uses. 
 
As previously discussed, existing public views of the ocean are available across the subject site 
from Morse Street because the western portion of the site is currently developed with a single 
story structure and because the northern portion of the development to the south of the subject 
parcel is developed as a driveway access to underground parking and does not include any 
enclosed structures (ref. Exhibit Nos. 3, 4, 14).  Therefore, in order to protect existing ocean 
views, as required by the certified LCP, the proposed structure would need to have similar design 
features.  Specifically, the western side of the lot, and the second level in particular, would need 
to be set back in order to protect the existing ocean views.  As previously stated, Options #1 and 
#2 do not propose any modification to the western portion of the second level, thus such 
modifications would not reduce view impacts and were therefore eliminated.  Options 3, 4, and 5 
all include revisions to the second floor, and thus would reduce impacts to ocean views.  
Therefore, when looking at protection of public views independently of other applicable LUP 
policies, all of these options could be considered consistent with the City’s certified policies 
pertaining to the protection of public views. 
 
However, the bulk and scale of the structure and its compatibility with the surrounding 
community character are also concerns associated with the proposed development.  Thus, based 
on the alternatives submitted, it was determined that the bulk of ocean view obstruction is the 
result of the location of the second floor, and the third level would predominantly obstruct blue 
sky and horizon views.  While protection of horizon views, particularly in areas adjacent to 
ocean, are important as they facilitate popular views at sunset, the primary concern pertaining to 
the subject proposal is the potential for view impacts to the ocean.  Thus, while removing the 
third level would reduce some overall view impacts, the basis for such a removal is grounded on 
the proposed structure’s compatibility with surrounding development, and is therefore discussed 
in greater detail in Section C –Scale of Development, below.  Therefore, while Option #4 
includes reduction in the second level, and could be considered adequate to protect public views, 
because Option #4 retained the third level, it was eliminated. 
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Thus, the remaining options include Option #3 (elimination of the third level and stepping the 
south side of the second level by ten feet) and Option #5 (elimination of the third level and 
removing the south western corner of the second level reducing the second level by 450 sq. ft.).   
Option #3 was determined to be the superior alternative, because having a straight step back that 
continues down the entire depth of the property will most appropriately protect the existing 
public views.  Specifically, it is unclear if the removal of the southwestern corner of the second 
level will preserve the existing public views as you travel down Morse Street towards Pacific 
Street because the front of the home will still be developed across the entire width of the lot, and 
thus, views along the southern side of the lot may still be obstructed.  In order to adequately 
protect existing public views consistent with the City’s LCP, Option #5 was therefore eliminated 
and Option #3 determined to be the most appropriate alternative.   
 
As such, Special Condition #1.b. requires the applicant submit revised final plans that include 
stepping back the second level by ten feet for the entire depth of the lot.  In addition to 
redesigning the enclosed portion of the house, measures need to be included that will also 
address potential public view impacts associated with accessory structures such decks and 
balconies as well as landscaping within the setback areas.  As such Special Condition #1.c. 
requires the project be designed to include that all above ground railings for decks and balconies 
be transparent.  In order to protect potential bird strikes on the transparent glass, Special 
Condition #1, requires that all transparent railings, windows, etc., shall use materials designed to 
minimize bird-strikes.  In addition, in order to keep the side yards open and avoid walling of the 
site as viewed from the street, Special Condition #12 requires all proposed landscaping in the 
side and front yard areas be maintained at a height of three feet or lower (including raised 
planters) and that any fencing in the side yard setback areas shall have at least 75 percent of its 
surface area open to light for the life of the proposed development.  In this way, public views 
from the street toward the ocean will remain open along the side yards as viewed from South 
Pacific Street and Morse Street.  Finally, Special Condition Nos. 9, 10, & 11 require the 
submittal of as-built plans, require that all future development be reviewed by the Coastal 
Commission, and require the recordation of a deed restriction respectively.  These conditions 
will ensure that the structure is built as approved by the Commission, and that all future 
development will be sited consistent with the established stringline setback for this section of the 
City. 
 
In conclusion, the proposed structure will result in the significant obstruction of existing ocean 
views from Morse Street, across the site, and to the ocean.  As a result of this concern, the 
applicant has submitted a number of design alternatives.  These alternatives were reviewed by 
staff, and Option #3 (elimination of the third level and stepping the south side of the second level 
by ten feet) was determined to appropriately protect the existing public coastal views as required 
by the certified LCP.  Special Condition #1a & b requires the applicant to redesign the 
proposed project to incorporate such design reviews into the final submitted site plans.  Only as 
conditioned can be found to appropriately protect existing public views, consistent with the 
City’s LCP.   
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C. SCALE OF DEVELOPMENT 
 
In addition to direct public view blockage as discussed in the previous section, the approved 
development raises concerns regarding compatibility with the surrounding community.  The 
City’s LCP contains a policy pertaining to community character, and states: 
 
Visual Resources and Special Communities 

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

To the natural environment 
 
3. All new development shall be designed in a manner which minimizes disruption of 

natural land forms and significant vegetation. 
 

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

 
9. In areas where a change to a more intensive use is proposed, adequate buffers or 

transition zones (such as increased setbacks, landscaped barriers, and decorative 
walls) shall be provided. 

 
City of Oceanside LUP – 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. 
 
A.  Removing Obstructions 
 

2.  Proposed new development should consider surrounding height when designing a 
building 

 
Coastal 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 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. 
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The proposed project includes the demolition of two structures that range in height between 11.8 
and 19.6 feet and have a combined square footage of 1,764 sq. ft. and replacing them with one 
new 3-level, 35’ tall structure that has a combined square footage of 6,424 sq. ft.  Thus, the 
project will increase the habitable space on the lot by 4,660 sq. ft, and be more than three times 
the size of the existing square footage.   The overall height on the lot will increase from the 
existing maximum height of less than 20’ tall to a structure 35 feet tall, and a 178 sq. ft. enclosed 
roof deck (stairwell, elevator shaft, and storage area) 41 feet tall.  In addition, the proposed 
structure includes the minimum side- and front-yard setbacks, reaches the height maximum, and; 
as will be discussed in a subsequent section of this report, beyond the rear-yard setback 
minimum; and occupies approximately 85% of the total allowable building envelope (ref. 
Exhibit #2). 
 
The scale of surrounding development varies widely; however, the subject site is located within 
an enclave of smaller scale development and is surrounded by open space on three sides; 
including Buccaneer Beach and Loma Alta Creek to the north, Buccaneer Park to the east, and 
the Pacific Ocean to the west (ref. Exhibit #14).  There is also a three-story pre-coastal 
condominium development located directly south of the subject site as well as another larger 
condominium development north of Buccaneer Beach (ref. Exhibit #14).  That being said, given 
the character of this section of development (4 homes and park/beach/creek), along with the size 
of the proposed structure, the proposed development is out of scale with the character of 
surrounding development inconsistent with the City’s certified LCP policies protecting the 
existing character of its coastal communities.   
 
To provide comparison to the scale of development within the above described enclave; 
development on the adjacent three lots consists of two older bungalows providing 1,008 and 
1691 sq. ft. respectively, and a newly developed two-story 3,322 sq. ft home (ref. CDP A-6-
OCN-06-134/Stroud).  As previously discussed, the 3,322 sq. ft. newly constructed home was 
reviewed by the Commission on appeal and subsequently approved though de Novo review.  
Scale and coastal view obstructions were the primary concerns associated with the proposed 
structure, and through Commission review the project was approved with a maximum height of 
27’ tall and was required to redesign the project to include more/larger setbacks, in order to 
reduce view impacts and reduce scale.   
 
In addition the City’s LCP states that in areas where a change to a more intensive use is 
proposed, adequate buffers or transition zones (such as increased setbacks, landscaped barriers, 
and decorative walls) shall be provided, that in areas of significant natural aesthetic value, new 
development shall be subordinate to the natural environment, and that all new development shall 
be designed in a manner which minimizes disruption of natural land forms and significant 
vegetation.  A previously discussed, this enclave of homes provides a transition between 
undeveloped open space areas including a park, a creek and a beach, and larger-scale pre-coastal 
condominium developments.  Thus, redevelopment of this section of shorefront shall take into 
consideration when designing structures, that a transition between the open space and the 
condominium development must be maintained.  As proposed, the new constructed residence 
will be taller than the surrounding homes, and; in fact, will be a similar height to the adjacent and 
pre-coastal condominium structures.  In addition, the proposed structure will appear even larger 
given the shorter height of the adjacent homes, and the open space uses.  Again, the City’s LCP 
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requires new development to be subordinate to the natural environment.  In this case, the 
proposed structure will develop 84% of the total volume of the lot, and is not only at the 
maximum height limit (35’ tall), but also includes appurtenances that go beyond this height limit 
(ref. Exhibit #2).  Thus, the proposed development will effectively eliminate the transition 
between the open creek, beach and park areas, and the larger condo complex and will not be 
subordinate to the natural environment inconsistent with the City’s LCP. 
 
It is important to note hear that at the time of the Stroud approval a different and uncertified 
standard of review was used to establish the maximum height (27 feet), thus there was not an 
opportunity for the applicant to propose a structure greater than 27 feet tall and still be consistent 
with the City’s LCP.  However, while the standard of review may have been different from a 
zoning perspective between the residence at 1507 S. Pacific Street and the subject site; the 
overarching land use policies protecting both coastal views and community character still apply.  
Thus, while a proposed structure 35 feet in height can be considered consistent with the 
maximum permitted height, in this case, it is not compatible in height and scale, with 
surrounding neighborhood, and is therefore inconsistent with the City’s LCP. 
 
As such, Special Condition 1.a requires the applicant to submit final plans with the proposed 
building located no higher than 27 feet tall.  By limiting the height of the structure to 27 feet, an 
appropriate transition will be provided between the larger scale developments in the north and 
south (both constructed pre-Coastal Act), and the open space and smaller scale developments 
immediately surrounding the subject site.  Special Condition 1.a will also allow for certain 
appurtenances greater than 27 feet elevation, provided that such appurtenances do not obstruct 
coastal views.  Allowing such appurtenances is comparable to what was authorized by the 
Commission on the adjacent lot, and would continue to provide an appropriate transition between 
Buccaneer Beach (undeveloped sandy beach) and the much larger, pre-coastal condominium 
complex to the south.  Therefore, only as revised through Special Condition #1 can the project be 
found to be in similar scale to surrounding structures consistent with the City’s certified LCP. 
 
In summary, while the general character of development widely varies in south Oceanside, this 
section of the City, barring two larger and pre-coastal condominium developments, is small scale 
and includes a number of open space areas.  The proposed structure is both larger and taller than 
the surrounding single-family homes, thus rendering the proposed development out of character 
with the surrounding community inconsistent with the City's certified LCP.  As modified, the 
third level of the home will be eliminated.  Eliminating the third level will reduce both the 
overall size as well as the height of the proposed structure.  Thus, removal of the third level will 
provide a structure that is in character with the surrounding development and consistent with the 
City's LCP. 
 
D. REAR-YARD “STRINGLINE” SETBACK  
 
Rear yard setbacks are through the provision of LCP Section 1703, which states: 
 
City of Oceanside Zoning Ordinance – Section 1703 

 
Rear Yards.  The following minimum rear yard setbacks shall be met: 
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[…] 
 

(e) 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 that the line established on the “Stringline 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 Stringline Setback line, 
provided that they do not substantially impair the views from adjoining properties. 

 
The applicant is proposing a construct a new three-story 2-unit condominium development on an 
oceanfront lot.  As stated above, rear yard setbacks on oceanfront lots are determined by the 
City’s “Stringline Setback Map.”  The “stringline” in this case is a line on a map generally 
following the line of development on the beach-fronting homes along the City’s coast.  The 
certified “Stringline Setback Map” was developed in 1983 by overlaying an imaginary stringline 
on an aerial photo of the shoreline in the City of Oceanside.   The stringline map was based on 
existing building patterns, as well as anticipated future developments and remodels/expansions.  
This “stringline” was certified by the Commission in 1986 as part of the City’s Local Coastal 
Program.  These maps are kept on file in the City’s Planning Division and are used to determine 
the westernmost boundary for any proposed development along the shoreline.  The goal of 
limiting new development to extend no further seaward than the stringline is to restrict 
encroachment onto the shoreline and preserve private and public views along the shoreline.   
 
However, in this case, the map for this section of Oceanside, the 1500 block of Pacific Street, 
cannot be located.  The 1500 block is comprised of four residential lots.  The northernmost lot 
was recently redeveloped (1507 South Pacific Street, ref. CDP A-6-OCN-06-134/Stroud).  
Because there is no stringline map available for this section of the City, the rear yard setback was 
determined in collaboration between the Commission and the City.  The location for the setback 
was determined by connecting a line between the surrounding existing structures to the 
immediate north and south, and by comparing that set back with surrounding general line of 
development for surrounding buildings.  By connecting the line of development between the two 
adjacent structures as well as comparing that with the existing surrounding development, the rear 
yard setback was located within the line of development for immediately adjacent structures as 
well as the general line of development for surrounding development.  Because the certified 
stringline map for this section of the City is still not available, the Commission will again use 
this method to determine the appropriate rear yard setback for this location.  
 
The rear yard setback, therefore, has been determined by drawing a line connecting the Stroud 
residence on the north side (1507 South Pacific Street) and the existing pre-coastal condominium 
development directly south (1601 South Pacific Street).  Thus, the rear yard setback as 
determined by Commission and City staff is located 112.34’ west of the eastern property line on 
the north side and 121.14’ west of the eastern property line on the south side (ref. Exhibit #15).  
The applicant is proposing a stringline that connects a line between the Stroud residence and the 
wingwalls on the condominium building to the south.  By relocating the stringline from the wall 
of the condominium structure to the wingwall of the condominium complex, a new stringline 
location was established that is located further west than previously determined by the 
Commission. Specifically, the applicant is proposing development located between 1.5-4.5 feet 
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further west than the where Commission staff has located the appropriate rear yard setback or 
“stringline.” Implicit in the LCP policy, above, governing stringlines, appurtenances may extend 
seaward of the structure used for the stringline measurement and, by logical extension, are thus 
not included in stringline determinations.  Therefore, the adjacent wingwall of the condominium 
cannot be used as a point from which to measure a stringline. 
 
By allowing development to encroach further west, as approved by the City, existing public 
views may be directly impacted.  Specifically, the encroachment into the rear yard setback may 
result in further obstruction of the public views from Morse Street across the site and to the 
ocean.  As established in Section “B,” above, views of the ocean from Morse Street currently 
exist because the height of the existing western structure in only 11.8’ tall.  Thus views are 
provided over the structure.  It therefore also stands to reason that the rear yard setback, where 
there are no structures, also provides some of the existing ocean views.  By allowing 
development beyond the established stringline (projecting further west), the project will block 
existing views, inconsistent with the City’s LCP and the Coastal Act. 
 
In addition, the proposed project may also have cumulative impacts on public views through the 
creation of a new precedent.  The use of appurtenances as a point from which to measure a 
stringline for propose development may encourage shorefront property owners to seek to use 
decks and walls beyond the City’s established stringline points both on the immediately adjacent 
properties, as well as City-wide which may also encroach into existing public views, similar to 
the proposed development.  As such, Special Condition #1 requires the applicant to submit final 
plans that redesign the structure to be consistent with the stringline setback 112.34’ west of the 
property line on the north side of the property 121.14’ west of the property consistent with 
previous Commission action and as recommended by the City’s planning staff.  In addition, 
Special Condition Nos. 8, 9, & 10 require the submittal of as-built plans, require that all future 
development be reviewed by the Coastal Commission, and require the recordation of a deed 
restriction respectively.  These conditions will ensure that the structure is built as approved by 
the Commission, and that all future development will be sited consistent with the established 
stringline setback for this section of the City. 
   
E. SHORELINE PROTECTIVE DEVICES.   
 
The certified Oceanside LCP contains a policy that addresses shoreline protective devices.  City 
of Oceanside LUP - Water and Marine Resources; Diking, Dredging, Filling, and Shoreline 
Structures and Hazard Areas - Policy 6 states: 

 
Revetments, breakwaters, groins, harbor channels, seawalls, cliff retaining walls, and other 
such construction that alters natural shoreline processes shall be permitted when required to 
serve coastal-dependent uses or to protect existing structures or public beaches in danger 
from erosion, and when designed to eliminate or mitigate impacts on local shoreline sand 
supply.  Such structures shall be designed and constructed to minimize erosive impacts on 
adjacent unprotected property and minimize encroachment on to the beach.  The structures 
shall not interfere with access along the beach.  The property owner shall dedicate all area 
seaward of the shoreline structure for lateral access for the public. 
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As stated previously, a rock revetment exists on the western portion of the site that according to 
photographic records, existed prior to passage of the California Coastal Zone Conservation Act 
(Prop 20)1.  As originally approved by the City the project did not include any work to the 
existing, pre-coastal rock revetment.  However, through the review process it became apparent 
that at some time between 2010 and 2012 work was completed on the existing revetment without 
benefit of a coastal development permit.   
 
In response, the applicant has provided a number of geotechnical reports as well as before and 
after photos, all indicating that the work consisted of removal of a concrete apron, removal of 
private access stairs, removal of concrete grout poured between the rocks, and the introduction of 
approximately 50 new stones between 25-100 pounds each.  The applicant has indicated that the 
work was completed as repair and maintenance and in an effort to bring the revetment into 
conformity to the City’s designs standards for shoreline revetments.  As part of the de novo 
review, the applicant has revised the project description to include after-the-fact authorization for 
this previous work on the revetment. 
 
The Commission staff coastal engineer has reviewed the submitted reports and before and after 
photos and agrees that the amount of work completed can be considered repair and maintenance.  
In addition, the work completed included the removal of a private access stairway, and is 
something the Commission generally endorses.  Finally, staff coastal engineer agrees that the 
revetment is necessary, adequate to protect the proposed structure, and located in the most 
landward location practicable 
 
As stated above, the riprap located on the western boundary of the property was installed prior to 
passage of Prop 20.  The western property line for the subject site extends to the mean high tide 
line (MHTL).  The MHTL is not fixed in this location, and does migrate over time.  However, 
although the site has not been recently surveyed to determine the current location of the MHTL, 
given the historic MHTL and the pattern of erosion and sand accretion in this area, it appears that 
the revetment is located well inland of the MHTL.  Thus, no portion of the existing revetment is 
located on public property at this time.   
 
Given the impacts to public access and recreation associated with rock on the public beach, the 
Commission finds that no further seaward encroachment of the revetment can be permitted.  
Should additional revetment work be necessary and proposed in the future, it must be found there 
is adequate area landward of it to accommodate such work.  There will be approximately 40 feet 
between the inland extent of the revetment and the residence which could be used as additional 
area to accommodate expansion of the revetment were it necessary in the future.  Thus, there is 
adequate area inland of the existing revetment to accommodate any future revetment 
maintenance.  
 
To ensure consistency with Chapter 3 public access policies of the Coastal Act,  the seaward 
extent of shoreline protective device at the subject site must be maintained to preserve public 
access seaward of the subject revetment.  Special Condition #2 requires that the revetment be 
surveyed and that the surveyed toe of the revetment be shown on a final site plan to establish the 
                                                   
1 The subject property would have been subject to Prop 20 jurisdiction, being within 1000 yards from the MHTL. 
(See former Public Resources Code, section 27104.) 
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seaward extent of the permitted revetment.  Special Condition #3 requires a long-term 
monitoring plan to monitor and record the changes in beach profile fronting the site and to 
identify damage/changes to the revetment such that repair and maintenance is completed in a 
timely manner to avoid further encroachment of the revetment on the beach.  This condition will 
assure revetment maintenance will occur in a timely and orderly way and without adverse 
impacts to public access.   
 
Special Condition #4 provides that the permittee is responsible for removing any stones or 
materials that become dislodged or any portion of the revetment that is determined to extend 
beyond the approved toe.  The permittee must first contact the Coastal Commission district 
office to determine if a coastal development permit amendment is necessary.  If the survey 
indicates that rocks have fallen from the revetment seaward of its toe, then the rocks must be 
replaced in a location that is landward of the toe.   
 
In order to assure that the proposed development will not result in any seaward extension of the 
revetment, Special Condition #5 requires the applicant to agree not to undertake any repair or 
maintenance activities on the revetment that would result in any seaward extension of the 
revetment.  The condition also provides that by accepting the permit, the applicant waives on 
behalf of himself and all future successors any rights that may exist under Coastal Act Section 
30235 or the certified LCP to extend the revetment seaward.   
 
Although the wave uprush study finds the existing revetment would protect the proposed project, 
there is still a possibility of damage from wave uprush, storm surge and high tides particularly in 
the future as sea level continues to rise.  Therefore, Special Condition #7 requires the applicant 
to acknowledge that the site is subject to hazards based on its location on the coast and that the 
applicant assumes the risk of developing the property.  Special Condition #11 requires the 
applicants to record the permit conditions in order to cause the title to the property to reflect the 
obligations of the subject permit conditions.   
 
In summary, while protective devices may only be permitted for existing development, not new 
development like the proposed development, because the applicant did not conduct work that 
effectively created a replacement of  the existing pre-Prop 20 revetment, which would have 
required a review of new revetment that raises questions of consistency of the revetment with 
section 30235 if built to protect the proposed residences, the revetment may remain in its current 
location as a pre-Prop 20 revetment.  Special conditions make it clear than any future 
maintenance must be on the landward side of the revetment and in no case shall the revetment be 
permitted to extend beyond the surveyed toe approved herein.  As conditioned, the Commission 
finds the proposed project conforms to the certified Oceanside LCP.   
 
F. WATER QUALITY. 
 
The certified Oceanside LCP contains a policy that addresses water quality.  City of Oceanside 
LUP - Water and Marine Resources; Diking, Dredging, Filling, and Shoreline Structures and 
Hazard Areas - Policy 2 states: 
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As part of its environmental review process, the City shall establish measures on a 
project-by-project basis to minimize the introduction of dissolved grease, oil, paints, 
pesticides, construction, waste, and other pollutants into the urban runoff  

 
The majority of the project site drains to the beach.  The proposed project will result in an 
increase in impervious surfaces.  In its approval of the project, the City required the site to 
comply with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit requirements 
for urban runoff and stormwater discharge, and prepare an Operations and Maintenance Plan that 
includes stormwater BMPs.   
 
The Commission has been requiring that new development use best management practices to 
ensure that water quality will not be adversely affected by new development.  In this case, the 
Commission finds that to conform to the above LUP policy, runoff leaving the site must be 
filtered through vegetation or another best management practice before it enters the beach 
portion of the site.  Directing on-site runoff through landscaping for filtration is a well-
established best management practice for treating runoff from small developments such as the 
subject project.  Special Condition #15 requires a final drainage plan that indicates that runoff 
from impervious surfaces will be collected and directed towards on-site vegetation before being 
discharged off-site in a non-erosive manner.  The Commission finds that as conditioned the 
project minimizes adverse impacts to coastal resources in a manner consistent with the water 
quality policy of the certified LCP. 
 
G.  PUBLIC ACCESS 
 
Coastal Act Section 30604(c) requires that every coastal development permit issued for any 
development between the nearest public road and the sea “shall include a specific finding that the 
development is in conformity with the public access and public recreation policies of [Coastal 
Act] Chapter 3.”  The project site is located seaward of the first through public road and the sea.  
Coastal Act Sections 30210 through 30212, as well as Sections 30220 specifically protect public 
access and recreation, and state: 
 
Section 30210 of the Coastal Act states: 

 
In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution, 
maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and recreational opportunities shall 
be provided for all the people consistent with public safety needs and the need to protect 
public rights, rights of private property owners, and natural resource areas from overuse. 

 
Section 30211 of the Coastal Act states: 
 

Development shall not interfere with the public’s right of access to the sea where acquired 
through use or legislative authorization, including, but not limited to, the use of dry sand and 
rocky coastal beaches to the first line of terrestrial vegetation 
 

Section 30212 of the Coastal Act states, in part: 
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 (a)  Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and along the coast 
shall be provided in new development projects except where:  

 
Section 30220 of the Coastal Act States: 
 

Coastal areas suited for water-oriented recreational activities that cannot readily be 
provided at inland water areas shall be protected for such uses. 

 
The subject site is located on the seaward side of South Pacific Street.  The existing pre-coastal 
revetment is located adjacent to a public beach utilized by local residents and visitors for a 
variety of recreational activities.  The lot itself is developed and there is no evidence of public 
use of the site to access the beach.  Lateral access is available to the public along the beach 
seaward of the existing revetment.  Vertical access to the public beach is provided three lots to 
the north at Buccaneer Beach.  
 
As stated elsewhere in these findings, the certified LCP allows for shoreline protective device to 
protect new development where it has been designed to mitigate adverse impacts upon shoreline 
sand supply.  In this particular case, the existing revetment was constructed prior to the Coastal 
Act and is located on private property.  This stretch of beach has historically been used by the 
public for access and recreation purposes.  However, since the revetment is existing and is not 
located on public beach, in this particular case, no significant impacts to recreation will occur.   
 
Special Condition #12 requires that construction access and staging not affect public access and 
prohibits construction on the sandy beach on weekends and holidays during the summer months 
between Memorial Day to Labor Day of any year.  In addition, Special Condition #5 has been 
incorporated and requires the revetment to be surveyed and the toe of the revetment fixed so that 
potential impacts to public access will be avoided.  Therefore, impacts to the public will be 
minimized to the greatest extent feasible.  Thus, as conditioned, the Commission finds the 
project consistent with the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act.  
 
H.  UNPERMITTED DEVELOPMENT 
 
Development has occurred on the subject site without the required coastal development permit. 
Specifically work was completed on the existing rock revetment including removal of concrete 
apron, concrete grouting, and concrete stairs, as well as, placement of approximately 50 new 
stones ranging from 25-100 lbs.  The applicant is requesting after-the-fact authorization of the 
unpermitted riprap revetment in its current, as-built, configuration. 
 
In order to ensure that the unpermitted development component of this application is resolved in 
a timely manner, Special Condition #14 requires that the applicant satisfy all conditions of this 
permit, which are prerequisite to the issuance of this permit within 120 days of Commission 
action, or within such additional time as the Executive Director may grant for good cause.  
 
Although development has taken place prior to submission of this permit application, 
consideration of this application by the Commission has been based solely upon the policies and 
provisions of the certified City of Oceanside LCP as well as the public access and recreation 
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policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.  Commission review and action on this permit does not 
constitute a waiver of any legal action with regard to the alleged violation nor does it constitute 
an admission as to the legality of any development undertaken on the subject site without a 
coastal permit. 
 
I.  LOCAL COASTAL PLANNING.   
 
The City of Oceanside has a certified LCP.  The project site is designated Urban High Density 
Residential and zoned RT (Residential Tourist).  The proposed project is consistent with these 
designations.  As conditioned, the development is consistent with all applicable provisions of the 
certified LCP as well as with the public access policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. 
 
J. CEQA 
 
Section 13096 of the Commission's Code of Regulations requires Commission approval of 
Coastal Development Permits to be supported by a finding showing the permit, as conditioned, to 
be consistent with any applicable requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA).  Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) of CEQA prohibits a proposed development from being 
approved if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would 
substantially lessen any significant adverse effect which the activity may have on the 
environment. 
 
The proposed project has been conditioned to be found consistent with the public view policies 
of the Oceanside LCP and the public access policies of the Coastal Act.  Mitigation measures 
will minimize all adverse environmental impacts.  As conditioned, there are no feasible 
alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen any 
significant adverse impact which the activity may have on the environment.  Therefore, the 
Commission finds that the proposed project, as conditioned to mitigate the identified impacts, is 
the least environmentally damaging feasible alternative and is consistent with the requirements 
of CEQA. 
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APPENDICES 
 
APPENDIX A 
 
SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS 
 

• City of Oceanside certified Local Coastal Program;  
• Coastal Commission Substantial Issue staff report for subject development 
• Geotechnical reports submitted by Geosoils dated May 15, 2013, July 3 2013, September 

24, 2012, June 12, 2012, June 11, 2012, March 2, 2012, and February 10, 2012  
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TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP 
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REPORTS: 
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FIRE DEPARTMENT NOTES: 
t. b!AOIHG&HH..l ME'ET OCEANsklE SPRIN)de:R Of\OIHANC( 1H EFF'ECT AT 

Tlil: T'NiiiOI< eva..o.NO Pt:RMITilSSUAH~ . 
2. IUilOf.lQ ADORE& SEC SHAU.IIE I INC I-I HIOH NUMBER tlmeA 

COMBINATION. 
a. P\./IN9 SttAll BE SU9MITT£0 TO FlRe PREVENTION 8\JRe,\U FOR PLAN 

CHEct< REVIEW ANO APPAOYAl. PRIOR TO THE tsSUANCt; Of Blln.OtNG 
PERMn'S. 

ot. 8UllOINQ SHAll ME£1 GCe~NSIOE FlR! OEPNrniiEN'T C\J\AENT 
AODPTEO COOES AT THE TlJ.Ae OF 8\Jl.DING PERMIT APPC.ICA'ftON, 

0 

'b 

b~ 

SITE PlAN NOTIS: 
1. SllEF'UN1GRM:ltNG PI.AN~U 'ESTAJIUSH THE.EXIST~ANO"'tt$1-1 

GRACES ,ct.NOOR#IIIHAGE CONmOl S'tSTEMS FOR 'THE PROPOSEO 
nRV<::nnu:. 

.2 , THERE AR.E »o NEW EXPOSED CUT OR Fll..l SlOPES PflOPOSEO F"OR THE 
PAOJ!CT. . 

l , THE FINtSHEO PRECISE ElEVATIONS OF CONCRETE "TERRACES AND 
OAA~t\GE SVSTOA G COtf'T'ROl.l.£0 IIY THIS PLAN OIRECT nfE 
STOAMWAlER TO "1'HE VCISTINGORA.~'-'OE SYSTt:M TO ltlE MST 
TOWAAOTHEBEAOl 

<4 . NO NEW PUOliC OfWNAGE F"ACillllU AAE PROPOS EO. 
S, FOVHOAnONWAllSFMlH~'""RVCTUASARE SHOWNON'THISPU~f 

FOAAEFE~NCEONLY. 
e. NEW HM .. HlATIONS SH.trt.l CONFORM TO lti'E SOU/ CEOl'l:.CHNICAl 

REPORT. 
7. All RoOF DAAIHS FROM GliTlERS SWAI..l BE COllECTED TO EXrT lt!E 

STRUCTURE ON nfE CONCRETE SURFAa:S OR INTO lANOSC»E DRAINS. 
AMJ ARE TOe£ DIAECTEO TO 1NE PAOPOSCO OISCHAACE INFil TRAT10N 
8AS1N IN lHE A EAil 

&. NO OFF-SITE GFUDING 18 PRCf>OSEO. 
l. CONS'Yl!UCTlOH AAEAIS UMnt:O 8'1' PAOPeR'tY UNE ON T1iE NORTH. 

Sot/TH I WUT ANO BYlHES"Tn£TON 'TltE EAST. 
tO. COHSTRUCTtoN OPERATlCH$ SHAll BE UMITEOTO V..'£El<lV HOURS 7:00 

AM Tb &.110 PM; SAT\.!ROAV HOURS 7';00 AM TO S:® PM; NO 'WORk~ 
SUt«JA:VSAHO HOliOAYS. 

11. WA!tRSiRVICE PROVIOEOBYTIEctT1'010CENlSIOE. 
'2. SCWEA SERVICEPROVICE08VTHE CfTYOF OctAJ.'SICE, 
13. ElECmiCANO GA!I SERVICE PROVJJEOBYSJ.HotEOO Q..\5 6 ElECTI:UC. 
H . Tl!.l.EP'HONEPRE-WlR! 8Y8\JII.OI'RANQ ORATIT: S'ERVICiiCHOICEW81E 

OETU.MINEO. 
15. CABLE SERVICE PR0\.1o£0 8Y COX COMMIJNICATlONS. 
1f, WASTE MANAGEMENT SERV1CE$ PROVk:IEO BV WASTE !.WIAOEMENT, INC. 
11. SCHOOl SEAVK:iS 8Y OCEAN.$10! UNFtEO SCHOOl Otsnl.lcT. 
1L NoUNDEVElOf'A9lEAAEAR>VNOONSrTE. 
11. IWlROAOliN2400FTlONORlMEA$T, 
10. FINISH ORAO WTl'H~ 10 Fl:ET OF THE NEW STRUC:T\JIU.IADCITION SHAll 

8! SlOPED A MINIMUM 2~ AWAY FROM THE DUilOilQ FOR OIWNAGE 
PURPOSES 

21. 11iE OISCH.ARGE OF POllUTANTS TOI>N'( STORM ORAIHAG(SVSTEMIS 
PROHI&ITEO. NO SotiO WAStE, PETROlELN BVPROOUCTS, Sal 
PAFIT1CU\.ATt', CONiTRUCTION \ 'IIAS'TE IMlt.RIAlS. OR WASTEWATER 
GENEAATEO ON CONSTRUCTJON SITES OR BV CONS7RUCTION ACTrvmes 
SHAll BE PlACED, C~O OR OISCHAAOEO INTO THiSTREET. 
CUMR. OR STOfU.t OAAIN SYSTEM. 

SITE PLAN PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS LEGEND 

LEGEND: 
SYMaOl DESCRF110N 

-'t- -PROPERTYlJ.IE 

~0 EXIS'nNCCONTOVP. 

RiiSHCONT'CIUR 

• .... ,. txiSTlNO ~T El.EV. 

1!:!!.._ PROPOSI;.O sPOT E\.EV. 

-E--- O~ECllON OF OIWNAGE 

~PR~O~D~R~ 

I . . · ~~=s~~~~ 
[~~DP~=nVJ: 
I:' .·!· :·.· ·~· · ·'·~:..'I:PAVINGTO 

k. .: ::::::· . .'J l.I.NOSCAPHlAIInNG 

lAOOSCAPE ()RAfm.!Ni 

@ C"NOS ATAIUMDR.Afl 

0 DO :r DECk CRAIN 

--~-- .c•sAMtARY SEweRUHE 

UNOERCROVt«l No\ lURA!. 
CASstRVIC£ 

---Yt---~~~~:IMCE 

-----~~~ 
---+<'-- ¥:'E~~CA91.E UNE 

IT£M OESCRIPTtoN rra.1 oescFUPnoN 

<3> PAOPOSEO 11• HiGH OECORATliiE CW sllJMP BlOctc <§> PROPOSCO a;:CORATlVE MEGRA.L COLOA PEDEstRIAN 
WAll, AOOIE COlOR WITH CAP SlONE TO REP\.Ac::l: CONCA Ell: WAI.KWA.Y wrnt2"'lt'2' SAWC\Il PATTiAA. 
EIOSnNO OE'TERIORATtNG CMUWAll 

PROPOSED 20" HIGH OECORo\TN£ eMU BlOCK <E> :=.s:.,o:=:;:oSTONEVE~ <§:> RET A.INING I SEATW.Al.L COlOR T6D. WITH CAP 
STONE TO REPLACE EXJST1NG DliltRIORATINC CMJ 
RET ...... NGWAll . SHOWNF<lf\ ClARIFICA.nON ON\. 'I <@> e"INli:GAAl.CONCRENCUA.BlOS\IM:OUND/ REFER TO CIVl PlANS. 

PROT£CfPl.AUT£R ANO~SCAPE MAn.RW. ~ '' HJGHWOOOSTAit~OWOOOFENCE. Cot.ORT80. <8> PROPOSEDSTEPPINC STDHESwmtiE~ PE89t E 

<§> OUTDOOR SHOWER MfH WOOOICONPOSI7'E DECK 
BETWW! 

SET ON CONCRElE PIERS ON GRACE <I> PROPOS£0 DECORATlVE A.AGSTONE PP!OESTRIAN 
WAU<fPATIO 

<£> lANDSCAPE P\.AJ.ITER, AS Fa!. TO CU'·1 

' SGUIII I' ACif !C :::lf<l:.ll 
i" .F.=') . .32 

DESIGN TEAM 
"'"'"" PAtA.lOHCToN 
Ut:mSEoAACHnECT 
2!!1! MESA ORN!, 
OC£AMSK)E, CA Bm4 
PH0Ne:70-722 ... a04 
F'AX:71iC.7:tJ...41Ql 

MBRdttlen• 
MATTHF:.WRtiG 
UC:ENSBJ lANOsCAPE 
AA~TT!CTIJ'SJ13 
6108 PAS EO OE\. VISTA. 
lA COSTA., CA S'2001 
P~1&0-415-1GSQ 
'-ltAOESIGNS!Iet.WLCOM 

TAVlORCR.OUf',~C. 
GEOSQENCE I~ ENG!NEERJHG 
COOS\A.lANTS 
711 PIER vtFWWA'r, 
OCEANSI:IE. CA.!20S4 
PHOOE:lso.121·!!90 
FI<X!710-U1·9V91 

ENERGYOOWMI!fllTATlON, 'l1Tl.El• -
STA.UC'TVRAL ENGINEER 
TeO 

GEOSOilS,INC, 
WAVE RUN UP STVOV 
5741 PA.t.MER WAY 
CAAL~. CA.D2006 
C7'DI~&-31SS 

--~- - ------a:~ 1ft!'!\f:~" 
.o 5:idTL, p,::1nr. O.<RC 

0 SITE PIAN WITH TOPO<'.AAPHY AS SHOWN 
SCAle: P' • 111·'0' 

PROJECT INFO: 
A&si:SSOA'$ I"AACEt ~ 113..0U·4l 

ltOAl lOT 71N BlOCI('E' OF OC€ANFRONTA.00rTrON IN TNE CITY OF OCEAHSCE. 
OESCRJtTJON: CO lim' Of' !IAN Ole GO, STATE OF CAliFORNlA.,A.CCOAQNCJ TO MAP ~EREOF 

NO.- Fll.EO ~THE OF'ACE OF THI! CCLINTVR!:CoROER 01" CANOIEGO 
COU'NTY,JUHEI, 11~, EKCEPTJNQ THEREfROM THATPORT10N lHEREOF, IF 
ANY WCRETOFOfi.E OR NOW lYING BEtOWTH£ MEAN tfG+i llDE UNE Of ~E 
PACFlc OCENt 

N'PltcA.NT I OWNlR! BURGESS JO\JRNIQA.H 
STREET 
aTV,STATEZIP 

GATE PREPAAEO: A.UC>VST23, 2011 

ZONE 6 GENERAL PlAN; RT-AssiOENm.llO\JJUSl 

lOTSIZE: 5,21SS'O.FT.(0,1"ACRE'j 

BUII.OJIG DATA.: FIRST FlOOR 
SECON'O R.OOR 
THIRD FlOOR 
ROOFO£Ck 
TOTA.lHA81Tt\EilE 

O.AAAGf COURTYARD 
COURTYARO REST'ROOM 
2ND Fl.OOR OEC1<.S 
:JRO F\OOR DECKS 
ROOF DECkS 
ROOf STORAGE 

M01SQ. FT. 
t.t21SO..F.T 
2.,421SO.FT. 
17&SO..Fl, 
8AH SO. FT. 

191SO.FT. 
t39SQ.FT, 
l05SO. Fl'. 
lDCISQ, Fl', 
1,113 SQ. FT. 
l!I$0. Ft. 

8Ut.omGCOVERA~ 2,481.7SFPROPOSEO lt.7% 
PA\184EHT COVERAGE: 1:1.7 P: PROPOS EO 0.5% 
LAHOSCAP!NC COI/EM.G!:: 1..3-C!l.B SF PAOPOS!!D 21.5~ INCtUOING 0EcOR.ATI\fE HAAOSCAP& 
R.EVETMWT: 410.4 SO EXISnNG 7.& '111 
S:":NOIOctAN: 1.103.3 SF E.laSnHQ 30..6%. 

lOT WIDTH: 

lOTOEPTH: 

SETBACKS: 

HElGHT: 

PROJECT 
CESCRIPTIDN: 

NOTES: 

\Sin: 

TOPOORAPKV: 

PIERNITS: 

~ 
NORTH 

2Ut' 

lt$.$4 FT AT NORTH PROP6RTYUNE 
Us.aa Fl SOUTH PROPERTY Lffl: 

FRONT VARO: 10'.0" 
SIOEVARO: 3'-4• 
REAR VARO: liiTRUQINE UUn' OBSERVED 

~STORIES OR 15'-0"FRa-.t'rMEAVERAG! FIHtswfO 0RA0e TO THG CEiliNG Of: l'HE 
lOP STORY. NO PORT10H OF TN! PROPOSED HA81TAelE SPACE MAV IEXCEEO THE 
MAX. Pr=RMITI'tO HDCtn". 

SEC.21,, 17ot.a.tt,c. 
PENTHOUSES OR ROOF ~RUCTVRES FOA 'mE HOUSING OF ElEVATORS, 

STA!RWA.VS, ET'C- (SeE SEC. 170ll.ol MAV 8E ER!t:TEO N10 l.IAWfAIHEO 
AIIOIIE nfe H '-O"MAX HEIGHT lWIT. NO ROOf" SlAUClUREAIOVE 'flU: 
HtiGKT LMT SHAll IE US!O fM THE PtAU>OSP! OFPRO\IIOINCJ AOOfTKlfW. 
Fl00RlPA.CE. 

1. TOOa.toi.ISHo\NOEXISTIHOTWOSTORYHCIMEANOEVCI$liNQ I STORY 
HOME AND CONSTRUCT A THREE STOR,V SINGLE FAMilY HOME Wl4 CAR 
COAAAGEOH 30FTwtO!lOT 

2. WJNTMNPRIVATEORNEWAV 
J. ~R REPAIR. TO THe EXtsTWG REVETMENT AS MAY BE AEO\JIRSJ (NON£ 

1. ~=~8 tO 2D10TruEHNW.EOITIONOfM COO! OF REGVl.AllOHS, 
l1TlE14 

2. CONFORMS TO CITY Of OCEANSll£ 1 ~n ZOHINO OROfNANCE 
3. CON FOAMS TO lOCAl COSTAl PftOCOAAM 
.t. CONFORMSTOCitl..fOANIACOSTAlACT 
5, erMRONMENrAllV[)(EJ.(p'J' 
&. OCCLI'N/CY; R-:1 SINGlE FAMILYOWElliHO 
T, CONSTRIJCT10tt TYPE V N, ONE Hotfl. EXTERIOR fSPRINHLEREO) 
•• SOil. TYP£-tllTY SANO IIEACHOEPOSIT3 NON-!)(PAN&IVEPeR TGI 

REPOOT 
t . EXJSTitG lOT IN RT ZONE IN ESTAII..ISHEO RfSl)&fTIAl NEJGHeOfM) 
1Q. 12FT OF CONTOW\ElEVAnoHOIFFERafllAI. 
11. 30 FTWIOE lOT A.$SUMEO AT SOUTHPAa:le S'TREET 
12. NO SENS!T1VE BIOL~ f\ESOIJRCES 
11. No BUS STOPS 
14. NO EASJeMENTS 
15. NO GEOlOGICAl HAZARO, IOU REPOA.T PAOVIOEO 
16. NO HISTORICAl RESOURCEs REPORT REatMEO 

MICHAEl. C. SPIRO, DATED MAY<4, 2011 
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lANDSCAPE PlANTING & IRRIGATION NOTES: 
1. AllPlANTlNQNfO IRftiGATIONINSTII\.lATIONS SHAlLBliMA.OE 

P\JASUANT TO THe CllY OF Ote.lrN~OE lmOSCAPE TECHNIC#Il MANUAl.., 
L All SOlS stw.\. BE PROPER.\.Y AMENCEO TO PROMOTE V100ROUS 

GROWTlf ANO S'JF'~ACE WAT£R RETeNTION. 
). nfEl»ffEECAPE PI.NmNCPAl.E.nE ISCONCI:PlUAlN«J SU8JECTTO 

FIELD RE\1SIONS ANOIOR. Al ttRNAT£ SB.£CTIONS BY THE \ANOseAPE 
AAdirrtCl. 

4. ALl iRRIGAT10N TO TREES At+OSHRUBS SHAll BE BYOfUP EMinERs 
FROM AUTOMATIC CONTRO\U:RS ON TtJE C\OCKS. 

I. ALllfUUMT10NTC GROVNOCOYER.SANOLAWNARO.SSWilt BE SYlOW 
Fl.OWPOP-VP MIS"rERS (H\JNTER) OA PoP·UPMPROTio.TORS (HUNTER) 
FROM NJTOMAT1C CONTROllERS ON TIME tlOCK9. 

5. 11tE SVITEM SHAll rNClUCE RAIN SENSORS TO REOUCE ORSUSPENO 
WATER140 DURING RAJN'V P£FUOOS. 

r. CONCRETE CRNtWA.Y BAHO I. W"\.KS SWi.\. BE INTEGRA.\. COlOR EO 
CONCR£TE BVOAVIS COlORS, A.OOBE COlOR wmt )AEQUM &ROOU 
FINISH. 

I . OPIV£INAY F\AGSTONE INlAY TO BE A SlAT! ~AGSlONE OVER 
CO~ETE BASE AHO IS YO MATCH COlOR ANOTEXT\R OF OECOAATNE 
WAll FASCIA ROCK. 

t . HOMECIYim.RS ARE EXPECTED TO HAVE POlltO P\.ANTS ON M IR 
PATIOS. 

10. All LAN05CAPfNG l IAAICATkJN SHALL BE EQUM.lV OM CEO i 
MAMAifEDlliE INtl~li.HTS. N0Rll4 SID£& FRONT BY UNIT A, 
SOIJTl-ISJOEIN\INITB. 

11. NO FIRESUP9R.ESStoNZONE OA BRUSHw.NAOEUENT lS REQ\AAEO Of!. 
PJ\OVJOED. 

12. )45.4 Sf Of oecOAAUJE COLOOEO CONatiETE WALKWAYS (OOES NOT 
IHClUCE onrvEWAY). 

13. All ON QEQ( I STRUCl\IR£ PlANTERS AND CONTA~EA Pl. ANT'S Will 8E 
IRRIOAnO USING S\19 IRAIOAllON WATERING SYSTi:M 9Y GAAOEN AAT 
JNttRNATlCf.IA.l CfORMERlY JAROINIER) (714} S41-t2'00. USING 
U~IGKTPOTTINO SOilMtX FROh' GAROEN ART INlt;RNA"'10NAl. 

1<1. to.o· WGH STAtiED WOOO Ft;NCETORUN AlO~BUitOINOON NORTH 
AN0 SOUTHPROPERT'I' tltEWI'I'ti GATES AT EAST ANOWEST oFnE 
NOR11i ""'0 SOUTH OF 1AAlO INQ 

LANDSCAPE l[QEND 
PI.ANT"£R PLAN'll:.R 
OEO lOCAT50N 

CD ~VESO\ITH WA.ll 

0 NORTH WAllfNfroY 

ffi S:OUTM WALKWAY 

STREET P\..AmER 

SYMBOl 

... 
PlANT 
NAME 

CRtEP1NCJFIG 
ESPALIERS 

86ACHI"EBBl.E 

~~{pj ~~~~:we ., CRE.EPIHGFlG 
ESPALIERS 

CREEP~Gf1G 
ESPALIERS 

• CREEPINOT~ 

GRO\JNOCO\ICA 

On' OF OCEANSIDE lANDSCAPE ctP NOTES: 
1. FIN"lLANOSCAPE ~S SHAU. ACCVAATEL Y SHOW PlACEMENT OF 

TREES, SKRU&S. ANO CROUNO~ftS. 
1. LANOSCN'E AACHI'Tf.Cl $HA.ll8EAWAR£ OF All VllltTY, SEMR. GAS, 

AHO STORM oRMl EASEMENTS ANC PlACE I'LNfmQ LOCA110NS 
ACCOROINGL V TO M'Etl cnY OF OCENGCE REO\lRaruns. 

3. llll REOI.nREO l.ANOSCA.I'E AREAS SHAll BE MAINTAIHEO (!NC(UJING 
PuiUC RIOHT·OF-WAY) IY OWNEfl M LAHOSC"Pt: AREAS SHAll BE 
t.Wtfl"AINEO PER crrt' OF Ocwn:IOE R~EMENTS. 

t. AN .... \ITOMAllC ~AtG.t.TIOH SYSTEM stW..l BE lHSTAl.l EO TO PRovtoE 
COVERAG2 FCF. All PLAHTINOARE.USHOWWON~E PUN. lOW 
\IOLIJMEE(MI'to(BfT SMM.l PRO/lie SU'FK:IMWA.TERF'OR PlANT 
GROW'TH WfTH A '-UH&Q.I WATER lOSS OJ I!. TO WAYER Rl.N-Of'F, 
ltRJG.AT10N SYSTEM9 SHAll USE HXOH' OUAt..m', AUT'C)MATIC COKTROl 
VAlVU, COHTROllERSANO ctrnER to!ECESSAA:i MICA.~ EC\JIA.I.CNT, 
Al.lCOMPOIEHTS SHAll BEOFNON-CORROSflleJ,IAl'ERJA\., All ORIP 
SYSTtMSSHAU B£AOEOUATS.V F'lTEREOANO REClU.T'EDPER 1m 
MA»VP"A~R'S R£Cot.CMEHOEO ce.S1GN P~ETERS. All 
~RIGA110N tMPAovtMEN'T$ SKAU F<:l.\.OW THE t1'N OF ~IOE 
GOOEllm:S NolO WATER CotfS'ERVATION ORo:NAHCE. 

Cll"Y OF OCEAI-JSIPE REQUIRED PLANTING NOTE: 
I, THE SE\.ECTION Of PLANT Ml\1l:RIAliS BA.S£0 ON CULTURAL AE$"rnE"TlC. 

AND MNHT!NN«:E CONSIOERAnDNS. All Pt.NniNG AReAS SHAlt BE 
PREPAAEDwt'rH A.PPROfiRIATE SOil AMEHOMEHTS. FERThll.ERS ANO 
.\PPROPfUATE.~BMEDUPONASOLSRfPORTFROMAN 
AGNC\1\.TUU.\. SUITAIIlflY S~ SAAIP\.'E TAl<EN FROMM StTE. 
GROONO CO~ I OA !lARK MUlCH SHAll Fat N Bet'NE£N 1NE SHRUBS 
TO SHIElD THe SOIL mOM 1'1-lE SUH, EVN'OTIWiS'PtRA~AND 
Rl.IH·Dff. All nfE "-OW£RAN05mUS BEDS~\. GEMUI..CKEO TOA3' 
DEPTl-1 TO HElP CONSERVE WATER lOWER THE SOl. nNPERA1VRE AND 
A~;DVCE WC!O GROWTH. nE S)t:WBS SHAll BE AllO'IIEO TO GRD'N ~ 
THEIR NATUAAL FORMS. A\.\. WmCAPE IMPRCJ\1911ENTS SHAll FOllOW 
TI-E CITV OF OCtA»S)OE GUIDEltiES. 

p\.ANT OVAI'lJrrY/0 PROPOSED 11" tJGN OEtOAATIVE CMU SlUMP BlOCK 

SIZE \::_) ~A~~=~:~~~~TOREPLAC£ 
2·H>AL 

T- S GAL. 

2.-SOAL 

l · F\.ATS 

0) 
PROPOSED 20"HIGH OECCIRA"l"M: CM\J BlOCK 
RET"HNG I SEAT WAll, COlORTBO. Wt'n+CN' 
STONE TO REP~ EXIS"mG OETSUoAAnNG eMU 
RETAINmG WAU.. SHOWN fOR Q.ARIF'lC-'TION ~LY 
RE~ TO CM. PlANS. 0 li' !-KH'NOOO STAINEO'MXlOFEN~ COLOR TeO. 
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Ross, Toni@Coastal 

From: Anne Blemker <ablemker@mccabeandcompany.net> 
Monday, August 19, 2013 3:33 PM Sent: 

To: Ross, Toni@Coastal 
Cc: Chris Burgess 
Subject: RE: 1513 South Pacific Street 
Attachments: 

Hi Toni, 

BURGESS-TSl.pdf; Reduction Calculations 8-16-13.doc; BURGESS-A2-
coastal -061413.pdf; BURGESS-Al.pdf 

We spoke to Chris earlier and below are the responses to your questions (in black): 

1) You have total habitable space as 6,250 sq . ft. but the only plans we have indicate total habitable space as 6,424 
sq . ft . Please clarify what size the proposed project will be . If the correct sq. ft . is 6,250 please provide a new 
set of plans. 

The total habitable square footage of the project is 6,424 sq ft per the plans approved by the City and submitted 
to you . The title page to the plans is attached (see BURGESS-TS-1.pdf). There is a table on the sheet with all of 
the habitable sq ft calculations. The 6,250 figure that was referred to in our letter reflected the habitable sq ft 
minus the enclosed elevator shaft area-6,424-178=6,246 (=6,2SO rounded). 

2) You also have third floor sq . ft . at 2,2SO and our plans indicate third level is 2422; please clarify 

The plans submitted for the 3'd floor should be 2,3SO sq ft, not 2,422 sq ft . There was a typo in our submittal 
that showed 2,2SO instead of the correct number-2,3SO. The 2nd and 3'd floors are identical in size. We don't 
know where the number 2,422 came from. (First floor & second floor plans attached) 

3) For option #1 you calculated the loss using volume, but called it out as square feet. You compared a volume 
measure for loss to a area measure for total size of structure . According to my calcs option one would be 178.S 
sq . ft I 6, 424 sq . ft . (total habitable space) for a total loss of 2.8% reduction in size . Please clarify . 

You ' re correct regarding the calculations and the confusion with volume vs. square footage. The correct 
calculations for Option #1 are included on the attached Reduction Calculations worksheet. 

4) Option #3 indicates that a 10' reduction would result in a width of the home of 12' . However, please indicate 
that the width is 24 feet, thus a 10' reduction would result in a 14' wide home. Please clarify 

The house at its widest (i.e. 2nd and 3'd floors) is 23' 8" per the plans. The first floor at its widest is 23' 4" . If you 
take off 10' from the 2nd and 3'd floors the house would be 13' 8" . However, the width of the exterior walls 
takes up approximately 6" each, thereby leaving the usable interior space at roughly 12'8". 

S) Option #3 further indicated that a 12' wide structure would be far narrower than any home constructed in the 
area. Please provide how this determination was ascertained. 

EXHIBIT NO. 
-

5 
There are no homes or duplexes (this excludes condominiums) on the beach side of Pacifi 
wide. This has been confirmed by visual inspections of SO properties to the south and SO 
of the project site. The majority of lots in the surrounding area have a 30' lot width . If yo 
required 3' side yard setback on each side, the remaining buildable width is 24'. There a 
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slightly narrower by one or two feet (including the subject site) and a few lots that are wider. However, there 
are no lots that are currently developed with a structure as narrow as 13'8". 

6) Please clarify how the "no new view blockage" option was determined (i.e . how 490 sq . ft . on the second floor 
would eliminate any view impacts for that level) 

We previously provided a document prepared by the architect and engineer showing a triangular cut-away of 
the 2nd floor, which represents the 490 sq ft reduction in Option #5 . This graphic depicts which portion of the 

proposed structure would have to be removed to achieve no new view blockage of the ocean from Morse 
Street. I'm attaching the document again for your reference (see BURGESS-A2-coastal-061413.pdf). 

Please let me know if this answers your questions or if you need any additional information in preparation for your 
meeting tomorrow. Is this your September permit review meeting? Does that mean there's hope to put this on earlier 
than October? © 

Thanks, 
Anne 

From: Ross, Toni@Coastal [mailto:Toni.Ross@coastal.ca.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, August 15, 2013 12:10 PM 
To: Anne Blemker 
Subject: RE: 1513 South Pacific Street 

In going over your submittal regarding potential redesigns for the burgess property, there are a few things that need to 
be clarified . 

1) You have total habitable space as 6,250 sq . ft . but the only plans we have indicate total habitable space as 6,424 
sq . ft. Please clarify what size the proposed project will be . If the correct sq. ft . is 6,250 please provide a new 
set of plans. 

2) You also have third floor sq. ft . at 2,250 and our pla ns indicate third level is 2422; please clarify 
3) For option #1 you calculated the loss using volume, but called it out as square feet. You compared a volume 

measure for loss to a area measure for total size of structure. According to my calcs option one would be 178.5 
sq . ft I 6, 424 sq . ft . (total habitable space) for a total loss of 2.8% reduction in size . Please clarify. 

4) Option #3 indicates that a 10' reduction would result in a width of the home of 12'. However, please indicate 
that the width is 24 feet, thus a 10' reduction would result in a 14' wide home. Please clarify . 

5) Option #3 further indicated that a 12' wide structure would be far narrower than any home constructed in the 
area . Please provide how this determination was ascertained . 

6) Please clarify how the "no new view blockage" option was determined (i.e. how 490 sq . ft. on the second floor 
would eliminate any view impacts for that level) 

I will discuss what has been submitted thus far with staff on Tuesday. 

Thanks! 
Toni Ross·-· ·· ~~ ··><((((0> .· ·-·.·~ ~ ·· .-. ··~ 

. ' 
Coastal Program Analyst.· • .><((W> 

, ' 
California Coastal Commission .· · .,.<0 ))))>< 

2 



These are revised calculations based upon the plans submitted to the City and to Coastal staff. Here are my 
rev isions for each Option noted on your or iginal letter to Toni on July 30, 2013. 

Option #l: City Staff Stringline 

1st floor reduction 
4.5' x 23.4' = 105.3 sq ft 

2nd floor reduction 
1.5' X 23.8' = 35.7 sq ft 

3"1 floor reduction 
1.5' X 23.8' = 35.7 sq ft 

T his is a total reduction of 176.7 sq ft divided by total project habitable space of 6,424 sq ft = 2.7% Reduction 

Option #2: Removal of 3 'd Floor 

3"1 floor reduction 
2,350 sq ft 

Roof Projection reduction 
178 sq ft 

Total reduction = 2,5 28 sq ft 

2,528 sq ft divided by total project habitable space of 6,424 sq ft = 39.3% Reduction 

Option #3: Removal of 3'd Floor and 2"d Floor narrowed by 10 feet 

3"1 floor reduction 
2,350 sq ft 

Roof Projection reduction 
178 sq ft 

21ll1 floor reduction 
10' x 103' = 1,030 sq ft 

Total reduction= 3,558 sq ft 

3 ,558 sq ft divided by total project habitable space of 6,424 sq ft = 55.3% R eduction 



Option #4: Narrowing of 2'"1 Floor and 3'd Floors by 10 feet 

2'"1 floor reduction 
10' x 103' = 1,030 sq ft 

3"1 floor reduction 
10' x 103' = 1,030 sq ft 

Roof Projection reduction 
_ 178 sq ft 

Total reduction = 2,238 sq ft 

2,238 sq ft divided by total project habitable space of 6,424 sq ft = 34.8% Reduction 

Option #5: No New View Blockage 

3"1 floor reduction 
10' x 103' = 1,030 sq ft 

Roof Projection red uction 
178 sq ft 

Triangular segment of 2"'1 floor 
490 sq ft 

Total reduction = 3,018 sq ft 

3,018 sq ft divided by tota l project habitable space of 6,424 sq ft = 4~% Reduction 
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10520 0 AKBEND D RIVE 

S AN DIEGO, CA 92131 
(310) 463-9888 

F AX (858) 368-9722 

Toni Ross 
California Coastal Commission 
San Diego District 
7575 Metropolitan Drive, Suite 103 
San Diego, CA 921 08-4402 

July 30, 2013 

M c C ABE & C oMPANY 
Government Affairs Consulting 

1121 L STREET, Su iTE 100 
S ACRAMENTO, CA 95814 

(916) 553-4088 
F AX (916) 553-4089 

CAUFORN:~ 

CO A.STAL CO.V .. \~.:S::;i~1f'J 
SAN DIEGO <::OAST DiSTRIC. r 

SUBJECT: A·6·0CN·13·8 (Burgess-Joumigan), 1513 S. Pacific Street, Oceanside 

Dear Ms. Ross, 

Based on recent communication, we understand that staff remains concerned with potential view 
blockage resulting from construction of the proposed duplex structure and how the stringline 
setback affects public views from the Morse Street vantage point As mentioned in our last 
submittal, the view in question extends over private airspace above an existing one-story and two
story structure constructed on the property in the late 1950s. You've asked us to review additional 
design alternatives to see if modifications could be made to remove/reduce the upper stories, 
further articulate the fa~ade, and/or relocate the structure further inland in accordance with the 
stringline recommended by City staff. Following is a list of various alternatives that have been 
evaluated by the owners and architect (See attached structural ou~ines of each alternative, 
including conformance with the City staff stringline interpretation, removal of the third floor, and 
narrowing of the width of the structure by 10 feet.) 

Although we are interested in reaching agreement with staff if at all possible, each of these 
alternatives would result in drastic square footage reductions and design constraints that would 
render the proposed duplex infeasible. We continue to request approval of the project as originally 
proposed and approved by the City of Oceanside (see attached). 

Option #1: City Staff Stringline 
Per your request we evaluated removal of the seawardmost portion of the proposed 
structure that extends beyond the City staff's interpretation of stringline, which was 
rejected by the City Council. The 151 floor as approved by the City is sited 4.5' beyond the 
City staffs interpretation of the stringline at the southwest corner of the project As such, 
the calculation for the first floor area that would have to be eliminated is as follows: 4.5' 
deep x 23.8' wide x 1 0' high = 1,071 square feet The calculation for the 2nd and 3rd floors 
is as follows: 1.5' deep x 23.8' wide x 1 0' high = 357 square feet, multiplied by two = 714 
square feet. (The 2nd and 3rd floors are already proposed to be set back 3' from the 1st 
floor to provide setback articulation along the seaward side of the structure.) T -

EXHIBIT NO. 6 the total square footage lost would be 1 , 785 if the structure were to be relocate 
inland in accordance with City staff's interpretation of the stringline, or a 29% r1 APPLICATION NO . 
habitable square footage (1 ,785 I 6,250 = 29%). As shown in the attached ext A-6-0CN-13-008 
additional views would be preserved (gray line represents extent of proposed : Submittal from applicant' 

agent dated July 30, 
2013 
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On the lower level, removal of the seaward portion would affect a large area of the 
proposed family room and a portion of a shared kitchen area. On the 2nd and 3rd floors, the 
family room of each unit would be reduced. 

Option #2: Removal of 3n1 Floor 
The second option evaluated was the removal of the uppermost (3rd) story of the proposed 
duplex. Loss of the 3rd floor equates to a 36% reduction in the project, or 2,250 square 
feet total (2,250 /6,250 = 36%). The 2nd story roofline would extend to the horizon line and 
not provide for any blue water views from Morse Street As such, removal of the 3rd floor 
would not result in any public view preservation, but would require a significant sacrifice by 
the owners. Removal of the 3rd floor would result in the elimination of an entire unit of the 
proposed duplex. While a single-family home may be accommodated on the site, a duplex 
would be infeasible. 

Option #3: Removal of 3n1 Floor and 2nd Floor Narrowed by 10 Feet 
We also evaluated a project in which the Jrd floor would be removed entirely and 1 0 feet 
would be taken off of the 2nd floor along the southern side of the duplex to preserve the 
downcoast view corridor. The loss of the entire 3rd floor is 2,250 sq ft plus 1 0' wide x 1 03' 
long of the 2nd floor= 1,030 + 2,250 = 3,280 square feet This equates to a 52% 
reduction in habitable square footage (3,280 /6,250 = 52%). A 10 foot reduction on the 
south side of the structure leaves a house that is only 1 'l wide, far narrower than any 
home constructed in the area. With a 1 0' reduction in the width of the 2nd floor, the owners 
would lose a bedroom, laundry room, sitting area, elevator shaft and stairway in one of the 
duplex units. Even with a complete redesign to create an equitable division of the 
structure, a duplex could not be accommodated on the lot The site is constrained by the 
narrowness lot and the need to provide four parking enclosed parking spaces on site. The 
lot is only 30 feet wide with an allowable building width of approximately 23' 6" feet, which 
significantly restricts the footprint on the subject lot 

Option #4: Narrowing of 2nd and 3n1 Floors by 10 Feet 
Option #4 involves narrowing of the 2nd and 3rd floors by 10 feet each along the southern 
(downcoast) side. The loss of the 10' wide x 103' long= 1,030 square feet, multiplied by 2 
floors= 2,060 square feet This equates to a loss in habitable square footage of 33% 
(2,060 /6,250 = 33%). Similar to Option #3, the 10 foot reduction would result in the loss 
of a bedroom, laundry room, sitting area, elevator shaft and stairway on both the 2nd and 
Jrd floors. Each duplex unit would be equally affected by the reduction and left with homes 
that are only 12' wide 

Option #5: No New View Blockage 
And lastly, as discussed in our last submittal to you, in order to achieve the goal of 
absolutely no new view blockage from Morse Street, the proposed duplex would have to 
be redesigned to remove the entire 3rd floor (2,250 sq. ft.), along with a large triangular 
segment of the 2nd floor ( 490 sq. ft.) along the southern side. Elimination of the 3rd story 
.and a portion of the 2nd story would result in a 44% reduction in habitable square footage 
of the project, or 2, 7 40 square feet total (2, 7 40 I 6,250). This option would require a full 
project redesign and render construction of a duplex impossible. 
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We hope that these square footage calculations have provided some additional information to 
assist in your consideration of the project Again, the owners and architect have had to carefully 
design the project to stay within the City's setbacks and 35' height limit All of the alternatives 
considered above would render construction of a duplex on this site completely infeasible. As 
proposed and approved by the City, the project is consistent with the pattern of surrounding 
development including a large multi-family unit and clusters of tall palm trees, and does not result 
in significant adverse impacts to public views. 

If you have any questions or need any additional information, please do not hesitate to call me at 
(31 0) 463-9888. Thank you for your consideration of this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Attachments 
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Toni Ross 
California Coastal Commission 
San Diego District 
7575 Metropolitan Drive, Suite 103 
San Diego, CA 92108-4402 

McCABE & CoMPANY 
Government Affairs Consu lt ing 

JUN 1 9 2013 
June 18, 2013 ~..- . t i..:.UI<N,A 

COr\S1AL COMMISSION 
SA~I 0TGO COAST DISTRICT 

1121 L STREET, SUITE 100 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 

(916) 553-4088 
FAX (916) 553-4089 

SUBJECT: A·S·OCN-13·8 (Burgess-Joumigan), 1513 S. Pacific street, Oceanside 

Dear Ms. Ross, 

We would like to thank you, Deborah Lee and Sherilyn Sarb for taking the time to meet with us on May 
1Oth. In response to questions raised during that meeting, please accept the following additional 
information: 

Feasibility of Redesign 
In our meeting, it was suggested that the proposed project be redesigned to maintain all 
existing ocean views as seen from Morse Street as it approaches S. Pacific Street While we 
appreciate the goal of public view protection, ifs important to point out that the views in 
question extend over private airspace above an existing one-story and two-story structure 
constructed on the property in the late 1950s. In order to achieve the goal of absolutely no 
view blockage, the entire 3rd floor of the proposed structure would have to be removed (2,250 
sq. ft.), along with a large triangular segment of the 2nd floor. As shown in the attached exhibit, 
490 square feet of habitable area on the second story would have to be removed. The 
majority of the proposed dining and living areas in each unit would be eliminated, leaving only 
garage space and modestly sized bedrooms (approx. 11' x 10'). As calculated by the 
architect, the elimination of the 3rd story and a portion of the 2nd story would result in as much 
as a 44% reduction in habitable square footage of the overall structure, 2. 7 40 square feet total, 
which would render the proposed project infeasible. 

As proposed, the structure is a three-story duplex, fully consistent with the height and scale of 
the surrounding area. The two owners of the property have designed the duplex to comply 
with all current height and setback requirements. The lot is only 30 feet wide with an allowable 
building width of approximately 23' 6" fee~ which significantly restricts the footprint on the 
subject lot. As such, the owners and architect have had to carefully design the project to stay 
within the City's setbacks and 35' height limit. 

A redesign of the proposed structure to ensure absolutely no obstruction of existin£ 
would result in a structure that may not be able to reasonably accommodate two se 
living units. The proposed structure is a duplex- not a single-family home-and re1 
the 3rd story and a large portion of the 2nd story would eliminate one of the duplex u 
and reduce the size of the second unit significantly. 

EXHIBIT NO. 7 
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The City requires two parking spaces for each uni~ therefore, four parking spaces must be 
provided for the proposed duplex. As designed, the proposed garage occupies approximately 
45% of the ground floor, which does not allow for much design flexibility on that level. The 
majority of living space is to be provided on the 2nd and 3rd levels. 

The proposed project would only affect views from a very limited area along Morse Street 
looking seaward. While the proposed 2nd and 3rd floors of the structure will have some effect 
on the current ocean views, the views are currently obscured by the growth of palm trees at 
Buccaneer Beach Park. The views looking across 1511, 1509 and 1507 S. Pacific Street are 
also impacted by the existing palm trees, as well as structural improvements discussed below. 
It would not be consistent with past practice to substantially restrict development on the subject 
lot, 1513, when development on other lots did not face similar restrictions. 

Maximum Allowable Building Envelope 
The proposed duplex has been designed to be in keeping with the character of surrounding 
development and fits within the City's maximum allowable building envelope and 35' height 
limit The proposed project occupies approximately 85% of the allowable building envelope. 
The design of the building includes architectural features such as step backs, off-set garages 
and balconies to soften its fagade from both the street and beach sides. The project, as 
approved by the City, did not require any variances and is fully consistent with the size and 
scale of surrounding development 

Revetment 
Information was requested regarding the work that was undertaken in June 2012 to maintain 
the existing riprap revetment and remove unpermitted development Attached please find a 
letter from David Skelly with GeoSoils, Inc. that documents the work that was carried out, 
along with as-built drawings showing the current configuration of the revetment No further 
work is proposed. The applicant wishes to incorporate the previously undertaken revetment 
maintenance activities as an after -the-fact component of the current application. 

Precedent 
The applicants relied on elements of the Stroud approval at 1507 S. Pacific (A-6-0CN-06-134) 
when designing and processing their proposed project You indicated that the string line 
interpretation in that case was made in error due to the absence of the City's certified stringline 
graphic at the time. While the exhibit may have been missing at the time, the determination 
was in fact based on the location of the older (c. 1940's) home that previously existed at that 
site. The City's staff report for the 1507 project stated that the stringline was 91 feet from the 
right-of-way line at the center of the site. The CCC's staff report stated that "the stringline for 
the proposed development was set at 91 teet 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, this 
designing the house further east than the stringline requirement". There is no mention in the 
CCC staff report of uncertainty in the stringline location due to the then-missing exhibit. 

Regardless, the currently proposed project is consistent with both the earlier City and CCC 
determinations, as well as the certified string line exhibit that is now available for reference. 
When appealed to the Oceanside City Council, the Council agreed that the proposed project 
was consistent with the string line location based on the certified string line exhibit and the City's 
interpretation of their LCP policies. 
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Public View Impact 
The staff report on the Stroud appeal did not raise view blockage from Morse Street as an 
issue, although it did raise an issue of view blockage from the sidewalk on the east side of 
Pacific Street. As such, it appears that there is an inconsistency on the protection of public 
views and the manner in which the current project is being analyzed. The LCP states, 

uThe City shall maintain existing view corridors through public rights-of-way." 

This policy is intended to maintain views through public rights-of-way and applies to the typical 
situation where public rights-of-way extend to the beach (e.g., Cassidy St, Whitherby St., 
Crosswaithe St., Oceanside Blvd., and so forth). This is clearly not the case here where views 
are provided from an elevated, inland vantage point across private property. 

The Substantial Issue staff report stated tha~ ucurrently, views exist from Morse street across 
the subject site and to the ocean. These views are possible because the westernmost portion 
of the property is currently developed with only a single story structure." This statement does 
not recognize the fact that existing views are provided through private airspace and not 
through a public right-of-way. 

The applicants have tried to follow all known rules and regulations in an effort to design a 
project that is consistent with their understanding of past precedent and development 
standards. We ask that you allow the proposed project to extend to the string line as depicted 
on the City's certified exhibit and not further restrict upper story development As approved by 
the City, the project is consistent with LCP policies regarding protection of public views, is 
consistent with the scale and character of the area, and would not allow for seaward 
encroachment beyond the established line of development in this area of Oceanside. 

We hope this submittal has answered your outstanding questions and look forward to having this item 
heard as soon as possible. If you have any questions or need any additional information, please do not 
hesitate to call me at (310) 463-9888. Thank you for your consideration of this matter. 

Sincerely, 

~a~U/ 
Attachments 
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July 3, 2013 

Journigan-Burgess LLC 
c/o Arcadia Contract 
5692 Fresca Drive 
La Palma, CA 90623 

JUL g ?nn 
,;;tltldll: ... 

-.an 111 

SUBJECT: Revetment Information, 1513 South Pacific Street, Oceanside, California. 

Dear Journigan-Burgess LLC: 

At your request and authorization , GeoSoils, Inc. (GSI) is pleased to provide this letter 
report responding to Coastal Commission staffs recent request for additional information 
about regarding the revetment fronting the subject site . Specifically, t his letter report 
addresses "whether the revetment is the minimum amount necessary, and is located as 
far inland as practicable ." 

The current revetment height (+13.5 feet NGVD29) is below the recommended elevation 
from the City of Oceanside Standard Drawing. The City Standard elevation is +16 feet 
NGVD29. However, a wave runup report for the site was performed by GSI in February 
2010 and updated in March 2012, which included sea level rise over the life of the 
structure, that determined that at its present elevation , configuration , and location the 
revetment is adequate to protect the proposed development provided that the structure is 
monitored and maintained . In addition, the maintenance can be performed without any 
further seaward encroachment. 

The revetment structure is part of a continuous shore protection system that protects 
properties on either side. If this type of shore protection is not relatively uniform along the 
shoreline, the discontinuities can result in exacerbated erosion at the site or adjacent sites . 
The structure is located on private property well above the mean high tide line. For these 
reasons the revetment is in the most landward location practicable . 

EXHIBIT NO. 18 
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If you have any question or require addition information , please call me at the number 
below. 

Respectfully submitted , 

GeoSoils, Inc. 

David W . Skelly MS, PE 
RCE#47857 
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May 15, 2013 

Joumigan-Burgess LLC 
c/o Arcadia Contract 
5692 Fresca Drive 
La Palma, CA 90623 

GeoSoils, Inc. 

SUBJECT: Revetment Maintenance at 1513 South Pacific Street, Oceanside, California, 
and Plan Review. 

Dear Journigan-Burgess LLC: 

At your request and authorization GeoSoils Inc. (GSI) is pleased to provide this letter 
report summarizing our observations ofthe 2012 maintenance work on the subject quarry 
stone revetment. Any stone revetment requires periodic maintenance to insure its proper 
functioning. The purpose of the maintenance is to maintain the structure in a suitable 
design profile (slope between 1 to 1% and 1 to 2) and condition (proper armor stone 
positioning and overall height). Maintenance usually consists of the addition of new 
stones lost due to settlement or decomposition. 

After discussions with and direction from the City of Oceanside Engineering and Planning 
Departments the maintenance was performed to bring the structure into compliance with 
City code requirements and our wave runup and coastal hazard study. All work was done 
using hand tools and no mechanized equipment was used. The work began on June 6, 
2012 and was completed on June 9, 2012. No work was performed on or from the beach. 

The revetment was inspected by the undersigned on June 10, 2012. The observations 
and recommendations are summarized below. 

• 

• 

OBSERVATIONS 

The concrete grout that was poured between the rocks has been removed to the 
extent feasible. 

The concrete beach access stairs have been removed . 
EXHIBIT NO. 19 
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• The structure height has been reconfigured to conform with the recommendation 
of the referenced wave runup study. The structure height is now at or above the 
recommended elevation of +13.5 feet MSL. The height was increased by importing 
about 50 new 25 to 100 pound stones. 

• Figure 1, taken before the maintenance work, shows the revetment condition prior 
to the maintenance work. Figure 2, taken on June 10, 2012, shows the revetment 
after the work was completed. For ease of comparison, specific rocks have been 
numbered to verify that no rock work was done on the face of the structure. 

Figure 1. Revetment in September 2010 prior to maintenance. 

5741 Palmer Way, SuiteD, Carlsbad CA 92010 WO 55990 760-438-3155 
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Figure 2. Subject revetment after the maintenance. Note the positions of the numbered 
rocks has not change. 

CONCLUSIONS 

A. The revetment is in good condition, is in conformance with our recommendations, 
and is not in need of maintenance at this time. 

B. The long term stability of the site will depend on the future maintenance of the 
revetment. The maintenance should be performed under the supervision of a 
licensed engineer specializing in coastal structures (coastal engineer). 

C. The revetment should be inspected by a coastal engineer if any changes are noted 
or after very significant wave attack. 

5741 Palmer Way, SuiteD, Carlsbad CA 92010 WO 55990 760-438-3155 
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We have reviewed the development plans for the proposed duplex and the habitable areas 
of the proposed development are reasonably safe from flooding and inundation. Based 
upon our review of the plans, there are no additional recommendations necessary to 
mitigate potential coastal hazards. Additional shore protection will not be required to 
protect the proposed development over the next 75 years. The proposed development will 
neither create nor contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of 
the site or adjacent area. 

The opportunity to be of service is sincerely appreciated. If you should have any 
questions, please do not hesitate to contact our office. 

Respectfully submitted, 

GeoSoils, Inc. 
David W. Skelly MS, PE 
RCE#47857 

5741 Palmer Way, SuiteD, Carlsbad CA 92010 WO 55990 760-438-3155 



February 10, 2010 

Joumigan-Burgess LLC 
c/o Arcadia Contract 
5692 Fresca Drive 
La Palma, CA 90623 

GeoSoils Inc. 

SUBJECT: Wave Runup, Coastal Hazard, and Shore Protection Study, 1513 South 
Pacific Street, Oceanside, California 

Dear Joumigan-Burgess LLC: 

At your request, GeoSoils Inc (GSI) is pleased to provide this wave run up, coastal hazard, 
and shore protection study for the property located at 1513 South Pacific Street, 
Oceanside, CA. The analysis is based upon site elevations, existing published reports 
documenting the local coastal processes, our site inspection, and knowledge of local 
coastal conditions. This report constitutes an investigation of the wave and water level 
conditions expected at the site in consequence of extreme storm and wave action. It also 
provides conclusions and recommendations regarding the stability of the existing shore 
protection system and the vulnerability of the site and proposed improvements to wave 
action and coastal hazards. · 

INTRODUCTION 

The study area is located at 1513 South Pacific Street, Oceanside, California. It consist 
of residential property positioned on the face of a sea cliff between the Oceanside Harbor 
and the Buena Vista Lagoon. This section of shoreline is fronted by a sand beach and 
backed by a sea cliff as well as Pacific Street. Figure 1 is an aerial photograph of the site 
down loaded, with permission, from the California Coastal Records Project web site ( 
http://www.californiacoastline.org/ ). There is currently an older single-family ~esidence on 
the site. However, it is our understanding that a new residential structure is proposed for 
construction on the lot. The proposed residence is to be at or just landward of the 
approved string line, about 40 feet back from the top of the revetment. The lowest floor of 
the proposed residence will have a finished floor at or above elevation +11.5 feet MSL. 
The lot is fronted by a quarry stone revetment which, based on our observations and area 
knowledge, has been overtopped by waves in the past. The properties on either side of 
the subject site are fronted by the same type revetment. The beach in front of the 
revetment was nourished with sand in Fall 2001 as part of a regional beach nourishment 
program. In the past, under extreme winter storm conditions, the beach sands have been 
eroded and transported offshore exposing cobbles. The elevation of the top of this cobble 
is about elevation +1.0 feet MSL. 

5741 Palmer Way, SuiteD, Carlsbad CA 92010 w.o. S599o 760-4 EXHIBIT NO. 20 
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Figure 1. Subject site and adjacent properties in October, 2008. 

The datum used in this report is Mean Sea Level (MSL), which is +0.19 feet National 
Geodetic Vertical Datum of 1929 {NGVD29). In the open ocean of the San Diego County 
coast, Mean High Water (MHW) is 1.87 feet above MSL. The units of measurement in this 
report are feet (ft), pounds force (lbs), and seconds {sec). Site elevations were provide by 
Taylor Group, Inc. and preliminary site development plans were provided Mr. David 
Soanes, the project architect. 

EXISTING SHORE PROTECTION EVALUATION 

A visual inspection of the existing shore protection at the site and the adjacent shore 
protection was performed on January 12, 2010. The existing shore protection consists of 
a quarry stone revetment. The revetment runs the entire length of the property's seaward 
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width and is part of a continuous revetment that protects properties to the north and south 
of the subject site. The visible stones in the revetment are both rounded and angular in 
shape and range in size from 200 lbs to about 6 tons. The average visible armor stone size 
is about 2.5 ton. Concrete has been poured over the revetment in an effort to lock the 
stones in place. During the site visit, the approximate location of the toe of the revetment 
was located by the undersigned. The toe is located about 260 (SOANES) feet west of the 
Pacific Street centerline. The crest elevation of the revetment is at about +11.5 feet MSL. 
The visible slope of the revetement varies from 2.5/1 to 1.5/1 (h/v). The original 
construction date of the revetment is not known but based upon a review of aerial 
photographs (California Coastal Records Project Photographs), the revetment was 
constructed sometime prior to 1972, see Figure 3. No geotextile fabric was observed 
behind the revetment and the extent and frequency of maintenance is unknown. 

Figure 2. Revetment fronting the subject site on January 12, 2010. 
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Figure 3. Subject site in 1972 showing the exposed revetment and cobbles. 

WAVE RUNUP AND OVERTOPPING ANALYSIS 

As waves encounter the beach along this section of shoreline, the water rushes up the 
beach and the revetment, and son:Jetimes over the revetment. Often, wave run up strongly 
influences the design and the cost of coastal projects. Wave runup is defined as the 
vertical height above the still water level to which a wave will rise on a structure (revetment) 
of infinite height. Overtopping is the flow rate of water over the top of a finite height (i.e. the 
revetment) as a result of wave run up. 

Wave runup and overtopping is calculated using the US Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACOE) Automated Coastal Engineering System (ACES). ACES is an interactive 
computer-based design and analysis system in the field of coastal engineering. The 
methods to calculate runup and overtopping implemented within this ACES application are 
discussed in greater detail in Chapter 7 of the Shore Protection Manual (1984) and the 
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2002 USACOE Coastal Construction Manual. The overtopping estimates calculated herein 
are corrected for the effect of onshore winds. Figure 4 is a diagram showing the analysis 
terms. 

R 

h 
$ 

·--· - ·· -·-~i( - -·- - • A 

Figure 4. Wave runup terms from ACES analysis. 

The wave, wind and water level data used as input to the ACES runup and overtopping 
application were taken from the historical data reported in USACOE CCSTWS report#88-6 
and updated as necessary. The North San Diego County shoreline has experienced a 
series of storms over the years. These events have impac~ed coastal property and 
beaches depending upon the severity of the storm, the direction of waVe approach, and the 
local shoreline orientation. The ACES analysis was performed on oceanographic 
conditions that represent a typical75-100 year recurrence storm. Sea level rise over the 
life of the development was chosen from the Cayan, et. al., 2008 scientific paper entitled 
"Climate Change Projections of Sea Level Extremes Along the California Coast." This 
paper provides a range in sea level rise from 11 em (4.3 in) to 72 em (28 in) over then next 
1 00 years. The extreme water elevation used in this analysis is +6.9 feet MSL ( max still 
water of 4.9 feet MSL + 2 feet sea level rise). The predicted lifetime of the proposed 
development is about 75 years. The onshore wind speed was chosen to be 40 knots. 

The wave that has the greatest run up is the wave that has not yet broken when it reaches 
the toe of the revetment. It is not the largest wave to come into the area. The larger 
waves break offshore of the revetment and lose most of their energy before reaching the 
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shoreline. If the total water depth is 6.9 feet, based upon a maximum scour depth of 0.0 
feet MSL at the toe of the revetment and a water elevation of +6.9 feet MSL, then the 
design wave height would be about 5.4 feet. These conditions may not occur at the site 
over the life time of the structure but are considered herein to insure a conservative 
analysis. The height of the revetment is about +11.5 feet MSL (the average top of 
revetment). The visible slope of the revetment varies from about 2/1 to 1.5/1 (h/v) and the 
nearshore slope was chosen to be 1/60 (v/h). Table I is the ACES output for these design 
conditions. 

Table I 

AUTOMATED COASTAL ENGINEERlNO SYSTEM .•. Version 1.02 2/10/2010 ~3:16 
Project: COASTAL HAZARD & WAVE OVERTOPPING 1513 SOUTH PACIFTC 

--· ··- --;:;-~IA;:-;-VE;;;-;:R;o;-;UNU=P--;AN~D~OVE=R;;;;TO-.;P;:;:PI;:.,N;;;-G-;:;0::;-N-.,.l-;;;MP""E;;;;RMc;;:EA~B;;yL'"E"S,-;;;;TR""'U"'"CT'""tJR""'E"'S;------

Item Unit: Value 
Wave Height at Toe Hi: ft !L 400 Rough Slope 
Wave Period T: sec 18.000 Runup and 
COTAN of Nearshore SlOpe 60.000 overtopping 
Water Depth at Toe ds: ft 6.900 
COTAN of structure Slope l. 500 
Struct:ure Height Above Toe hs: ft 11.500 
Rough Slope· Coefficient a: 0 .956 
ROtlgh Slope Coefficient b: 0 . 396 
Deepwater Wave Height HO: ft 3.050 
Relative Height: (da/HO) : 2.262 
Wave Steepness (HO/gT-2) : 0 . 293E-03 
wave Run up R: ft 10 . 675 
Onshore Wind Velocity U: ft/sec 33.756 
Overtopping Coefficient Alpha: 0 . 500E-Ol 
Overtopping Coefficient Qst:.arO: 0.140 
Overtopping Rate Q: ft-3/s-ft 1.662 

Under the extreme, worst case (>75 year recurrence) oceanographic conditions, the 
analysis shows the revetment can be overtopped at a rate of about 1.6 ff/s-ft. This is less 
than one foot of water coming over the top of the revetment for each wave (20 second 
period). The impact of overtopping waters on the proposed development behind the 
revetment is reduced by the 40 feet wide perched beach between revetment and the 
proposed residence. According to the USACOE Coastal Engineering Manual (USACOE 
2002), wave overtopping water height is reduced by about 1 foot per every 25 feet 
horizontal distance behind the berm (revetment). This observational rule ofthumb means 
that the overtopping water may not reach the seaward portion of the development. In the 
event the water does reach the structure the water velocity will be significantly reduced. 

COASTAL HAZARDS 

There are three different potential oceanographic hazards identified at this site; shoreline 
erosion, flooding, and waves (including tsunami). For ease of review each of these hazards 
will be analyzed and discussed separately followed by a summary of the analysis including 
conclusions and recommendations as necessary. 
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Erosion Hazard 

The back shore area of the subject site has been stabilized by a quarry stone revetment. 
This revetment prevents erosion of the site from wave attack. The beach fronting the site 
is subject to seasonal erosion and occasionally subject to artificial sand nourishment. This 
section of shoreline was subject to an extensive study by the US Army Corps of Engineers 
as part of the Coast of California Storm and Tidal Wave Study (CCSTWS). Historically, the 
shoreline is supplied sand by the San Luis Rey and Santa Margarita Rivers. The 
construction of Oceanside Harbor and development within the watershed has reduced the 
amount of sand reaching the shoreline and fronting the site. The local history of erosion 
for this area is rather complex due to the impacts of dams, coastal structures, severe El 
Nino conditions, and beach nourishment projects. The reviewer is referred to the CCSTWS 
Main Report dated September 1999 for a comprehensive history of erosion. 

Analysis of historical aerial photographs contained in the California Coastal Records Project 
web site ( http://www.califomiacoastline.org/) shows a low height quarry stone revetment 
in 1972. The winter of 1982-83 was a extreme El Nino winter which resulted in shoreline 
damage throughout southern California. As a result of the erosion, much of Oceanside's 
shoreline was hardened by quarry stone in 1983. The revetment has been in place for 
about four decades and appears to have protected the existing home behind it. No 
maintenance history of the existing structure is available. There are no signs of significant 
erosion landward of the revetment over the last -40 years. Because the shoreline is 
stabilized by the revetment and as long as the revetment is maintained, the site is 
reasonably safe from erosion hazards. 

Flooding Hazard 

The lowest habitable improvement at the seaward portion on site is at or above elevation 
+11.5 feet MSL. This is above any potential flood elevation from storm surge or extreme 
tides (maximum still water elevation of>+ 7 feet MSL). Potential flooding associated with 
wave runup is considered in the next section. Site drainage due to waters derived from 
sources other than the ocean are mitigated through the site drainage plan designed by the 
project civil engineer. The proposed development is reasonably safe from sustained 
flooding. 

Wave Attack & Wave Runup 

The site is safe from direct wave attack due to the presence of the revetment and the 
elevation of the proposed improvements. The wave runup analysis herein uses the 
maximum possible wave that will break at the site in the next 75 years. The wave that 
produces the maximum runup on the structure is the one that breaks at the toe of the 
structure, not the largest wave in deep water. The design wave will be depth limited by the 
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depth of water from the maximum scour to the maximum sea level elevation. As 
determined in this study the maximum possible wave at the structure in the next 75 years 
is 5.4 foot high wave with a long period of 18 seconds. 

Under the extreme, worst case (1 00 year), oceanographic conditions the revetment can be 
overtopped at a rate of about 1.6 ft3/s-ft. This is less than one foot of water coming over 
the top of the revetment for each wave (20 second period). This overtopping is partially 
managed by the 40 feet wide sandy area behind the revetment. The US Army Corps of 
Engineers Coastal Engineering Manual (2002) states that overtopping waters are reduce 
about 1 foot in elevation for every 25 feet of horizontal travel across the beach. The area 
between the top of the revetment and the structure is will partially dissipate the overtopping 
waters. Ocean waters that make it past this area, to the structure, will have a reduced 
velocity and can be managed using flood shields. The overtopping water will ultimately 
percolate back into the sandy soils, and back towards the ocean. 

Tsunami Hazard 

Tsunami are waves generated by submarine earthquakes, landslides, or volcanic action. 
Lander, et al. (1993) discusses the frequency and magnitude of recorded or observed 
tsunami in the southern California area. James Houston (1980) predicts a tsunami of less 
than 5 feet for a 500-year occurrence interval for this area. Any wave, including a tsunami, 
that approaches the Oceanside area will be depth limited, that is to say it will break in water 
depth that is about 1.3 times the wave height. The wave runup and overtopping analysis 
herein considers the maximum possible unbroken wave at the revetment. This wave is 
about 6.6 feet high. The runup and overtopping analysis can also serve to estimate the 
amount of wave overtopping as a result of a tsunami occurring at the peak high tide. A 5-
foot high tsunami, during a very high tide, will impact the site much like the 100-year 
recurrence interval wave height overtopping. The tsunami, much like the design extreme 
wave, will break on or before the revetment, losing much of its energy. Due to the 
infrequent nature and the relatively low 500-year recurrence interval tsunami wave height, 
the site is reasonably safe from tsunami hazards. 

CONCLUSIONS 

A. The existing revetment does not conform with the City of Oceanside Standard 
Drawing M-19 "Typical Seawall Drawing". The top of the revetment is about +11.5 
feet MSL which is below the minimum City of Oceanside standard of +16.0 feet 
MSL. No filter fabric was observed behind the structure during the site inspection. 
Finally, some of the existing stone size is smaller than 3 to 4 ton recommended 
standard stone. 
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B. A worst case wave event, similar to the January of 1988 or the winter of 1982-83 
with a 75-year rise in sea level, will produce wave overtopping of the revetment. 
This overtopping will amount to about 1.6 ff/s-ft or about one foot. This amount of 
overtopping will occur on each wave cycle (20 seconds) but only during a 30 minute 
window when the sea level is the highest. The proposed development is about 40 
feet away from the top of the revetment. 

C. The existing shore protection system (revetment and perched beach), if maintained, 
is adequate to protect the proposed development from significant wave induced 
structural damage but may not be adequate to prevent short-term minor site flooding 
(not flooding of the structure), and possible nuisance water damage. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. The revetment is in fair condition and should be reconfigured to conform to the City 
Standard Drawing M-19 with a minimum top of rock at about elevation +13.5 feet 
MSL. The revetment can be reconfigured without any further seaward 
encroachment. The revetment slope can be 2/1 but no steeper than 1.5/1 (h/v). 
This maintenance would include the addition of about 2 or 3 new 4 ton (min) stones 
and the placement of filter fabric per the standard drawing. The maintenance 
should be performed under the supervision of a licenced engineer specializing in 
coastal structures (coastal engineer). 

B. \Nhile infrequent, it is possible that wave run up may reach the seaward portions of 
the proposed development. It is our understanding that storm shields will be used 
at the lowest floor to reduce or prevent nuisance water damage. The revetment and 
perched beach (space from the top of the revetment to the structure), are sufficient 
to protect the improvements from significant damage. 

C. Long term stability of the site will depend on the continued maintenance of the 
revetment. Maintenance includes replacement of the stones lost due to the 
combined effects of settlement, scour, and wave action dislodging the stones. 

D. The revetment should be inspected by a coastal engineer if any changes are noted 
or after very significant wave attack. 

E. Final plans for the development should be reviewed and approved by this office for 
conformance with the recommendations of this report. 
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LIMITATIONS 

Coastal engineering is characterized by uncertainty. Professional judgements presented 
herein are based partly on our evaluation of the technical information gathered, partly on 
our understanding of the proposed construction, and partly on our general experience. Our 
engineering work and judgements have been prepared in accordance with current accepted 
standards of engineering practice; we do not guarantee the performance of the project in 
any respect. This warranty is in lieu of all other warranties express or implied. 

In closing, the subject site and proposed development are reasonably safe from coastal 
hazards provided the recommendations contained in this study are properly implemented. 
If you have any questions please contact us at the number below. 

Sincerely, 

GeoSolls Inc. 
David W. Skelly MS, PE 
Coastal Engineer 
RCE#47857 
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