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Staff recommends the following changes be made to the above-referenced staff report: 
 
1)  Modify the seventh sentence of the last paragraph beginning on Page 8 as follows: 
 

The development, as approved by the City, includes a three-level (two-story over a day 
lighted basement) structure along the entire length of the lot.   

 
2)  Modify the third and fourth paragraphs on Page 12 as follows: 
 

Again, the City of Oceanside’s LCP was certified by the Commission in 1986 and the 
City has been issuing coastal development permits for development in the City’s 
Coastal Zone since that time.  However, on December 8, 2008, Commission staff sent 
a letter indicating that in late 2007, it became apparent that, sometime between 1991 
and 1992, the City of Oceanside significantly updated/replaced its zoning ordinance 
without the benefit of review and/or approval by the Coastal Commission and was 
using this uncertified version of the zoning code in the coastal zone to review 
development applications.  Directly following discovery of the City’s use of an 
uncertified version of its zoning code, the City began using the previously approved, 
and Commission certified version of its zoning document, dating back to 1986, to 
review developments within the coastal zone.  Among other things, the two versions 
contain significantly different provisions regarding height restrictions and 
development beyond the western “stringline” boundary; with the 1992 version being 
more restrictive.   
 
Specifically, the certified 1986 version of the LCP permits decks and open balconies 
beyond the stringline as long as the encroachment does not result in impacts to 
existing private views from the adjacent residential structures.  When the City 
modified its zoning in 1992, this allowable encroachment was removed from the 
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City’s ordinances.  However, it is important to note here, that even though the LCP 
could potentially allow encroachment of decks and balconies beyond the stringline, the 
City has taken the position that this is not an automatic entitlement and thus the City 
has not approved new development of decks or balconies beyond the stringline 
setback.  Specifically, of all 33 27 shorefront CDPs issued by the City since 
the Commission sent the above discussed letter standard was reincorporated into the 
City’s LCP in 2008, and reviewed by the Commission as appealable 
developments, only one has have included development beyond the stringline setback 
(ref. CDP A-6-OCN-11-007/Dillon); however this development only included the 
construction of balconies beyond the stringline and staff confirmed there was no 
potential for impacts to public views associated with the encroachment.  The subject 
proposal is the first that would potentially propose enclosed structures beyond the 
stringline. 

 
3) Modify the fourth sentence of the second paragraph on Page 13 as follows: 
 

The applicant submitted a site plan indicating that the existing structure was 
located 189 feet from the center point of Pacific Street, and thus the Commission 
conditioned the CDP approved in 2006 to maintain this setback. 
 

4) Modify the last paragraph on Page 14 as follows: 
 

The applicant has indicated that the location of the stringline on the condo complex to 
the south north begins on the south north side of the condo complex, and City staff has 
indicated that the stringline begins on the north south side of the condo complex.  
Commission staff has reviewed the stringline map for the condo development (1600 
block stringline map) and agrees with City staff that the line appears to be located at 
the western terminus of the south side of the condo complex… 
 

5) Modify the third and fourth paragraphs on Page 15 as follows: 
 

As for the decks and balconies, the LCP does allow encroachment beyond stringline 
for decks and open balconies, however, since the time this section of policy language 
was reinstituted (December 2008), of the 34 27 CDPs (28 including the subject 
CDP) approved by the Planning Commission or the City Council regulated by the 
stringline setback policy, this is the only one other development, was approved with 
decking beyond the established rear yard “Stringline” setback.  Further, this is the only 
development approved with habitable space or decks and balconies, approved by the 
City that extends beyond the stringline.  In talking to City staff it appears they have 
taken the general stance that while the LCP could potentially allow for such 
encroachment, it is not an entitlement and thus they have chosen to stay conservative 
in its interpretation and not approve any development beyond the stringline setback.  
As previously discussed, the only other CDP (ref. A-6-OCN-11-007/Dillon) was 
reviewed by the Coastal Commission on appeal, and was found to have no impacts to 
coastal views.  In this case, there are current views from Morse Street across the 
western side of the lot and to the ocean.  Thus, it stands to reason that by approving 
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development further west than what currently exists it will increase the obstruction of 
views from Morse Street, inconsistent with the City’s LCP. 
 
In conclusion, it appears that the City approved the rear yard “Stringline” setback 
inconsistent with the City’s certified Stringline setback map, a certified component of 
the City’s LCP.  A number of coastal resource impacts can result from approving 
development west of the established stringline setback.  First, the development can 
result in direct impacts to coastal views associated with the westward encroachment of 
the subject development.  Second, the development would set a new western line of 
development, which could result in surrounding development following the newly 
located western line of development resulting in additional, incremental, and 
cumulative impacts existing coastal views.  Third, setting a new precedent for lot by 
lot reinterpretation of the stringline by individual applicants will make implementation 
of such a policy difficult, and could result in additional western encroachment and 
additional view impacts. FinallyFourth, the development will have further impacts to 
coastal views and precedent associated with the decks and balconies also approved 
west of the stringline setback.  Finally, the western encroachment of development may 
eventually increase risk associated with wave hazards, and decrease the buffer areas 
protecting development from the larger storm waves.  Therefore, the development, as 
approved by the City raises a substantial issue on the grounds filed by the appellants.  

 
6.  Replace the existing Exhibit #2 “City’s Resolution on Appeal” with attached Exhibit 
#1 
 
7.  Replace the existing Exhibit #14 “Geotechnical Report Dated June, 2012” with 
attached Exhibit #2  
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STAFF REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION ON APPEAL 

 
 
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. and two 2-car 
garages on a single 6,285 sq. ft. oceanfront lot. 

 
Appellants: Commissioner Esther Sanchez and Commissioner Mary 

Shallenberger 
 
Staff Recommendation: Substantial Issue 
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SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, determine that 
a substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed.  
 
The appellants raise a number of LCP consistency issues primarily focusing on concerns 
regarding the proposed development’s consistency with the City’s certified coastal 
resource protection policies.  The primary concern raised by the appellants is that the 
project will obstruct existing public views from Morse Street to the ocean and the City 
did not address this issue in its review.  Staff has visited the site and agrees that current 
views of the ocean from Morse Street will be obstructed associated with the proposed 
development.  The appellants also assert that the City did not adequately identify, review, 
and address previous and unpermitted work to the existing rock revetment.  Staff has 
reviewed photos and geotechnical reports and agrees that some work to the revetment has 
previously occurred without benefit of a coastal development permit.  Thus, it is unclear 
at this time if the revetment has been constructed in a way that will minimize impacts to 
public access.  The appellants also assert that the project is inconsistent with the City’s 
LCP standards for rear yard or “stringline” setback.  Again, staff has reviewed the City 
file and agrees that the rear yard setback for this site appears to have been approved 
inconsistent with the City’s LCP.  By allowing development to encroach further west, 
existing public views may be directly impacted.  The proposed project may also have 
cumulative impacts on public views because it would set a new precedent of encouraging 
nearby property owners to seek approval of future development further seaward of their 
existing structures, encroaching into existing public views, similar to the locally-
approved development subject to this appeal.  Finally, the appellants assert that the 
project is out of scale with the surrounding community.  It is unclear to staff at this time 
if the project is out of scale with the surrounding community, however, given the 
significance of the other coastal resource impacts including the project’s obstruction of 
public views associated with the development from Morse Street, the potential for view 
obstruction along the beach associated with the reduced rear yard setback, as well as 
impacts to public access through unpermitted revetment work, staff is recommending the 
Commission find that there is a substantial issue on the grounds filed by the appellants.  
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I.  APPELLANTS CONTEND THAT:  The development, as approved by the 
City, raises several LCP consistency issues including that; 1) the City’s action did not 
address the potential impacts to public views from Morse Street, across the site, and other 
public vantage points, such as Buccaneer Park, to the ocean; 2) the City’s action did not 
adequately address the scale of the development in comparison to surrounding 
development; 3) the City’s action incorrectly sited the western “Stringline” boundary 
location between 7-11 feet west of the actual stringline which could potentially result in 
impacts to public views along the ocean as well as establish and new precedent for 
development located seaward of the existing stringline; and, 4) the City’s assessment did 
not adequately identify, review, and address previous unpermitted development on the 
existing rock revetment 
 
              
 
II.  LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTION.  The project was originally approved 
by the Planning Commission on October 22, 2012.  The project was approved per the 
City’s staff recommendation and included project modification conditions requiring the 
western enclosed structural and open deck encroachments seaward of the City’s certified 
stringline to be removed and to remove the proposed rooftop trellis structure.  The 
Planning Commission found that the project would only be found consistent with 30251 
of the Coastal Act, the City’s Local Coastal Program, the City’s General Plan policies 
pertaining to compatibility, as well as previous Planning Commission decisions through 
the inclusion of these the special conditions.  The approval was then appealed by the 
applicant on October 26, 2012, requesting the rear yard setback be located as interpreted 
by the applicant and not as approved by the Planning Commission, the re-inclusion of a 
proposed rooftop trellis, as well as, the request for the City to include additional findings 
related the existing rock revetment.  On January 2, 2013, the City Council upheld the 
Planning Commission’s action on the removal of the rooftop trellis and determined that 
requesting additional findings for the rock revetment was not grounds for appeal, and 
thus dismissed that component of the appeal.  The matter of stringline location was 
postponed.  On January 30, 2013, the City Council overturned the Planning 
Commission’s decision and permitted the development of the home to be constructed 
based on the applicant's interpretation of the stringline.   
 
              
 
III. APPEAL PROCEDURES.  After certification of a Local Coastal Program 
(LCP), the Coastal Act provides for limited appeals to the Coastal Commission of certain 
local government actions on coastal development permits.   
 
Section 30603(b)(1) of the Coastal Act states: 
 

The grounds for an appeal pursuant to subdivision (a) shall be limited to an 
allegation that the development does not conform to the standards set forth in 
the certified local coastal program or the public access policies set forth in 
this division. 
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Coastal Act Section 30625(b) states that the Commission shall hear an appeal unless it 
determines: 
 

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

 
If the staff recommends "substantial issue" and no Commissioner objects, the 
Commission will proceed directly to the de novo portion of the hearing on the merits of 
the project, then, or at a later date.  If the staff recommends "no substantial issue" or the 
Commission decides to hear arguments and vote on the substantial issue question, 
proponents and opponents will have 3 minutes per side to address whether the appeal 
raises a substantial issue.  It takes a majority of Commissioners present to find that no 
substantial issue is raised.  If substantial issue is found, the Commission will proceed to a 
full public hearing on the merits of the project then, or at a later date, reviewing the 
project de novo in accordance with sections 13057-13096 of the Commission’s 
regulations.  If the Commission conducts the de novo portion of the hearing on the permit 
application, the applicable test for the Commission to consider is whether the proposed 
development is in conformity with the certified Local Coastal Program (LCP). 
 
In addition, for projects located between the sea and the first public road paralleling the 
sea, Section 30604(c) of the Coastal Act requires that a finding must be made by the 
approving agency, whether the local government or the Coastal Commission on appeal, 
that the development is in conformity with the public access and public recreation 
policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.  In other words, in regard to public access 
questions, the Commission is required to consider not only the certified LCP, but also 
applicable Chapter 3 policies when reviewing a project on appeal. 
 
The only persons qualified to testify before the Commission at the "substantial issue" 
stage of the appeal process are the applicant, persons who opposed the application before 
the local government (or their representatives), and the local government.  Testimony 
from other persons must be submitted in writing.  At the time of the de novo portion of 
the hearing, any person may testify. 
 
The term "substantial issue" is not defined in the Coastal Act or its implementing 
regulations.  The Commission's regulations indicate simply that the Commission will hear 
an appeal unless it "finds that the appeal raises no significant question as to conformity 
with the certified local coastal program" or, if applicable, the public access and public 
recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act  (Cal. Code Regs. titl. 14 section 
13155(b)).  In previous decisions on appeals, the Commission has been guided by the 
following factors: 
 
 1. The degree of factual and legal support for the local government's decision that 

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

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

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

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

              
 
IV.  STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE 
 
The staff recommends the Commission adopt the following resolution: 
 
 MOTION: I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. 

6-OCN-13-008 raises NO substantial issue with respect 
to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed under 
§ 30603 of the Coastal Act. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends a NO vote.  Failure of this motion will result in a de novo hearing on 
the application, and adoption of the following resolution and findings.  Passage of this 
motion will result in a finding of No Substantial Issue and the local action will become 
final and effective.  The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of the majority of the 
appointed Commissioners present. 
 
RESOLUTION TO FIND SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE: 
 
The Commission hereby finds that Appeal No. A-6-OCN-13-008 presents a substantial 
issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed under § 30603 of the 
Coastal Act regarding consistency with the certified Local Coastal Plan and/or the public 
access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. 
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V.  FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS. 
 
The Commission finds and declares as follows: 
 
A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The project as approved by the City 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 30-foot wide beachfront lot is located in the south Oceanside neighborhood, and is 
zoned Residential-Tourist (R-T).  The project site is located approximately 90 feet south 
of Buccaneer Beach, a public and highly used sandy beach, and 90 feet south 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’. 
 
B. IMPACTS TO PUBLIC VIEWS  
 
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 
 
 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… 
  
 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. 
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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 

 
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 appellants assert that 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 open, lagoon or 
other scenic landscape.  
 
Specifications: View corridors should be considered as “visual access” and an integral 
part of coastal access. Open space buffers or greenbelts should be provided  
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 across the subject site.  These public views are possible because the westernmost 
portion of the property is currently developed with only a single story structure and 
because there is an open driveway on the north side of the adjacent property to the south.  
Morse Street can be considered an important public vantage point in that the street is 
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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 development, as approved by the City, includes a three-level (two-story 
over a day lighted basement) structure along the entire length of the lot.  From various 
vantages on Morse Street, there currently are existing public ocean views that may be 
completely blocked by the approved development.  The City did not, in its review, 
adequately identify what public view impacts from Morse would result from the 
approved development nor identify alternative designs that could lessen or avoid the 
public view impacts.  The City’s report only states that there will be no impacts to public 
views associated with the development proposal. 
 
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 #6).  The applicant has also submitted 
rendering 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 #7).  However, as 
noted, the City did not adequately address this issue in its review.  It is possible that a 
revised building design could reduce or eliminate the identified public view impacts.  
However, no such building design modifications were addressed by the City.   
 
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.  Again, in this particular 
case, the City’s approval did not include review of potential view impacts from Morse 
Street and did not identify or incorporate any project revisions in an attempt to reduce 
such public view impacts; thus, it is unclear at this time what project revisions could be 
incorporated to reduce the public view impacts associated with the proposed 
development. 
 
Finally, and discussed in greater details in subsection “D” below, the approved 
development will be located further seaward than the existing structure, thus, it is also 
unclear at this time how this westward encroachment might result in further obstruction 
of the existing public ocean views from Morse Street.  
 
To conclude, while the exact scale of public view obstruction is unclear at this time, it is 
apparent through visits to the site by Commission staff and well as exhibits submitted by 
the applicant that there are existing public views of the ocean from Morse Street across 
the subject site.  It is also apparent that the development as approved by the City would 
obstruct some, it not all, of these views.  As the City’s certified LCP protects existing 
public views, and the City’s approval did not address these inconsistencies, the appellants 
raise a substantial issue on the grounds filed.  
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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 – Policy 8 

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

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. 
 

The appellants contend that the approved 3-story, 35- ft. tall duplex with a total of 6,102 
sq. ft. of habitable space, which includes the proposed enclosed common area, is too large 
and thus out of scale with the surrounding community.  Again, as approved by the City, 
the project will include the demolition of two structures (one 2-unit 2-story structure, one 
1-story single family home) that have a combined square footage of 1,764 sq. ft. and 
replacing it by constructing one new structure (2 unit condominium complex) that has a 
combined square footage of 6,102 sq. ft.  Thus, the project will increase the habitable 
space on the lot by 4,338 sq. ft.   In addition, the structure is built to the minimum side- 
and front-yard setbacks, reaches the height maximum, and; as will be discussed in a 
subsequent section of this report, may have been approved beyond the rear-yard setback 
minimum.  The City’s approval did not adequately review how a structure, over 4,000 sq. 
ft. larger than the existing structure, would be compatible to the surrounding 
development.   Thus, it is unclear, at this time, if the proposed development can be found 
consistent with LCP Policy No. 8, cited above.   
 
The applicant has provided an exhibit detailing how the approved structure does not 
maximize the potential building envelope for this site.  As provided by the applicant, the 
approved structures includes some minor articulations and cut-backs that, when including 
the balcony areas, have developed 76.831 of the 91.525 ft3 or 84% of the potential 
building envelope.  Thus, while the applicant has demonstrated that the building envelope 
will not be fully maximized, it is very close.  In addition, even though allowed by the 
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LCP, the structure approved by the City also includes structural components that exceed 
the maximum height limit including a 222 sq. ft. utility room to house a stairwell, 
elevator and storage area adding 6 additional feet to the overall height, as well as stone 
chimney (ref. Exhibit #5).  Current surrounding development includes a larger scale pre-
coastal condominium complex directly to the south, and two smaller bungalow homes, 
followed by the previously discussed, newly constructed 2-story 27’ tall structure 
approved by the Commission in 2007 to the north (ref. CDP A-6-OCN-06-134/Stroud).  
Therefore, there is a mix of development types surrounding the proposed site.  That being 
said, the property is also in close proximity to two open space areas to the north 
(Buccaneer Beach and Buccaneer Park); therefore, maintaining the proposed 
development’s compatibility of the height, scale, color and form with the surrounding 
neighborhood, including the open space areas, requires more attention since it involves an 
evaluation of how the proposed development is both compatible with the open space 
areas and with the developed areas in the neighborhood.  As previously noted, the City 
did not address potential development revisions to reduce public view obstructions.  If 
such revisions were required, it is possible they would also help to reduce the overall size 
of the structure and potentially address the compatibility issue identified.  Because no 
such alternative building designs were addressed, and no review of surrounding character 
was included, the project does raise a substantial issue on the grounds filed. 
 
D. REAR-YARD “STRINGLINE” SETBACK  
 

1)  Rear-yard “Stringline” Setback.  The City of Oceanside regulates rear yard 
development standards on ocean-fronting lots through its “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.  As such, development is restricted to this setback 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: 
 
[…] 

 
(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 
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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 appellants contend that the City approved a development that is located west and 
beyond the western “stringline” setback.  Specifically, the appellants contend that, as 
approved by the City, the development will be located between 7-11 feet west of what is 
permissible by the City’s certified LCP.   The City of Oceanside planning staff 
determined the stringline to be located 112 feet west of the northernmost portion of the 
property line and 119 feet west of the southern point on the property.  However, as 
approved by the City, the development encroaches seaward of the stringline with 
habitable building and balcony spaces, again by between 7-11 feet.   
 
a.  History  
 
To provide background, as noted above, the “stringline” in this case is a line on a map 
loosely following the line of development on the beach-fronting homes along the City’s 
coast.  The certified “Stringline Setback Map” was developed in 1983 by overlaying an 
imaginary stringline on an aerial photo of the shoreline in the City of Oceanside.  The map 
shows how far new development may extend towards the ocean.  The stringline map was 
based on existing building patterns, as well as anticipated future developments and 
remodels/expansions.  This “stringline” was certified by the Commission in 1986 as part 
of the City’s Local Coastal Program.   
 
Again, the City of Oceanside’s LCP was certified by the Commission in 1986 and the 
City has been issuing coastal development permits for development in the City’s Coastal 
Zone since that time.  However, in late 2007, it became apparent that, sometime between 
1991 and 1992, the City of Oceanside significantly updated/replaced its zoning ordinance 
without the benefit of review and/or approval by the Coastal Commission and was using 
this uncertified version of the zoning code in the coastal zone to review development 
applications.  Directly following discovery of the City’s use of an uncertified version of 
its zoning code, the City began using the previously approved, and Commission certified 
version of its zoning document, dating back to 1986, to review developments within the 
coastal zone.  Among other things, the two versions contain significantly different 
provisions regarding height restrictions and development beyond the western “stringline” 
boundary; with the 1992 version being more restrictive.   
 
Specifically, the certified 1986 version of the LCP permits decks and open balconies 
beyond the stringline as long as the encroachment does not result in impacts to existing 
private views from the adjacent residential structures.  When the City modified it’s 
zoning in 1992, this allowable encroachment was removed from the City’s ordinances.  
However, it is important to note here, that even though the LCP could potentially allow 
encroachment of decks and balconies beyond the stringline, the City has taken the 
position that this is not an automatic entitlement and thus the City has not approved new 
development of decks or balconies beyond the stringline setback.  Specifically, of all 33 
shorefront CDPs issued by the City since the standard was reincorporated into the City’s 
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LCP in 2008, and reviewed by the Commission as appealable developments, none have 
included development beyond the stringline setback; the subject proposal is the first. 
 
To add further history, it appears that the official stringline map for the 1500 block of 
South Pacific Street has been misplaced, and has been misplaced for some time.  The 
Commission reviewed and appealed a project located three houses to the north at 1507 
South Pacific Street (ref. CDP A-6-OCN-06-134/Stroud), and the stringline map was 
missing at that time as well.  Given that the map for this location was missing, in 
coordination with Commission staff, the City determined that the most appropriate 
location for the western boundary of that development was to maintain the existing 
setback.  The applicant submitted a site plan indicating that the existing structure was 
located 189 feet from the center point of Pacific Street, and thus the Commission 
conditioned the CDP approved in 2006 to maintain this setback. 
 
Most recently, the City has undergone an effort to update the stringline setback maps to 
provide more detail of the stringline using the certified map as a basis for this stringline 
refinement.  Specifically, the City has indicated that the existing maps are hard to use 
because they are simply a line drawn on an aerial map.  There is neither a scale identified 
on the map nor is there any scientific way to verify that exact location of the stringline 
setback on individual properties.  As such, the City has commissioned a licensed land 
surveyor to determine the exact location of the stringline for all oceanfront properties 
within the City.   
 
At the time the subject CDP was first being reviewed by City staff, the surveyor had not 
yet determined the GPS coordinates for this section of the stringline setback maps.  And, 
since the stringline map for this area was not available, City staff determined the 
stringline for this location by drawing a line from the existing development to the south 
located at 1601 S. Pacific Street (a pre-coastal condominium complex) to the structure 
approved by the Commission in 2006 three properties to the north located at 1507 S. 
Pacific Street (ref. Exhibit #8).  It is important to note here, that the location of the 
stringline for the condo complex to the south is within the 1600 block of Pacific Street 
and the City does have the certified Stringline Map for this area (ref. Exhibit #10).  
Therefore, for the subject development, City staff determined the stringline to be located 
at a point established by the certified stringline map on the property located directly to 
the south, and the home to a north with an established stringline, where the development 
was approved by the Coastal Commission and where the stringline setback was 
determined collaboratively between the City and the Commission.  It was at this time that 
City staff began to have concerns regarding the location of the stringline on the 
applicant’s submitted plans, in that, it appeared the applicant’s plans located the stringline 
inaccurately between 3-5 feet west of where the City staff determined the stringline 
location.  The applicant was also proposing decks that would encroach further beyond the 
stringline, for a total encroachment of between 7-11 feet further west than the stringline 
location as determined by staff discussed above. 
 
The City staff then asked their consultant land surveyor to expedite the GPS coordinates 
for the 1500 block of South Pacific Street.  The exhibit provided by the land surveyor 
mirrored the City’s staffs’ previously determined stringline setback.  Again, because 
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there was is no certified map for this section of Pacific Street, the surveyor also used the 
certified stringline setback for the property to the south (1601 South Pacific Street, ref. 
Exhibit #8) and the rear yard setback on the single family home to the north (1507 South 
Pacific Street, ref. Exhibit #8) that was developed collaboratively between the City and 
the Coastal Commission associated with a CDP approved by the Coastal Commission in 
2007. 
 
 In October, the Planning Commission upheld the City’s location of the stringline.  The 
applicant appealed the decision and on January 30th, the City Council reversed the 
planning commission’s approval, as well as the staffs’ recommendation and approved the 
stringline location proposed by the property owner. 
 
In addition, since the time of the Planning Commission approval, the applicant’s agent 
located and submitted a copy of what appears to be the missing section for the 1500 block 
stringline setback map (ref. Exhibit #11).  However, because it is just a photocopy, and 
the City cannot confirm that what has been provided by the applicant is, in fact, the 
certified stringline map, the City did not consider the exhibit provided by the applicant in 
order to establish the appropriate stringline location.  All this being said, Commission 
staff has reviewed the exhibit provided and what the applicant has determined as the 
stringline location not only doesn’t match where City staff determined the location of the 
stringline setback, it also is not consistent with the stringline exhibit they provided. 
 
b.  Location of the Stringline 
 
The appellants are contending that the location of the rear yard or “stringline” setback, as 
approved by the City, is inconsistent with the City’s LCP.  As previously discussed, 
traditionally the stringline setback is determined by the City’s certified Stringline Maps.  
In this case, there was no map available at the time City staff was reviewing the proposed 
development.  In addition, while the applicant submitted what appeared to be a 
photocopy of the lost certified stringline map for the 1500 block, the City was not able to 
confirm that the map provided by the applicant was accurate and thus was not used to 
determine the location of the stringline setback.  As previously discussed, instead, the 
City used the two closest structures for which the appropriate setback had already been 
established and drew a line between these structures.  City staff then confirmed the 
location of the stringline by a certified surveyor.  However, the City approved a 
development beyond what was determined by staff as the appropriate stringline setback 
for this location.   
 
The applicant has indicated that the location of the stringline on the condo complex to the 
north begins on the north side of the condo complex, and City staff has indicated that the 
stringline begins on the south side of the condo complex.  Commission staff has reviewed 
the stringline map for the condo development (1600 block stringline map) and agrees 
with City staff that the line appears to be located at the western terminus of the south side 
of the condo complex.  Thus, the appellants are contending that the development, as 
approved by the City, cannot be found consistent with its certified policies pertaining to 
rear yard setbacks.  The primary coastal resource concerns associated with rear yards 
setbacks are that by permitting a development west of the established stringline, not only 
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is there a potential for impacts to existing public views, there is also a new precedent for 
development established that could result in future impacts to public views as 
neighboring property owners propose to extend their homes to the newly established 
stringline. 
 
The appeal raises substantial issues with regard to the extent that the approved 
development will impact coastal resources.  As previously discussed, there are currently 
existing public views east of the site on Morse Street to the ocean, and it appears that by 
permitting development to extend above and west of the existing structure, these views 
will be obstructed.  However, to what extent these views will be impacted is unclear as 
alternative building designs were not addressed by the City.  It is also unclear at this time 
if permitting structures west of the stringline will result in impacts to views on the west 
side of the subject site and along the sandy beach and ocean.  Staff has been to the site 
and the applicant has submitted photos on the west side of the property (ref. Exhibit #15), 
and while it may appear that there are no direct public view concerns associated with the 
approved development for the west of the structure, the LCP language does not allow 
encroachment development beyond stringline for habitable space regardless of whether or 
not such an encroachment will impact public coastal views.   
 
In addition, the intent of the City’s Stringline setback map was incorporated into the 
City’s LCP to memorialize the buildings patterns at that time as well as guide anticipated 
future developments in order to protect public views.  By approving development beyond 
the established stringline location, the development standards set by the certified map 
would be overridden and a new precedent would be set for future development proposals.  
This could result in a series seaward building projections beyond the stringline along the 
shorefront, which would have cumulative adverse impacts on existing public coastal 
views.  Furthermore, the matter of stringline location is a technical one, and to permit lot 
by lot reinterpretation of the stringline’s location would make it very difficult to enforce 
such a provision overtime.   
  
As for the decks and balconies, the LCP does allow encroachment beyond stringline for 
decks and open balconies, however, since the time this section of policy language was 
reinstituted (December 2008), of the 34 CDPs approved by the Planning Commission or 
the City Council regulated by the stringline setback policy, this is the only development, 
habitable spaces or decks and balconies, approved by the City that extend beyond the 
stringline.  In talking to City staff it appears they have taken the general stance that while 
the LCP could potentially allow for such encroachment, it is not an entitlement and thus 
they have chosen to stay conservative in its interpretation and not approve any 
development beyond the stringline setback.  
 
In conclusion, it appears that the City approved the rear yard “Stringline” setback 
inconsistent with the City’s certified Stringline setback map, a certified component of the 
City’s LCP.  A number of coastal resource impacts can result from approving 
development west of the established stringline setback.  First, the development can result 
in direct impacts to coastal views associated with the westward encroachment of the 
subject development.  Second, the development would set a new western line of 
development, which could result in surrounding development following the newly 
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located western line of development resulting in additional, incremental, and cumulative 
impacts existing coastal views.  Third, setting a new precedent for lot by lot 
reinterpretation of the stringline by individual applicants will make implementation of 
such a policy difficult, and could result in additional western encroachment and 
additional view impacts.  Fourth, the development will have further impacts to coastal 
views and precedent associated with the decks and balconies also approved west of the 
stringline setback.  Finally, the western encroachment of development may eventually 
increase risk associated with wave hazards, and decrease the buffer areas protecting 
development from the larger storm waves.  Therefore, the development, as approved by 
the City raises a substantial issue on the grounds filed by the appellants.  
 
E. UNAUTHORIZED  REVETMENT MAINTENANCE  
 
While the approved development does not include any modifications to the existing rock 
revetment, the City’s staff report indicates that unpermitted development did occur to the 
revetment sometime between 2010 and 2012.  While the City’s approval does include 
conditions regulating any future revetment work, the City failed to include the previous 
work in the review of the subject development approval.  The City’s LCP contains a 
policy pertaining to shoreline protective structures and states:  
 
City of Oceanside LUP - Water and Marine Resources; Diking, Dredging, Filling, and 
Shoreline Structures and Hazard Areas - Policy 6 

 
Revetments, breakwaters, groins, harbor channels, seawalls, cliff retaining walls, and 
other such construction that alters natural shoreline processes shall be permitted 
when required to serve coastal-dependent uses or to protect existing structures or 
public beaches in danger from erosion, and 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. 

 
The second contention raised by the appellants is that previous work was completed on 
the revetment inconsistent with the City’s Seawall Ordinance and thus inconsistent with 
the City’s LCP.  As approved by the City, the project does not include any work to the 
existing, pre-coastal rock revetment.  However, the City’s staff report included a finding 
that “work was performed on the revetment between February 10, 2010, when the 
project’s wave run-up study coastal hazard and coast protection study was issued, and 
June 11, 2012 when a letter report was issued by Geosoils Inc…”  However, no 
additional findings were included regarding this unpermitted work.  The City’s LCP 
requires that all shoreline protective structures be designed and constructed to minimize 
erosive impacts and they shall not interfere with access along the beach.  By not 
incorporating the previous revetment work as a component of the subject approval, the 
City did not adequately review, analyze and conclude that the revetment has been 
designed to minimize erosion and public access impacts.   
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In addition, the City’s LCP allows for maintenance of revetments to be exempt when the 
maintenance is comprised of 20% or less alteration of the revetment.  The City’s staff 
report further indicates that the previous work appears to be greater than the 20% 
exemption threshold, and thus should have required a coastal development permit.  In 
other words, it appears that new additional rock was added to the revetment that exceeds 
20% of the existing rock.  Again, the lack of review and/or code enforcement for this 
previous and unpermitted work was not included in the City’s approval.   
 
The applicant has provided before and after photos, as well as a geotechnical report (ref. 
Exhibit #s 12, 13, 14) all indicating that the work consisted of removal of a concrete 
apron, removal of private access stairs, as well as some amount of additional rock.  It is 
unclear how much new rock was added, if the size of the rock is appropriate, or where the 
new rock was added.    In addition, neither the updated geotechnical report (submitted to 
the City after the revetment work was completed) nor the original geotechnical report 
indicate the revetment is located as far inland as practicable to protect public access that 
may exist on the site.  However, the City’s staff report concludes, without a feasible 
alternatives analysis, that staff finds the subject shoreline structure is sited as far inland as 
practicable.”  It is unclear at this time; how it was determined that he revetment is located 
as far inland as possible.  Without the appropriate assurances being made, adequate 
protection of public access and shoreline sand supply cannot be assured.  Thus, the 
project raises a substantial issue on the grounds filed by the appellants. 
 
F. CONCLUSION 
 
Based on the information cited above, the appellants raise substantial issues with regard 
to coastal resource protection policies of the City’s certified LCP including policies 
pertaining to public views, public access, community character and coastal hazards.  
Specifically, the appellants have established a substantial issue involving the following 
impacts from the locally-approved development: 1) impacts to public views from Morse 
Street to the ocean associated with the size, location and design of the proposed structure; 
2) impacts to overall community character associated with the general scale of the 
proposed structure; 3) impacts to coastal views, public access, and potential hazards 
associated with location the City sited the rear yard “stringline” setback; and lastly, 4) 
impacts to public access associated with unpermitted work to the rock revetment located 
immediately adjacent to a sandy beach utilized by the public.  Therefore, the Commission 
finds that a substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has 
been filed pursuant to section 30603 of the Coastal Act as the grounds relate to the 
approved project’s non-conformity with the standards set forth in the City's certified 
Local Coastal Program. 
 
G. SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE FACTORS 
 
As discussed above, there is inadequate factual and legal support for the City’s 
determination that the proposed development is consistent with the certified LCP.   
With regard to the factors that the Commission typically considers in a substantial issue 
analysis: 1. This is a case where there the City hasn’t shown the factual and legal support 
for its decision that the development is consistent with the Local Coastal Program and the 
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public access policies of the Coastal Act; 2. This is a case where the extent and scope of 
the development approved by the local government is significant as it involves a scale of 
development that may set the standard for development along the shorefront citywide; 3. 
The resources that could be impacted in this case are very significant in that there is a 
protected public view corridor that could be impacted by the proposed development; 4. 
This is a case where there would be a significant adverse precedent made in that the local 
government didn’t apply all of the requirements of the LCP given their interpretation of 
Government Code 66427.5, as noted above; and, 5. This appeal raises issues of regional 
and statewide significance given the scope of the development involved and the resources 
at stake. 
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APPENICES 
 
APPENDIX A 
 
SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS 
 

• City of Oceanside certified Local Coastal Program;  
• Geotechnical Reports written by Geosoils, Inc., and dated June 11, 2012 

(Revetment Inspection Report), June 11, 2012 (Revetment Monitoring Report), 
June 12, 2012 (Sand Volume Calculation), March 2, 2012 (Update for Wave 
Runup, Coastal Hazard, and Shore Protection Study, 1523 South Pacific Street), 
February 10, 2012 (Wave Runup, Coastal Hazard, and Shore Protection Study, 
1535 South Pacific Street). 

• Appeal Forms 
• Staff Report to the City of Oceanside Planning Commission dated October 8 and 

October 22, 2012 
• Staff Report to the City Council dated January 2 and January 30, 2013  
• Commission Coastal Development Permit File A-6-OCN-06-134/Stroud 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

RESOLUTION NO. 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 
OF OCEANSIDE DENYING THE APPEAL OF PLANNING 
COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 2012-P49 AND 
APPROVING REGULAR COASTAL PERMIT (RCll-00002) 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN (D12-00015) AND PARCEL MAP 
(Pl2-00002) FOR A THREE-STORY DUPLEX 
RESIDENTIAL CONDOMINIUM LOCATED AT 1513 
SOUTH PACIFIC STREET 

(Chris Burgess - Applicant) 
(Chris Burgess - Appellant) 

WHEREAS, an application was filed for a Regular Coastal Permit (RC11-00002), 

Development Plan (D12-00015) and Parcel Map (P12-00002) for the construction of a duplex 

residential condo mini urn located at 1513 South Pacific Street, which real property 1s more 

particularly described in EXHIBIT "A", attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference; 

WHEREAS, on October 22, 2012 the Planning Commission of the City of Oceanside, 

after holding a duly advertised public hearing, adopted Resolution No. 2012-P49, approving said 

Regular Coastal Permit, Development Plan and Parcel Map; 

WHEREAS, on October 26, 2012, an appeal was timely filed by the project applicant of 

the Planning Commission decision with the City Clerk of the City of Oceanside; 

WHEREAS, on January 2, 2013, and on January 30, 2013 the City Council of the City of 

Oceanside held duly noticed public hearings and heard and considered evidence and testimony by 

all interested parties concerning the appeal of certain conditions of approval of the above 

identified Regular Coastal Permit, Development Plan and Parcel Map ; and 

WHEREAS, it has been determined that the stringline location for the subject site is 

established by connecting the northwest comer of the condominium building at 1601 S. Pacific 

Street to the south and the Coastal Commission approved stringline location at 1507 S. Pacific 

Street to the north; and 

WHEREAS, based on such evidence and testimony, this Council finds that the decision of 

the Planning Commission adequately and properly addresses concerns raised by the appellant; 

NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Oceanside DOES RESrOiiiioiiiL..;.V.-E_,a .. s...._ ____ -. 

29 follows: EXHIBIT NO. 2 
1. The appeal of Plarming Commission Resolution No. 2012-P49 is denied b: 

conclusion that the conditions of approval challenged by the appellants are 

APPLICATION NO. 

A-6-0CN-13-008 
City's Resolution on 

Appeal 

Page 1 of 2 
~California Coastal Commission 



appropriate in order for the proposed project to conform to the Local Coastal Plan, 

2 including the policies of that plan, and to the public access and recreation policies of 

3 Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. Regular Coastal Permit (RC 11-00002), Development Plan 

4 (Dl2-00015) and Parcel Map (P12-00002) are hereby approved subject to all conditions 

5 set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. 2012-P49 incorporated herein by this 

6 reference. 

7 2. Pursuant to CCP Section 1094.6 (f), notice is hereby given that the time within which 

8 judicial review must be sought on this decision is governed by CCP Section 1094.6 as set 

9 forth in Oceanside City Code Section 1.1 0. 

10 PASSED and ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Oceanside, California this 

11 30th day of January, 2013 by the following vote: 

12 AYES: 

13 NAYS: 

14 ABSENT: 

15 ABSTAIN: 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

ATTEST: 

City Clerk 

2 

Mayor of the City of Oceanside 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY 

City Attorney 
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ATTACHMENT 4 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
RESOLUTION NO. 2012-P49 

A RESOLUTION OF TIIE PLANNJNG COMMISSION OF THE 
CITY OF OCEANSIDE, CALIFORNIA APPROVING A 
REGULAR COASTAL PERMIT TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP 
AND DEVELOPMENT PLAN ON CERTAIN REAL PROPERTY 
IN THE CITY OF OCEANSIDE 

7 APPLICATION NO: 
APPLICANT: 

8 LOCATION: 

RC11-00002, D12-00015, P12-00002 
Mr. Chris Burgess 
1513 S. Pacific Street 

9 THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF OCEANSIDE, CALIFORNIA DOES 

10 RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS: 

11 WHEREAS, there was filed with this Commission a verified petition on the forms 

12 prescribed by the Commission requesting a Regular Coastal Permit (RCll-00002), Tentative 

13 Parcel Map (P12-00002) and Development Plan (012-00015) under the provisions of the City of 

14 Oceanside Local Coastal Program to permit the following: 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

demolition of two structures (three residential units) and construction of two dwellings 

within a three-story structure with building extensions seaward of the stringline setback; 

on certain real property described in the project description; 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, after giving the required notice, did on the 22nd 

day of October, 2012 conduct a du1y advertised public hearing as prescribed by law to consider 

said application; 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970, and State 

Guidelines thereto; this project has been found to be exempt per Article 19~ Class 3 15303 (b), 

22 "New Construction or Conversion of Small Structures" Categorical Exemption from 

23 environmental review; 

24 WHEREAS, there is hereby imposed on the subject development project certain fees, 
~----.,. 

25 dedications, reservations and other exactions pursuant to state law and city ordinan~ EXHIBIT NO. 3 
WHEREAS, pursuant to Gov' t Code §66020(d)(l), NOTICE IS HEREBY 4 APPLICATION NO. 

A-6-0CN-13-008 
27 project is subject to certain fees, dedications, reservations and other exactions as pro Planning Commission 

26 

Resolution of 
2 8 Ap p=--ro=--v_a-=-1 -:----t 

Page 1 of 21 
l'«:california Coastal Commission 

---------------~~ 
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Description 

Parkland Dedication/Fee 

Drainage Fee 

Public Facility Fee 

School Facilities Mitigation 
Fee 

Thoroughfare Fee 
(For conunercial and 
industrial please note the 75 

percent discount) 

Water System Buy-in Fees 

Wastewater System Buy-in 
fees 

San Diego County Water 
Authority Capacity Fees 

· Authority for Imposition 

Ordinance No. 91-10 
Resolution No. 06-R0334-1 

Ordinance No. 85-23 
Resolution No. 06-R0334-1 

Ordinance No. 91-09 
Resolution No. 06-R0334-1 

Ordinance No. 91-34 

Ordinance No. 83-01 
Resolution No. 06-R0334-1 

Oceanside City Code 
§37.56.1 
Resolution No. 87-96 
Ordinance No. 09-0R 0093-1 

Current Estimate Fee or 
Calculation F onnula 

$3,503 per unit 

Depends on area (range is 
$2,843-$15,964 per acre) 

$. 713 per square foot or $713 
per thousand square feet for 
non-residential uses and 
$2,072 per unit for residential 

$.4 7 per square foot non
residential for Oceanside 
($.42 for Vista and 
Fallbrook) 
$2.97 per square foot 
residential ($2.63 for Vista; 
$2.63 for Fallbrook) 

$255 per vehicle trip (based 
on SANDAG trip genemtion 
table available from staff and 
from SANDAG) 

Fee based on water meter 
size. Residential is typically 
$4,597 per unit; Non
residential is $36,775 for a2" 
meter. 

Oceanside 
29.11.1 

City Code § Based on capacity or water 

Resolution No. 87-97 
Ordinance No. 09-0R 0092-1 

meter size. Residential is 
typically $6,313 per unit; 
Non-residential is $50,501 
for a 2" meter. 

SDCWA 
2005-03 

Ordinance No. Based on meter size. 
Residential is typically 
$4,326 per unit; Non
residential is $22,495 for a 2" 
meter. 



1 WHEREAS, the current fees referenced above are merely fee amount estimates of the 

2 impact fees that would be required if due and payable under currently applicable ordinances and 

3 resolutions, presume the accuracy of relevant project information provided by the applicant, and 
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are not necessarily the fee amount that will be owing when such fee becomes due and payable; 

WHEREAS, unless otherwise provided by this resolution, all impact fees shall be 

calculated and collected at the time and in the manner provided in Chapter 32B of the Oceanside 

City Code and the City expressly reserves the right to amend the fees and fee calculations 

consistent with applieable law~ 

WHEREAS, the City expressly reserves the right to establish, modify or adjust any fee, 

dedication, reservation or other exaction to the extent permitted and as authorized by law; 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Gov't Code §66020(dXl), NOTICE IS FURTHER GIVEN that 

the 90-day period to protest the imposition of any fee, dedication, reservation, or other exaction 

described in this resolution begins on the effective date of this resolution and any such protest must 

be in a manner that complies with Section 66020; 

WHEREAS, action on this resolution becomes final 10 days after its adoption, unless 

appealed to the City Council, and shall become effective after the 10 working-day appeal period to 

the Coastal Commission has expired~ and 

17 WHEREAS, studies and investigations made by this Commission and in its behalf reveal 

18 the following facts: 
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20 
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29 

FINDINGS: 

For the Regular Coastal Permit: 

1. The proposed duplex development within a three story structure, as conditioned, is 

consistent with the land use policies of the Local Coastal Program as implemented 

through the Zoning Ordinance. Specifically, the project, as conditioned, will not 

substantially alter or impact existing public views of the coastal zone area or from 

adjoining properties and the physical aspects of the project are consistent with existing 

development on neighboring sites. The project has been conditioned to limit the 

seaward extension of the building to the stringline setback. Design, permitting, use, 

construction, maintenance, work, and repair of the project's shoreline protection 

structure(s) shall conform to Chapter 19A of the Oceanside City Code. 



1 2. 

2 

The proposed development, as conditioned, will not obstruct an existing, planned, or 

required public beach access and conforms to the public access and recreation policies of 

Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. 3 
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3. The project will not result in the loss of any on-street public parking spaces or take away 

from the existing parking fronting the project site. 

For the Development Plan: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

The site plan and physical design of the project is consistent with the purposes of the 

Zoning Ordinance. The proposed building and site improvements, as conditioned, will 

comply with the underlying Residential Tourist (RT) zoning designation development 

standards, including building height and setbacks. 

The Development Plan conforms to the General Plan of the City. The project is located 

within an existing residential neighborhood and is consistent with the underlying land 

use designation. 

The project site can be adequately served by existing public facilities, services and 

utilities. 

The project is compatible with existing and potential development on adjoining 

residential properties and the surrounding neighborhood. The new building and site 

improvements will provide an aesthetically superior structure to those existing on site, as 

well as landscaping, bardscape and other site amenities. 

The approval of the proposed duplex will be subject to conditions that, in view of the 

size and shape of the parcel and the present zoning and use of the subject property, 

provide the same degree of protection to adjoining properties, including protection from 

unreasonable interference with the use and enjoyment of said properties, depreciation of 

property values, and any potentially adverse impacts on the public peace, health, safety 

and welfare. 

6. The application for Development Plan approval has been processed in a manner 

consistent with Article 21 of the 1986 Zoning Ordinance (Procedures, Hearings, Notices 

and Fees). 

1!1!1/111/111 

!11111!1!11!1 

/111!111!1111 



1 For the Tentative Parcel Map: 

2 1. The proposed subdivision creates a two-unit condominium development on a single lot, 

3 consistent with the requirements of the RT (Residential Tourist) zoning designation. 

4 The subdivision map is consistent with the General Plan of the City. 

5 2. The proposed building pad on the site will confonn to the topography of the site, 

therefore making it suitable for residential development. The site is physically suitable 

for the development of a two-unit condominium on a single lot. 
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3. 

4. 

The subdivision, as conditioned, complies with all other applicable ordinances, 

regulations and guidelines of the City. 

The design of the subdivision, or proposed improvements, as conditioned, will not 

conflict with easements, acquired by the public at large, for access through the use of 

property within the subdivision. 

S. The design of the subdivision or the proposed improvements, as conditioned, will not 

cause substantial environment damage or substantially and avoidably injure fish or 

wildlife or their habitat. 

6. The proposal, as conditioned, complies with all other applicable ordinances, regulations 

and guidelines of the City of Oceanside, including but not limited to the Local Coastal 

Plan. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission does hereby 

approve Regular Coastal Permit (RCll-00002), Tentative Parcel Map (Pl2-00002) and 

Development Plan (D 12-000 15) subject to the following conditions: 

Bull ding: 

1. Construction shall comply with the latest edition of the California Codes. 

2. Construction hours shall be limited to 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Monday through 

Saturday. 

3. 

4. 

Each floor elevation shall be certified by a licensed Civil Engineer or Land Surveyor. 

An Elevation Certificate is required at time of Final Inspection. 

The first floor plan configuration shall be revised to ensure compliance with current 

Building Codes and use of the building as a two-unit residential structure. (CBC 

28 Chapter 2. Dwelling Unit. A single unit providing complete, independent living 

29 



1 facilities for one or more persons, including permanent provisions for living, sleeping, 

2 eating, cooking and sanitation. 

3 Planning: 

4 5. Regular Coastal Permit (RC11-00002), Tentative Parcel Map (P12-00002) and 

5 Development Plan (D12-00015) shall expire on October 22,2014, unless implemented per 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

27 12. 

28 

29 

the Zoning Ordinance or unless the Planning Commission grants a time extension. 

This Regular Coastal Permit, Tentative Parcel Map and Development Plan, as conditioned, 

approves a series of building and site improvements for a duplex within a three-story 

structure, as presented to the Planning Commission for review and approval. No deviation 

from these approved plans and exhibits shall occur without Planning Division approval. 

Substantial deviations shall require a revision to the Regular Coastal Permit, Tentative 

Parcel Map or a new Regular Coastal Permit. 

The location of the stringline shall be verified and revised plans depicting the confinned 

stringline location shall be submitted to the Planning Division prior to submittal for 

building pennits. Seaward building development, including but not limited to balconies 

shall be limited to the stringline setback. 

The project shall comply with the 1986 Zoning Ordinance, Section 1720, Pennitted 

intrusions, into required yards. Any encroachments into the rrrlnimum 3 '-0" side yard shall 

maintain a minimum 30-inch clearance from side yard lot lines. 

The roof-top trellis shall be removed from the roof plan. 

Existing landscape planter(s) and fence(s) that obstruct pedestrian travel on public right-of

way areas shall be removed. 

A Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (DCC&Rs) shall be submitted for 

review and approval to the City Attorney prior to issuance of building pennits. The 

DCc&Rs shall specify that approval of project entitlements is limited to development of a 

two-unit residential condominium. The street level habitable area shall be identified as 

conunon space for the two condominium units and shall not be utilized, leased or rented as 

a separate dwelling unit 

Separate/unique addresses will be required to facilitate utility releases. Verification that the 

addresses have been properly assigned by the City's Planning Division must accompany 

the Building Permit application. 
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13. 

14. 

15. 

The first floor plan shall be revised to provide a minimum depth of 40 feet in clear space 

within the garages, in compliance with 1986 Zorung Ordinance, Section 2702. 

The applicant, permittee or any successor-in-interest shall defend, indemnify and hold 

harmless the City of Oceanside, its agents, officers or employees from any claim, action or 

proceeding against the City, its agents, officers, or employees to attack, set aside, void or 

annul an approval of the City, concerning Regular Coastal Permit (RCll-00002), Tentative 

Parcel Map (P12-00002) and Development Plan (12-00015). The City will promptly 

notify the applicant of any such claim, action or proceeding against the City and will 

cooperate fully in the defense. If the City fails to promptly notify the applicant of any 

such claim action or proceeding or fails to cooperate fully in the defense, the applicant 

shall not, thereafter, be responsible to defend, indemnify or hold harmless the City. 

All mechanical rooftop and ground equipment shall be screened from public view as 

required by the Zoning Ordinance that is, on all four sides and top. The roof jacks, 

13 mechanical equipment, screen and vents shall be painted with non-reflective paint to match 

14 the roof. 'Ibis information shall be shown on the building plans. 

15 16. 
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27 18. 

28 

29 

Prior to the issuance of building pennits, compliance with the applicable provisions of the 

City's anti-graffiti ordinance (Ordinance No. 93-19/Section20.25 of the City Code) shall be 

reviewed and approved by the Planning Division. These requirements, including the 

obligation to remove or cover with matching paint all graffiti within 24 hours, shall be 

noted on the Architectural Site Plan and shall be recorded in the form of a covenant 

affecting the subject property. A covenant or other recordable document approved by the 

City Attorney shall be prepared by the applicant and recorded prior to the issuance of 

building permits. The covenant shall provide that the property is subject to this 

resolution, and shall generally list the conditions of approval. 

Prior to the transfer of ownership and/or operation of the site the owner shall provide a 

written copy of the applications, staff report and resolutions for the project to the new 

owner and or operator. This notification's provision shall run with the life of the project 

and shall be recorded as a covenant on the property. 

Failure to meet any conditions of approval for this development shall constitute a violation 

of the Regular Coastal Pennit, Tentative Parcel Map and Development Plan. 
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19. Unless expressly waived, all current zoning standards and City ordinances and policies 

in effect at the time building pennits are issued are required to be met by this project. 

The approval of this project constitutes the applicant's agreement with all statements in 

4 the Description and Justification and other materials and information submitted with this 

5 appHcatio~ unless specifically waived by an adopted condition of approval. 
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20. 

21. 

22. 

Elevations, siding materials, colors, roofing materials and floor plans shall be 

substantially the same as those approved by the Planning Commission. These shall be 

shown on plans submitted to the Building Division and Planning Division. 

Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant and landowner shall execute and 

record a covenant, in a form and content acceptable to the City Attorney, providing that 

the property is subject to this resolution and all conditions of approval. 

Photo documentation of existing building resources on-site shall be completed in 

compliance with OHPAC Policy 1, prior to issuance of demolition permits for the first 

structure on the subject property. 

Coastal: 

23. Design, permitting, use, construction, maintenance, work, and repair of the project's 

shoreline protection structure(s) shall conform to Chapter 19A of the Oceanside City 

Code. 

24. All existing and/or proposed shoreline protection structure(s) for this project shall be 

rnonumented sufficiently to accurately record horizontal location and elevation of said 

structure(s). Monument locations and survey control points/network shall be approved 

by the City Engineer prior to placement of monuments. Monument data shall be 

recorded on a final/parcel map, record of survey, or other acceptable document (as 

approved by the City Engineer). The shoreline protection structure monuments will 

serve as baseline control points to be used as reference for future repair or maintenance 

activities which require a coastal development permit. Future seaward extension of 

approved shoreline protection structures shall not be permitted. 

26 25. Outdoor patios, decks, and other similar fixed accessory improvements shall not exist in 

27 a hazardous condition. Repair, replacement or removal construction activities require 

28 that all relevant permits be obtained from the City and all other applicable agencies. 

29 
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26. 

27. 

Prior to issuance of building permits, the property owner shall execute and record 

against the project property a Declaration of Restrictive Covenants designed to preserve 

lateral public access and passive recreational use along the shoreline adjacent to the 

property. The document shall provide that the property shall be held, transferred, 

conveyed, leased or otherwise disposed of, occupied, and used subject to lawful public 

access to and passive recreational use of the entire width of the property line. The 

Declaration ofRestrictive Covenants shall be recorded free of prior liens and free of any 

other encumbrances which may affect said interest, and shall run with the land and be 

binding on Declarant's heirs, successors in interest, administrators, assigns, lessees, and 

other occupiers and users of the property or any portion of it The location and 

geometries of the restrictive covenant _ shall be in accordance with the City's Local 

Coastal Program (LCP). 

This project is subject to payment of an in-lieu fee toward the Beach Sand Mitigation 

13 Program, as required by Coastal Commission staff. 

14 Fire: 
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28. Interconnected smoke alanns powered by the building electrical system and provided with 

battery back up are required in each unit. 

29. Interconnected carbon monoxide alarms powered by the building electrical system and 

provided with battery back up are required in each unit. 

30. An approved fire sprinkler system must be installed throughout the building. The system 

shall be designed per N.F .P .A. 13D and California Residential Code. 

31. Approved four inches high address numbers visible from Pacific Street are required to be 

placed on the building. 

Water: 

32. The developer will be responsible for developing all water and sewer utilities necessary to 

develop the property. Any relocation of water and/or sewer utilities is the responsibility of 

the developer and shall be done by an approved licensed contractor at the developer's 

expense. 

33. The property owner shall maintain private water and wastewater utilities located on private 

property. 



1 34. 

2 

3 35. 

4 

5 

6 36. 

Water services and sewer laterals constructed in existing right-of-way locations are to be 

constructed by approved and licensed contractors at developer' s expense. 

All Water and Wastewater construction shall conform to the most recent edition of the 

Water, Sewer, and Reclaimed Water Design and Construction Manual or as approved by 

the Water Utilities Director. 

Residential units shall be metered individually. Private utility systems for residential 

developments are not allowed. 7 

8 

9 

3 7. Per the 2010 California Fire Code, all new residential units shall be fire sprinklered. The 
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minimum allowable water meter for a fire sprinklered home is 3/4-inch. 

The following conditions shall be met prior to the approval of engineering design plans. 

38. All public water and/or sewer facilities not located within the public right-of-way shall be 

39. 

40. 

provided with easements sized according to the Water, Sewer, and Reclaimed Water 

Design and Construction Manual. Easements shall be constructed for all weather access. 

No trees, structures or building overhang shall be located within any water or wastewater 

utility easement. 

All lots with a finish pad elevation located below the elevation of the next upstream 

manhole cover of the public sewer shall be protected from backflow of sewage by installing 

and maintaining an approved type backwater valve, per the Unifonn Plumbing Code 

(U.P.C.). 

The following conditions of approval shall be met prior to building permit issuance. 

41. 

42. 

43. 

1bis lot has an existing 5/8-inch water meter. Since upsizing of the water meter and service 

will be required to comply with current codes, a credit for the existing water meter will be 

applied once builcling permits are pulled. 

Water and Wastewater Buy-in fees and the San Diego County Water Authority Fees shall 

be paid to the City and collected by the Water Utilities Department at the time of Building 

Pennit issuance. 

All Water Utilities Fees are due at the time of building permit issuance per City Code 

Section 32B.7, unless the developer/applicant applies and is approved for a deferral of all 

fees per City of Oceanside Ordinance No. 09-0R0676-1. 
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The following conditions of approval sball be met prior to occupancy. 

44. All new development of single-family and multi-family residential units shall include hot 

water pipe insulation and installation of a hot water recirculation device or design to 

provide hot water to the tap within 15 seconds in accordance with City of Oceanside 

Ordinance No. 02-0R126-l. 

Engineering: 

45. For the demolition of any existing structure or surface improvements; grading plans shall 

46. 

be submitted and erosion control plans shall be approved by the City Engineer prior to the 

issuance of a demolition permit No demolition shall be pennitted without an approved 

erosion control plan. 

Design and construction of all improvements shall be in accordance with the City of 

Oceanside Engineers Design and Processing Manual, City Ordinances, and standard 

engineering and specifications ofthe City of Oceanside and subject to approval by the City 

Engineer. 

14 47. Prior to approval of the parcel map, all improvement requirements, within such increment 

15 or outside of it if required by the City Engineer, shall be covered by a subdivision 

16 agreement and secured with sufficient improvement securities or bonds guaranteeing 

17 performance and payment for labor and materials, setting of monuments, and warranty 

18 against defective materials and workmanship. 
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48. 

49. 

50. 

Pursuant to the State Map Act, improvements shall be required at the time of development. 

A covenan'4 reviewed and approved by the City Attorney, shall be recorded attesting to 

these improvement conditions and a certificate setting forth the recordation shall be placed 

on the map. 

Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the owner/developer shall notify and host a 

neighborhood meeting with all of the area residents located within 300 feet of the project 

site, to inform them of the grading and construction schedule, and to answer questions. 

The owner/developer shall monitor, supervise and control all construction and 

26 construction-supportive activities, so as to prevent these activities from causing a public 

27 

28 51. 

29 

nuisance, including but not limited to, insuring strict adherence to the following: 

Dirt, debris and other construction material shall not be deposited on any public street or 

within the City's storm water conveyance system. 
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52. 

53. 

13 4 5 . 
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56. 

57. 

All grading and related site preparation and construction activities shall be limited to the 

hours of7:00 am to 6:00pm Monday through Friday. No engineering related construction 

activities shall be conducted on Saturdays, Sundays or legal holidays unless written 

pennission is granted by the City Engineer with specific limitations to the working hours 

and types of permitted operations. All on-site construction staging areas shall be as far as 
\ 

possible (minimum 100 feet) from any existing residential development. Because 

construction noise may still be intrusive in the evening or on holidays, the City of 

Oceanside Noise Ordinance also prohibits "any disturbing excessive or offensive noise 

which causes discomfort or annoyance to reasonable persons ofnonnal sensitivity." 

The construction site shall accommodate the parking of all motor vehicles used by persons 

working at or providing deliveries to the site. An alternate parking site can be considered 

by the City Engineer in the event that the lot size is too small and cannot accommodate 

parking of all motor vehicles. 

The owner/developer shall complete a haul route permit application (if required for 

import/export of dirt) and submit to the City of Oceanside Engineering Department 48 

hours in advance of beginning of work. Hauling operations (if required) shall be 8:00am. 

to 3:30p.m. unless approved otherwise. 

It is the responsibility of the owner/developer to evaluate and determine that all soil 

imported as part of this development is free of hazardous and/or contaminated material as 

defined by the City and the County of San Diego Department of Environmental Health. 

Exported or imported soils shall be properly screened~ tested, and documented regarding 

hazardous contamination. 

If shoring is required during construction of the proposed development, the shoring design 

plans and structural calculations shall be submitted to the Engineering Division and 

approved by the City prior to issuance of a building permit. 

A traffic control plan shall be prepared according to the City traffic control guidelines and 

approved to the satisfaction of the City Engineer prior to the start of work within the public 

right-of-way. Traffic control during construction of streets that have been opened to public 

27 traffic shall be in accordance with construction sigcing, marking and other protection as 

28 required by the Caltrans Traffic Manual and City Traffic Control Guidelines. Traffic 

29 control plans shall be in effect from 8:00 a.m. to 3:30 p .m. unless approved otherwise. 



1 

2 

3 

58. 

59. 

Sight distance requirements at the project driveway along Pacific Street shall conform to 

the comer sight distance criteria as provided by SDRSD, DS-20. 

Pavement sections for Pacific Street shall be based upon approved soil tests and traffic 

4 indices. The pavement design is to be prepared by the owner/developer's soil engineer and 

5 must be in compliance with the City of Oceanside Engineers Design and Processing 

6 Manual and be approved by the City Engineer, prior to paving. 
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60. 

15 61. 
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62. 

26 63. 

27 

Prior to approval of the grading plans, the owner/developer shall contract with a 

geotechnical engineering finn to perform a field investigation of the existing pavement on 

Pacific Street adjacent to the project boundary. The limits of the study shall be half-street 

plus 12 feet along the project's frontage. The field investigation shall include a minimum 

of one pavement boring. Should the existing AC thickness be determined to be less than 

the current minimum standard for AC and Class II Base as set forth in the table for City of 

Oceanside Pavement Design Guidelines in the City of Oceanside Engineers Manual, the 

owner/developer shall remove and reconstruct the pavement section as determined by the 

pavement analysis submittal process detailed in the condition listed below: 

Upon review of the pavement investigation, the City Engineer shall detennine whether the 

Owner/developer shall: 1) Repair all failed pavement sections, header cut and grind per the 

direction of the City Engineer, and construct a two-inch thick rubberized AC overlay; or 2) 

Perform R-value testing and submit a study that determines if the existing pavement meets 

current City standards/traffic indices. Should the study conclude that the pavement does 

not meet current requirements, rehabilitation/mitigation recommendations shall be provided 

in a pavement analysis report, and the owner/developer shall reconstruct the pavement per 

these recommendations, subject to approval by the City Engineer. 

Any existing public or private pavement, concrete curb, gutter, driveways, pedestrian 

ramps and sidewalk within the project, or adjacent to the project boundary that are already 

damaged or damaged during construction of the project, shall be repaired or replaced as 

directed by the City Engineer. 

The approval of the project shall not mean that proposed grading or improvements on 

adjacent properties (including any City properties/right-of-way or easements) is granted or 

28 guaranteed to the owner/developer. The owner/developer is responsible for obtaining 

29 
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65. 

66. 

pennission to grade to cons¥uct on adjacent properties. Should such permission be denied, 

the project shall be subject to a public hearing or substantial confonnity review. 

Prior to any grading of any part of the project, a comprehensive soils and geologic 

investigation shall be conducted of the soils, slopes, and formations on the project site. All 

necessary measures shall be taken and implemented to assure slope stability, erosion 

control, and soil integrity. No grading shall occur until a detailed grading p~ to be 

prepared in accordance with the Grading Ordinance and Zoning Ordinance is approved by 

the City Engineer. 

1bis project shall provide year-round erosion control including measures for the site 

required for the phasing of grading. Prior to the issuance of grading permit, an erosion 

control plan, designed for all proposed stages of construction, shall be reviewed, secured by 

the owner/developer with cash security and approved by the City Engineer. 

A precise grading and private improvement plan shall be prepared, reviewed, secured and 

approved prior to the issuance of any building permits. The plan shall reflect all pavement, 

flatwork, landscaped areas, special surfaces, curbs, gutters, medians, footprints of all 

15 structures, walls, draillage devices and utility services. 
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27 68. 

28 

Landscaping plans, including plans for the construction of walls, fences or other structures 

at or near intersections, must confonn to intersection sight distance requirements. 

Landscape and irrigation plans for disturbed areas shall be submitted to the City Engineer 

prior to the issuance of a preliminary grading pennit and approved by the City Engineer 

prior to the issuance of occupancy permits. Frontage and median landscaping shall be 

installed prior to the issuance of any certificates of occupancy. Any project fences, sound 

or privacy walls and monument entry walls/signs shall be shown on, bonded for and built 

from the landscape plans. These features shall also be shown on the precise grading plans 

for purposes of location only. Plantable, segmental walls shall be designed, reviewed and 

constructed per the grading plans and landscaped/irrigated per project landscape plans. All 

plans must be approved by the City Engineer at a pre-construction meeting held, prior to 

the start of any improvements. 

The drainage design shown oii the preliminary grading plan and the drainage report for this 

project is conceptual only. The final drainage report and drainage design shall be based 

29 upon a hydrologic/hydraulic study that is in compliance with the latest San Diego County 
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69. 

70. 

71. 

Hydrology and Drainage Manual to be approved by the City Engineer during final 

engineering. All drainage picked up in an underground system shall remain underground 

until it is discharged into an approved channel, or as otherwise approved by the City 

Engineer. All public storm drains shall be shown on City standard plan and profile sheets. 

All storm drain easements shall be dedicated where required. The owner/developer shall be 

responsible for obtaining any off-site easements for stonn drainage facilities. 

The owner/developer shall place and sign a covenant on the title sheet of the precise 

grading agreeing to the following: "The present or future owner/developer shall indemnifY 

and save the City of Oceanside, its officers, agents, and employees harmless from any and 

all liabilities, claims arising from any flooding that occur on this site." 

Sediment, silt, grease, trash, debris, and/or pollutants shall be collected on-site and disposed 

of in accordance with all state and federal requirements, prior to stonnwater discharge 

either off-site or into the City drainage system. 

After the Storm Water Mitigati()n Plan (SWMJ>) has been deemed complete by the City 

Engineer and prior to issuance of grading pemrlts, the owner/developer shall submit and 

obtain approval of an Operation & Maintenance (O&M) P~ prepared to the satisfaction 

of the City Engineer. The O&M Plan shall include an approved and executed Maintenance 

Mechanism pursuant to Section 5 of the Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan 

(SUS:MP). The O&M shall satisfy the minimum Maintenance Requirements pursuant to 

Section 5 of the SUSMP. At a minimum the O&M Plan shall include the designated 

responsible party to manage the stonnwater BMP(s), employee training program and 

duties, operating schedule, maintenance frequency, routine service schedule, specific 

maintenance activities, copies of resource agency permits, cost estimate for implementation 

of the O&M Plan, a non-refundable cash security to provide maintenance funding in the 

event of noncompliance to the O&M Plan, and any other necessary elements. The 

owner/developer shall provide the City with access to the site for the purpose of BMP 

inspection and maintenance by entering into an Access Rights Agreement with the City. 

The owner/developer shall complete and maintain O&M forms to document all operation, 

inspection, and maintenance activities. The owner/developer shall retain reeords for a 

minimum of 5 years. The records shall be made available to the City upon request. 
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73. 

The owner/developer shall enter into a City-Standard Stormwater Facilities Maintenance 

Agreement (SWFMA) with the City obliging the owner/developer to maintain, repair and 

replace the Stonn Water Best Management Practices (BMPs) identified in the project's 

approved SWMP, as detailed in the O&M Plan into perpetuity. The Agreement shall be 

approved by the City Attorney prior to issuance of any precise grading pennit and shall be 

recorded at the County Recorder's Offi~ prior to issuance of any building pennit A non

refundable Security in the form of cash shall be required prior to issuance of a precise 

grading permit. The amount of the non-refundable security shall be equal to 10 years of 

maintenance costs, as identified by the O&M Plan, but not to exceed a total of $25,000. 

The owner/ developer's civil engineer shall prepare the O&M cost estimate. 

At a minimwn, maintenance agreements shall require the staff training, inspection and 

maintenance of all BMPs on an annual basis. The owner/developer shall complete and 

maintain O&M forms to document all maintenance activities. Parties responsible for the 

13 O&M plan shall retain records at the subject property for at least 5 years. These documents 

14 shall be made available to the City for inspection upon request at any time. 

15 74. 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

75. 

76. 

The Agreement shall include a copy of executed on-site and off-site access easement and or 

access rights neQessazy for the operation and maintenance of B.MPs that shall be binding on 

the land throughout the life of the project to the benefit of the party responsible for the 

O&M ofBMPs, satisfactory to the City Engineer. The agreement shall also include a copy 

of the O&M Plan approved by the City Engineer. 

The B.MPs described in the project' s approved SWMP shall not be altered in any way, 

unless reviewed and approved to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. The 'determination 

of whatever action is required for changes to a project' s approved SWI\1P shall be made by 

the City Engineer. 

The project is located in a Zone AE FEMA Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA) and shall 

comply with the applicable provisions of the City of Oceanside Floodplain Management 

Regulations (Chapter 6, Article IX of the Oceanside City Code). Unless the project is 

removed from the SFHA by obtaining the appropriate Letter of Map Change, it 'Will be 

subject to the mandatory National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) purchase requirement 

applicable to properties with flood risk designations. 
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77. 

78. 

79. 

80. 

81. 

The approval of the project shall not mean that closure, vacation, or abandonment of any 

public street, right-of-way, easement, or facility is granted or guaranteed to the 

owner/developer. The owner/developer is responsible for applying for all closures, 

vacations, and abandonments as necessary. The application(s) shall be reviewed and 

approved or rejected by the City of Oceanside under separate process (es) per codes, 

ordinances; and policies in effect at the time of the application. The City of Oceanside 

retains its full legislative discretion to consider any application to vacate a public street or 

right-of-way. 

The application(s) shall be reviewed and approved or rejected by the City of Oceanside 

under separate process (es) per codes, ordinances, and policies in effect at the time of the 

application. The City of Oceanside retains its full legislative discretion to consider any 

application to vacate a public street or right-of-way. 

The owner/developer shall comply with all the provisions of the City's cable television 

ordinances including those relating to notification as required by the City Engineer. 

Approval of this development project is conditioned upon payment of all applicable impact 

fees and connection fees in the manner provided in chapter 32B of the Oceanside City 

Code. All traffic signal fees and contributions, highway thoroughfare fees, park fees, 

reimbursements, and other applicable charges, fees and deposits shall be paid prior to 

recordation of the parcel map or the issuance of any building permits, in accordance with 

City Ordinances and policies. The owner/developer shall also be required to join into, 

contribute, or participate in any improvement, lighting, or other special district affecting or 

affected by this project. Approval of the project shall constitute the owner/developer's 

approval of such payments, and his/her agreement to pay for any othe! similar assessments 

or charges in effect when any increment is submitted for building permit approval, and to 

join, contribute, and/or participate in such districts. 

Unless an appropriate barrier is approved on a landscape plan, a minimum 42-inch high 

barrier, approved by the City Engineer, shall be provided at the top of all slopes whose 

26 height exceeds 20 feet or where the slope exceeds 4 feet and is adjacent to any streets, an 

27 arterial street or state highway. 

28 82. 

29 

The owner/developer shall obtain any necessary permits and clearances from all public. 

agencies having jurisdiction over the project due to its type, size, or location, including but 



1 not limited to the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, FEMA, California Department of Fish & 

2 Game, U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service and/or San Diego Regional Water Quality Control 

3 Board (including NPDES), San Diego County Health Department, prior to the issuance of 

4 grading pennits. 

5 83. Upon acceptance of any fee waiver or reduction by the owner/developer, the entire project 

may be subject to prevailing wage requirements as specified by Labor Code section 

1720(b) ( 4). The owner/developer shall agree to execute a fonn acknowledging the 

prevailing wage requirements prior to the granting of any fee reductions or waivers. 
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84. A digital file of the as-builf grading plan, and as-built improvement plan in a format 

consistent with the City's requirements for digital submittals, shall be submitted to the City 

of Oceanside prior to occupancy permit. 

85. , In the event that the conceptual plan does not match the conditions of approval, the 

resolution of approval shall govern. 

Landscaping: 

86. Landscape plans, shall meet the criteria of the City of Oceanside Landscape Guidelines 

and Specifications for Landscape Development (latest revision), Water Conservation 

Ordinance No.(s) 91-15 and 10-0rdinance 0412, Engineering criteria, City code and 

ordinances, including the maintenance of such landscaping, shall be reviewed and 

approved by the City Engineer prior to the issuance of building permits. Landscaping 

shall not be installed until bonds have been posted, fees paid, and plans signed for final 

approval. A landscape pre-construction meeting shall be conducted by the landscape 

architect of record, Public Works Inspector, developer or owner's representative and 

landscape contractor prior to commencement of the landscape and irrigation installation. 

The following landscaping requirements shall be required prior to plan approval and 

certificate of occupancy: 

a) Final landscape plans shall accurately show placement of all plant material such 

as but not limited to trees, shrubs, and groundcovers. 

b) Landscape Architect shall be aware of all utility, sewer, gas and storm drain lines 

and utility easements and shall place planting locations accordingly to meet City 

of Oceanside requirements. 
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c) 

d) 

e) 

f) 

g) 

h) 

i) 

j) 

k) 

All required landscape areas shall be maintained by owner (including public 

rights-of-way). The landscape areas shall be maintained per City of Oceanside 

requirements. 

Proposed landscape species shall be native or naturalized to fit the site and meet 

climate changes indicative to their planting location. The selection of plant 

material shall also be based on cultural, aesthetic, and maintenance 

considerations. In addition proposed landscape species shall be low water users 

as well as meet all Fire Department requirements. 

All planting areas shall be prepared with appropriate soil amendments, fertilizers, 

and appropriate supplements based upon a soils report from an agricultural 

suitability soil sample taken from the site. 

Ground covers or bark mulch shall fill in between the shrubs to shield the soil 

from the sun, evapotranspiration and run-off. All the flower and shrub beds shall 

be mulched to a 3" depth to help conserve water, lower the soil temperature and 

reduce weed growth. 

The shrubs shall be allowed to grow in their natural forms. All landscape 

improvements shall follow the City of Oceanside Guidelines. 

Root barriers shall be installed adjacent to all paving surfaces, where a paving 

surface is located within 6 feet of a trees trunk on site (private) and within 10 feet 

of a trees trunk in the right-of-way (public). Root barriers shall extend 5 feet in 

each direction from the centerline of the trunk, for a total distance of 1 0 feet. 

Root barriers shall be 24 inches in depth. Installing ·a root barrier around the 

tree's root ball is unacceptable. 

All fences, gates, walls, stone walls, retaining walls, and plantable walls shall 

obtain Planning Division approval for these items in the conditions or application 

stage prior to 1st submittal of working drawings. 

For the planting and placement of trees and their distances from hardscape and 

other utilities/structures the landscape plans shall follow the City of Oceanside's 

(current) Tree Planting Distances and Spacing Standards. 

An automatic irrigation system shall be installed to provide coverage for all 

planting areas shown on the plan. Low volume equipment shall provide 
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sufficient water for plant growth with a minimum water loss due to water run

off. 

1) Irrigation systems shall use high quality, automatic control valves, controllers 

and other necessary irrigation equipment. All components shall be of non

corrosive material. All drip systems shall be adequately filtered and regulated 

per the manufacturer's recommended design parameters. 

m) All irrigation improvements shall follow the City of Oceanside Guidelines and 

Water Conservation Ordinance. 

n) The landscape plans shall match all plans affiliated with the project. 

o) Landscape plans shall comply with Biological and/or Geotechnical reports, as 

required, shall match the grading and improvement plans, comply with SWMP 

Best Management Practices and meet the satisfaction of the City Engineer . 

p) Existing landscaping on and adjacent to the site shall be protected in place and 

supplemented or replaced to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

All landscaping, fences, walls, etc. on the site, in medians within the public right-of-way 

and within any adjoining public parkways shall be permanently maintained by the 

owner, his assigns or any successors-in-interest in the property. The maintenance 

program shall include: 

a) normal care and irrigation of the landscaping. 

b) repair and replacement of plant materials (including interior trees and street 

trees). 

c) irrigation systems as necessary. 

d) general cleanup of the landscaped and open areas. 

e) parking lots and walkways, walls, fences, etc. 

f) pruning standards for street trees shall comply With the International Society of 

Arboriculture (ISA) Standard Practices for Tree Care Operations- ANSI A300, 

Appendix G: Safety Standards, ANSI Zl33; Appendix H; and Tree Pruning 

Guidelines, Appendix F (most current edition). Failure to maintain landscaping 

shall result in the City taking all appropriate enforcement actions including but 

not limited to citations. This maintenance program condition shall be recorded 

with a covenant as required by this resolution. 



1 88. In the event that the conceptual landscape plan (CLP) does .not match the conditions of 

2 approval, the resolution of approval shall govern. 

3 PASSED AND ADOPTED Resolution No. 2012·P49 on October 22, 2012 by the 
4 following vote, to wit: 

5 AYES: 

6 NAYS: 

Rosales, Scrivener, Troisi, Martinek and Balma 

7 ABSENT: 

8 ABSTAIN: 

9 

10 

11 

Neal 

Ross 

None 

~:$~ 
14 Richard Greenbauer, Secretary 

Tom Rosales, Chairperson 
Oceanside Planning Commission 

15 
I, RICHARD GREENBAUER, Secretary of the Oceanside Planning Commission, hereby 

16 certify that this is a true and correct copy of Resolution No. 2012-P49. 
17 

18 Dated: October 22. 2012 
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"ATE OF CALIFORNIA- THE NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY 

:ALJFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
IN DIEGO AREA 

;75 METROPOLITAN DRIVE, SUITE 103 

IN DIEGO, CA 92108-4402 

19) 767-2370 

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT 
DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

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

SECTION I. Appellant(s) 

Name: 
Mailing Address: 

Commissioner Esther Sanchez 
City of Oceanside 

~J~m;n~~ 
FEB 2 5 2013 

Phone Number: 

300 North Coast Hwy 
Oceanside, Ca 92054 
(760) 435-0971 CALIFORNJA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

SECTION II . Decision Being Appealed 

1. Name of local/port government: City of Oceanside 

2. Brief description of development being appealed: Demolition of two existing 
residential structures providing three single family dwellings . The easternmost structure 
consists of a 950 sq . ft . two-story, two-unit building with an attached garage. The 
westernmost structure is a 814 sq. ft., one-story, single-family home. The project also 
includes subsequent construction of a three-story duplex condominium structure, with 
each unit including 2.350 sq. ft. habitable area, a common area of 1,402 sq. ft. and two 
2-car garages on a single 6,285 sq. ft. oceanfront lot. 

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

1513 South Pacific Street 
Oceanside, Ca 92054 

4. Description of decision being appealed: 

a. Approval; no special conditions:O 

c. Denial:O 

b. Approval with special conditions:J:2l 

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

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION: 

APPEAL NO: A-6-0CN-13-008 

EXHIBIT NO. 4 
APPLICATION NO. 

A-6-0CN-13-008 
CCC commission 

DATE FILED: February 25, 2013 

DISTRICT: San Diego 

Appeals 

Page 1 of 16 
({(:California Coastal Commission 
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5. Decision being appealed was made by (check one): 

a. 0 Planning Director/Zoning 
Administrator 

b.~ City Council/Board of 
Supervisors 

c. 0 Planning Commission 

d. 0 Other: CDC 

Date of local government's decision: January 30, 2013 

Local government's file number (if any) : RC 11-00002 

SECTION Ill. Identification of Other Interested Persons 

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

Name and mailing address of permit applicant: 

Chris Burgess 
5692 Fresca Drive 
La Palma, Ca 90623 

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

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal 

Note: Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are limited by a variety of 
factors and requirements of the Coastal Act. Please review the appeal information sheet 
for assistance in completing this section, which continues on the next page. 



APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
Page 3 

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

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

SECTION V. Certification 

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

~;;:~~~( 0~ ('. ~ 
Date cJ/®jLJ 
Agent Authorization: I designate the above identified person(s) to act as my agent in all 
matters pertaining to this appeal. 

Signed: ---------------------------

Date: 

(Document2) 



-------------------- ------ - ------------

ATE OF CALIFORNIA- THE NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN, JR., Governor 

ALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
NDIEGOAREA 

75 METROPOLITAN DRIVE, SUITE 103 

N DIEGO, CA 92108-4421 

9) 767-2370 

Attachment A 
Burgess/Journigan Residence 

1513 South Pacific St 
February 25, 2013 

The proposed project includes the demolition of two existing residential structures providing 
three separate dwelling units. The easternmost structure consists of950 sq. ft. two-story, 
two-unit building with an attached garage. The westernmost structure is an 814 sq. ft. one
story, single-family home. The project also includes subsequent construction of a three-story 
duplex condominium structure, with each unit including 2,350 sq. ft. habitable areas, a 
common area of 1,402 sq. ft. and two 2-car garages on a single 6,285 sq. ft. oceanfront lot. 

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 approximately 90 feet south of 
Buccaneer Beach, a public and highly used sandy beach, and 90 feet south and west of 
Buccaneer Park. The site slopes downward approximately five feet from the frontage of 
Pacific Street to the toe of the existing, pre-coastal, 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'. 

The project was originally approved by the Planning Commission on October 22, 2012. 
The project was approved per the City's staff recommendation and included project 
modification conditions requiring the western deck and balcony encroachments seaward 
of the City's certified stringline to be removed and to remove the proposed rooftop trellis 
structure. The approval was appealed by the applicant on October 26, 2012, requesting 
the rear yard setback be located as interpreted by the applicant and not as approved by the 
Planning Commission. On January 30, 2013, the City Council acted on the appeal, and 
permitted the development of the home to be constructed based on the applicant's 
interpretation of the stringline. 

The development, as approved by the City, raises several LCP consistency issues 
including that; 1) the City's action incorrectly sited the western "Stringline" boundary 
location between 7-11 feet west of the actual stringline which could potentially result in 
impacts to public views along the ocean as well as establish and new precedent for 
development located seaward of the existing stringline; 2) the City's assessment did not 
adequately identify, review, and address previous unpermitted developmenton the 
existing rock revetment; 3) the City's action did not adequately address the existing 
revetment in order to ensure both immediate and future impacts to public access are 
minimized; 4) the City's action did not address the potential impacts to public views from 
Morse Street, across the site, and other public vantage points, such as Buccaneer Park, to 
the ocean. 

1) Rear-yard "Stringline" Setback. The City of Oceanside regulates rear yard 
development standards through its "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 
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Oceanside. The map shows how far new development may extend towards the ocean. The 
stringline map was based on existing building patterns, as well as anticipated future 
developments and remodels/expansions. This "stringline" was certified by the 
Commission in 1986 as part of the City's Local Coastal Program. These maps are kept 
on file in the City ' s Planning Division and are used to determine the westernmost 
boundary for any proposed development along the shoreline. The goal of limiting new 
development to extend no further seaward than the stringline is to restrict encroachment onto 
the shoreline and preserve private and public views along the shoreline. As such, 
development is restricted to this setback through the provision ofLCP Section 1703, which 
states: 

City of Oceanside Zoning Ordinance- Section 1703 

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

[. .. ] 

(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. 

In this case, the City of Oceanside planning staff determined the stringline to be located 
at 112 feet west of the northernmost portion of the property line and 119 feet west of the 
southern point on the property. However, as approved by the City, the development 
encroaches seaward of the stringline with habitable building and balcony spaces, by 
between 7-11 feet. Thus, as approved by the City, the project cannot be found consistent 
with its certified policies pertaining to rear yard setbacks. By permitting a development 
west of the established stringline, not only is there a potential for impacts to existing 
public views, there is also a new precedent for development established that could result 
in future impacts to public views as neighboring property owners propose to extend their 
homes to the newly established stringline. 

In addition, the stringline setback also serves to establish a line of development that 
minimizes risk to wave hazards and maintains a buffer area for development from wave 
attack. In doing so, it thus also serves to limit the potential for any shoreline protective 
devices to be sited further seaward in the future, thus protecting coastal access. 

2) Impacts to Existing Public Views. The City has several policies protecting coastal 
visual resources and state: 
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City of Oceanside LUP - Visual Resources and Special Communities 

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 ... 

Policies. 

4. The city shall maintain existing view corridors through public rights-of-way. 

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. 

As stated above, the City's LCP includes a policy that identifies that most east-west 
streets in the coastal zone offer views of the ocean. The project site is located west and 
slightly north of Morse Street (an east-west oriented street). Currently, 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. 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 development, as approved by the City includes a two-story structure 
along the entire length of the lot. Thus, the existing views may be completely blocked by 
the approved development. The City failed, in its review, to adequately identify what 
public view impacts from Morse would result from the approved development. 

3. Unpermitted Development. While the approved development does not include any 
modifications to the existing rock revetment, the City's staff report mentioned that 
unpermitted development did occur to the revetment sometime between 2010 and 2012. 
While the City's approval does include conditions regulating any future revetment work, 
the City failed to include the previous work in the review of the subject development 
approval. The City's LCP contains a policy pertaining to shoreline protective structures 
and states: 

City of Oceanside LUP- Water and Marine Resources; Diking, Dredging, Filling, and 
Shoreline Structures and Hazard Areas - Policy 6 
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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. 

As approved by the City, the project does not include any work to the existing, pre
coastal rock revetment. However, the City's staff report included a finding that "work 
was performed on the revetment between February 10, 2010, when the project's wave 
run-up study coastal hazard and coast protection study was issued, and June 11, 2012 
when a letter report was issued by Geosoils Inc ... " However, no additional findings were 
included regarding this unpermitted work. The City ' s LCP requires that all shoreline 
protective structures be designed and constructed to minimize erosive impacts and they 
shall not interfere with access along the beach. By not incorporating the previous 
revetment work as a component of the subject approval, the City failed to adequately 
review, analyze and conclude that the revetment has been designed to minimize erosion 
and public access impacts. 

4. Scale of Development. 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 - Policy 8 

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

As approved by the City, the project will be the demolition of two structures (one 2-unit 
2-story structure, one 1-story single family home) that have a combined square footage of 
1,764 sq. ft. and replacing it by constructing one new structure (2 unit condominium 
complex) that has a combined square footage of6,102 sq. ft. Thus, the project will 
increase the habitable space on the lot by 4,338 sq. ft. In addition, the structure is built 
to the minimum side- and front-yard setbacks, is almost to the height maximum, and; as 
previously discussed, may have been approved beyond the rear-yard setback minimum. 
The City' s approval failed to review how a structure, over 4,000 sq. ft. larger than the 
existing structure, could be compatible to the surrounding development. Thus, it is 
unclear, at this time, if the proposed development can be found consistent with the above 
cited LCP policy. 
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In conclusion, the City, through the approval of the subject coastal development permit 
failed to adequately address potential coastal resource impacts associated with the 
location of the approved rear-yard setback, impacts to ocean views from Morse Street, 
impacts from previous and unpermitted work occurring on the existing revetment on 
public access, and the compatibility of proposed structure to surrounding development. 
Thus, the project, as approved by the City, is inconsistent with the certified LCP policies 
as provided and discussed above. 
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ALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
N OlE GO AREA 

75 METROPOLITAN DRIVE, SUITE 103 

N DIEGO, CA 92108-4402 

9) 767-2370 

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT 
DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

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

SECTION I. Appellant(s) 

Name: 
Mailing Address: 

Phone Number: 

Commissioner Mary Shallenberger 
P.O. Box 354 
Clements, CA 95227 

(415) 904-5200 

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed 

1. Name of local/port government: City of Oceanside 

~J~~ID) 
FEB 2 5 2013 

ri"U~FORNJA 
~"""COMMISSION 

SAN DIEGO COAST DISTRICT 

2. Brief description of development being appealed: Demolition of two existing 
residential structures providing three single family dwellings. The easternmost structure 
consists of a 950 sq. ft. two-story, two-unit building with an attached garage. The 
westernmost structure is a 814 sq. ft., one-story, single-family home. The project also 
includes subsequent construction of a three-story duplex condominium structure, with 
each unit including 2.350 sq. ft. habitable area, a common area of 1,402 sq . ft. and two 
2-car garages on a single 6,285 sq. ft . oceanfront lot. 

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

1513 South Pacific Street 
Oceanside, Ca 92054 

4. Description of decision being appealed: 

a. Approval; no special conditions :O 

c. Denial :O 

b. Approval with special conditions:~ 

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

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION: 

APPEAL NO: A-6-0CN-13-008 

DATE FILED: February 25, 2013 

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

a. D Planning Director/Zoning 
Administrator 

b. [g) City Council/Board of 
Supervisors 

c. D Planning Commission 

d. D Other: CDC 

Date of local government's decision: January 30, 2013 

Local government's file number (if any): RCll-00002 

SECTION III. Identification of Other Interested Persons 

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

Name and mailing address of permit applicant: 

Chris Burgess 
5692 Fresca Drive 
La Palma, Ca 90623 

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

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal 

Note: Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are limited by a variety of 
factors and requirements of the Coastal Act. Please review the appeal information sheet 
for assistance in completing this section, which continues on the next page. 
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State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary description of Local 
Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master Plan policies and requirements in which 
you believe the project is inconsistent and the reasons the decision warrants a new 
hearing. (Use additional paper as necessary.) 

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

SECTION V. Certification 

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

Agent Authorization: I designate the above identified person(s) to act as my agent in all 
matters pertaining to this appeal. 

Signed: ____________ _ 

Date: 

(Docum ent2) 
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ALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
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75 METROPOLITAN DRIVE, SUITE 103 

N DIEGO, CA 92108-4421 
9) 767-2370 

Attachment A 
Burgess/Journigan Residence 

1513 South Pacific St 
February 25 , 2013 

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, 
two-unit building with an attached garage. The westernmost structure is an 814 sq. ft. one
story, single-family home. The project also includes subsequent construction of a three-story 
duplex condominium structure, with each unit including 2,350 sq. ft. habitable areas, a 
common area of 1,402 sq. ft. and two 2-car garages on a single 6,285 sq. ft. oceanfront lot. 

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 approximately 90 feet south of 
Buccaneer Beach, a public and highly used sandy beach, and 90 feet south and west of 
Buccaneer Park. The site slopes downward approximately five feet from the frontage of 
Pacific Street to the toe of the existing, pre-coastal , 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'. 

The project was originally approved by the Planning Commission on October 22, 2012. 
The project was approved per the City's staff recommendation and included project 
modification conditions requiring the western deck and balcony encroachments seaward 
of the City's certified string1ine to be removed and to remove the proposed rooftop trellis 
structure. The approval was appealed by the applicant on October 26, 2012, requesting 
the rear yard setback be located as interpreted by the applicant and not as approved by the 
Planning Commission. On January 30, 2013 , the City Council acted on the appeal, and 
permitted the development of the home to be constructed based on the applicant's 
interpretation of the stringline. 

The development, as approved by the City, raises several LCP consistency issues 
including that; 1) the City' s action incorrectly sited the western "Stringline" boundary 
location between 7-11 feet west of the actual stringline which could potentially result in 
impacts to public views along the ocean as well as establish and new precedent for 
development located seaward of the existing stringline; 2) the City's assessment did not 
adequately identify, review, and address previous unpermitted development on the 
existing rock revetment; 3) the City' s action did not adequately address the existing 
revetment in order to ensure both immediate and future impacts to public access are 
minimized; 4) the City' s action did not address the potential impacts to public views from 
Morse Street, across the site, and other public vantage points, such as Buccaneer Park, to 
the ocean. 

1) Rear-yard "Stringline" Setback. The City of Oceanside regulates rear yard 
development standards through its "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 
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Oceanside. The map shows how far new development may extend towards the ocean. The 
stringline map was based on existing building patterns, as well as anticipated future 
developments and remodels/expansions. This "stringline" was certified by the 
Commission in 1986 as part ofthe 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. As such, 
development is restricted to this setback through the provision ofLCP Section 1703, which 
states: 

City of Oceanside Zoning Ordinance- Section 1703 

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

[. . .] 

(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. 

In this case, the City of Oceanside planning staff determined the stringline to be located 
at 112 feet west of the northernmost portion of the property line and 119 feet west of the 
southern point on the property. However, as approved by the City, the development 
encroaches seaward of the stringline with habitable building and balcony spaces, by 
between 7-11 feet. Thus, as approved by the City, the project cannot be found consistent 
with its certified policies pertaining to rear yard setbacks. By permitting a development 
west of the established stringline, not only is there a potential for impacts to existing 
public views, there is also a new precedent for development established that could result 
in future impacts to public views as neighboring property owners propose to extend their 
homes to the newly established stringline. 

In addition, the stringline setback also serves to establish a line of development that 
minimizes risk to wave hazards and maintains a buffer area for development from wave 
attack. In doing so, it thus also serves to limit the potential for any shoreline protective 
devices to be sited further seaward in the future, thus protecting coastal access. 

2) Impacts to Existing Public Views. The City has several policies protecting coastal 
visual resources and state: 
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City of Oceanside LUP - Visual Resources and Special Communities 

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 ... 

Policies. 

4. The city shall maintain existing view corridors through public rights-of-way. 

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. 

As stated above, the City's LCP includes a policy that identifies that most east-west 
streets in the coastal zone offer views of the ocean. The project site is located west and 
slightly north of Morse Street (an east-west oriented street). Currently, 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. 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 development, as approved by the City includes a two-story structure 
along the entire length of the lot. Thus, the existing views may be completely blocked by 
the approved development. The City failed, in its review, to adequately identify what 
public view impacts from Morse would result from the approved development. 

3. Unpermitted Development. While the approved development does not include any 
modifications to the existing rock revetment, the City's staff report mentioned that 
unpermitted development did occur to the revetment sometime between 2010 and 2012. 
While the City's approval does include conditions regulating any future revetment work, 
the City failed to include the previous work in the review of the subject development 
approval. The City' s LCP contains a policy pertaining to shoreline protective structures 
and states: 

City of Oceanside LUP- Water and Marine Resources; Diking, Dredging, Filling, and 
Shoreline Structures and Hazard Areas - Policy 6 
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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. 

As approved by the City, the project does not include any work to the existing, pre
coastal rock revetment. However, the City's staff report included a finding that "work 
was performed on the revetment between February 10, 2010, when the project's wave 
run-up study coastal hazard and coast protection study was issued, and June 11, 2012 
when a letter report was issued by Geosoils Inc ... " However, no additional findings were 
included regarding this unpermitted work. The City's LCP requires that all shoreline 
protective structures be designed and constructed to minimize erosive impacts and they 
shall not interfere with access along the beach. By not incorporating the previous 
revetment work as a component of the subject approval, the City failed to adequately 
review, analyze and conclude that the revetment has been designed to minimize erosion 
and public access impacts. 

4. Scale of Development. 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 -Policy 8 

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

As approved by the City, the project will be the demolition of two structures (one 2-unit 
2-story structure, one 1-story single family home) that have a combined square footage of 
1, 764 sq. ft. and replacing it by constructing one new structure (2 unit condominium 
complex) that has a combined square footage of 6,102 sq. ft. Thus, the project will 
increase the habitable space on the lot by 4,338 sq. ft . In addition, the structure is built 
to the minimum side- and front-yard setbacks, is almost to the height maximum, and; as 
previously discussed, may have been approved beyond the rear-yard setback minimum. 
The City's approval failed to review how a structure, over 4,000 sq. ft. larger than the 
existing structure, could be compatible to the surrounding development. Thus, it is 
unclear, at this time, if the proposed development can be found consistent with the above 
cited LCP policy. 
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In conclusion, the City, through the approval of the subject coastal development permit 
failed to adequately address potential coastal resource impacts associated with the 
location of the approved rear-yard setback, impacts to ocean views from Morse Street, 
impacts from previous and unpermitted work occurring on the existing revetment on 
public access, and the compatibility of proposed structure to surrounding development. 
Thus, the project, as approved by the City, is inconsistent with the certified LCP policies 
as provided and discussed above. 
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TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP 
FOR CONDOMINIUM PURPOSES 

PRoPOSED JOURNIGAN /BURGESS TWIN HOME 
1513 South Pacific Street, Oc:unslde, california 
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PRELIMINARY GRADING & DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
PROPOSED JOURNIGAN J BURGESS TWIN HOME 
1513 $outh Pacific Street, Oceanside, California 
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EXISTING CONDTIONS MAP 
PROPOSED JOURNIGAN /BURGESS TWIN HOME 
lSU South Pacific; Street, Oceanside, C.flfomla 
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FIRE DEPARTMENT NOTES; 
, , BUilCMNG IHH..l MEET OCI!ANSIOE SPRINKU!R OMINANCE Vrf EfrFECT AT 

TliE TINt; Of'" DIJU)tNo PIA MIT ISS VANCE, 
2. BVIlONQ AOORUSEI SHAU. 81! e INCWUIQH NUMBER llmeA 

COMaNATION. 

a. "tAN .!I SHALL 8£ SVIMintO TO FIR! PAE.Vt:NTtON 8\.IREAU FOR. PLAN 
CHECK REVIEW ANO IIPPRW14. PRIOR TO Ttl: ISSUANCE Of 9\lll.OJNG 
ftERMn'S:. 

4, BVllOINCJ SHAll MEET OC6ANSID£ FIAI! OE:PAATMeN'T C~RENT 
AOOPTEO COOl'S AT TlWi TII.'EOf! 8\lll.DING P6RMIT A.PPllCAT10N, 

SITE PlAN NOns: 
1, S!l1EPUN&QRAoiNG'lAN SHAU ESlABlJSH THEE)QSTINGANOANI~ 

OMOI!S P.NOORAINAGE CONl'JtOt. SYSTEMS FOR nlE PROPOS EO 
STRVCTURE. 

2, THERE AAE NO NEWexPOSEOCUT OA, Fill SlOPES Pf\OPOS!O FOR THE' 
PROJI!!CT. ' 

3, TH! FINISH EO PRECISE B.EVATIONS OF" CCINCRETETERJtACES AND 
OAAINAOE 8VS:TeNS CONTROltEO 8V THIS "LAN OfRECTnfE 
STORMWATER TO TN!: EM~ STING OFU.WAOE SYSTEM TO lliE MST 
TOWARO THE BEACH. 

• . NOWi!NPUet.IC OIUJNAGE r:'Acn.JTIG AAE PROPOSiiO. 
I. FOVNOATIONWAllSFORTH!!'&l'RVCTVR!ARE SHOWNONlliSPt.AN 

FOR REFE~NCI. Otoa.Y. 
I . NIW FO\JNOATfONS SH'il CONFORM TO lli'E SOU I CEO'l'!.CHHICN.. 

REPORT. 
7. All RooF DRAm$ 1RON GUTTERS SHAll 13£ COUECltO TO !XIT 'fl.lE 

STRUCfUAI! ON TH£ CONCRETE SURF ICES OR IHT'O I.AM)~E ORAIHS, 
AM) AAETOO! DIRlCTEO TO THe PROPOSEO DISCHARGE INAt.TAAltOH 
BA.SIHtNl'HEREAR. 

I. NO Off.SITI CM01HG 18 PRCJ>OSEO. 
t. CON5TRUCnON AAEA!$UMIT£08Y PAOJI(RTYUNEON lliENOR'Tl4. 

SOUTH~ WUT JM0 f'f'( 'TH1! STM£T ON lltE EAST. 
tO. CONSTRUCT roN OPERA.TIOHS S\W.l8E UMITEOTO WEEklY HOURS 7:00 

.W TO 1:00PM; SATUAoAV HoUR!~AM TO !1:00PM: NO 1\'0RK ON 
SIJNOAVS AHO HOl~YS. 

\1. WATER S1!RYIC! PR0\101!0 (IV 1lE CfTV OF OC!NfsiOE. 
12, S&WERSERVI'CEPAO'VIDE08Y1ltE CTTV Of OctANSIOE, 
t:l. ElECmlcANO GA! lliR\IICE PAOVIC!08YSJHOfEOO DAB 6 ElECTRIC. 
H . TREPHON6PRE-WM!&V41VII.Oa-.ANooR ATlT: S1:AVtCIIr:~TO 8!: 

DliTERMINEO. 
\5. CA8tt; SERVICE PAOVIOEO BY COX COfi.IMUHK:ATIQNs. 

tf, WASTE MANAGEMENT 5eRVfCES PRO\nO!O 8V WAST! w.NAOEMENT, INC. 
17. SCHOOL SERVJCI!B 8Y OCEANSIDe UNFlE.O SCHOOL OIS~ICT. 
11. NoUNDEVElOPA9lEAAEAFOUNOONSITE. 
11. RAA..RoAO LINE 400 n TO NORTHEAST, 
20, FINlSH ORAO wt1'1-IIN 10 Fl!ET OF THE New STAUCTUREIAD01110Jf SHALt 

81 SlOPED A MINIMUM 2~ A.WA.Y~OM TME8Ul.Ofro FOR DRAINAGE 
PURPOSES 

2t, THE DISCHARGE OF' POllUTANTS TO ANY StORM DRAINACESVSTEM ~ 
PAOHI8tTEO. NO SOUOWASTe, PETROI..E\.NevPAOOUCT$, Sal 
PAATtCUlA'tt, CONSTR\IC'R::IN WASTE MATERIAl I , OR WAS'm¥ATER 
CEN!Mrt:O ON CON!TJI.UCTtON SITES OR BV CONS ]RUCTION ACTMTIE! 
SHAt.l8E PUCEO, COHVWV(O OR; OISCHAAQEO IHTO TH'CSTR!ET, 
CUntR OR STORM DRAIN SYSTEM. 

SITE PLAN PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS LEGEND 

~ 
SVMeOl D&SCAPTION 

- t- _...,.ERTYUNE 

~0 EXII'tlNG CONTOUR 

19--- ~ISH CONTOUR 

U .f'- EIOSTINQ SPOT !U:V. 

~ PROP0$£0 SPOT ElEV. 

-E-- ON:CnON OF ORNNA.GE 

-.r-1_ PROI'OS<llST!HJ<:'!""" 

~~-----"}:~s~~~~ 

--==~== lANDSCAPE ORAINLINE 

@ 6"NOSA1'AJIJMD .... 

000 :t"OECKDIWN 

---~-- ~SANITARVS!WeAUNE 

s;e ~="~NATVIW. 

liNDERGROUNO 
ElEC'miCAl SERYICE 

--~---~~~~ 
___ ,__ ;:E:~~~CAelEL1'4E 

tltM DESCRIPTION I'TEM 0£SCRIPllON 

<3> PROPOSED 11.HIOHOECORATlVECMVst.UMP I!ILOCK 
WAll, ADOII COLOR WITH CAP3TONE toAEPLACE 
EJOSONO oeTEAtofi.AT!NG CMU WAll 

<t> PAOPO~O OECORATM ME ORAl. COlOR PeCEsTRWf 
CONCRm WAUNIA.V Wll'Wnt' SAWCVT PATT&RN. 

PROfiOSE'D 20" HKOH OI!COR ... TM!: CMU 8l.OCI( <E> 6::s:~==~GSTONE VEHICUlAR <§> AEiTAININGISEATWAI.l. COlORT8D, WJTHCAP 
STONE TO REPlACE extSTtNG OI[T'ENOAATfNG C"'-' 
AETAIMNG'WALL, SHOWNF"OFI ClARIJ'ICA.TlONON\.V 

~ fl"ltmGIW.CONCAETt!! C\IADTOSUAAOUNO/ REFER TO CMl PlANS, 
PROTECT PlAHT!A ANQl.N«)SCAPE MATU!.Al ~ t ' HKJHWOOO ST/II~OWOOOFENCE. COlORT80. <8> PROPOSED S"fSPf'fHH STON£5 WJTH llA.I:N P!881.E . ._.,. 

~ OUTDOORs~ wrTHWOOOIC'*"'SI7E OEcK 
SET ON CONCRETE PIERS ON GRAOe <1> PROPOSED DECORAl'lV! 1'\.AGITOHE Pf:OESTRIAN 

WAUC/PATIO 

0 lANDSCAPE PLANTER, REFER TO a.P·1 

SOUIII I'ACif!C :O: If<lll 
i'".F.=';> . .32 

-··~~~ ------~- --] 1 i'j " . ' I/ 
" ,J.~ - -0 . .. 

'b 

DESIGN TEAM 
"'"'"" PAUL.LONCT<1rl 
UC1!N!EOAAICHIT!CT 
2tDt Me: SA ORfY!. 
OCEAHK:IE. CA 82054 
PtfONE:160-122-410' 
FAX:71(1.72J..4to3 

MBA.ttltn• 
MATTH!WRIKG 
L.ICEN:SliC lANDSCAPE 
AA~CTIJS.lll 
1701 PAS EO OE\. vtsTA. 
lACO!rA.CAt200'1 
PHCJtofE: 710-41MstD 
MIROESK3N~t..COM 

TAYLOR CROUP, ~c. 
GEos:cl£tfC£ &. CM.. ENoiNEENfC 
COfSULTANTs 
711 P'IER vtEWWA'f, 
OCEMSIOE. CA t20M 
PHONe: 'fii)."111·H90 
F'/ltJI.: 7SC.U:1·tlll 

EN£Aav OOCUM!NTA1'1oN, '1111.1! 2<6 --
STRlfC'1'\.IRAl ENGINEER 
T90 

GEOSOitS,t«:. 
WAVE RUN UP STVDV 
5741 PAUIIER WAY 
CARlSIAO, CA 02«11 
(1SOJ<tii-:Jt" 

~.L·~-------&2~ Jl~~~ 
.. <ilfll ~~idT'-, !'tC irll. O. <RUT ~ 

G) SITE PIAN WITH TOIOCMPHY AS !HOWl< 
!IC.t.le: ,. • 10·'0' 

PR0!£0 INFO: 
ASSESSOR'S f>AAC€\.1: 153.Q1J,..ot3 

LeGAL LOT71N 8\.0CK'E'Of OCEANFRONfAODrtiON IN THl CttV()f OCIWrfSIOl. 
OESCRI'l10N: CO\Jn'V OF SAN DIEGO, STAn 01' CN.IFORNfft.ACCOROING TO MAP TMERE<# 

NO. lilt, Fll!OINTHI! OFFICECNTHI!COliN1VReCOAOEROf I""OieOO 
COUNTY, AIN£a.1to.t, !KC~TJNQ THIIR!FA.oM THAT PORT10N THER!O,, IF 
A.NVHER&TOFOAE OR NOWl'tl«; l£l.OWTHE MeAN HIGH T1De UNB OF THE PA.CFICQCEAH 

APPLI'CNfT' tiWHlR: BURae:ss J0UAt1oAN 
STREET 
CITY, STATlZW 

OATEPREPMSI: ALICUSTU, 201t 

ZONE 6 GENERAl PlAN; AT-RE$10ENrtAl TOURJST 

lOTSizt:: &.21$SO.FT. to.14AQ\E) 

8\11\.DIHGDArk FtRSTR.OOR 
tiECONO FLOOR 
THifi.OFLOOR 
ROOFOI!CI< 
TOTAl HAIITI\8lE 

OAAAO! COURlYMo 
COVRTYARO RESTROOM 
2ND FlOOR DEats 
3RO F\.OOR DECkS 
AOOFo&CKS 
ROOF STORAGE 

1.4&1SQ.FT • 
2.•22sa. F.T 
2.•22sa.FT. 
HICO:.FT, 
IAUSC.FT. 

9VI.OING COYeRAGE: 2.417.7 SF PROPOSED 
PA\IEM!HT COYERAGE: U.lllf' PROPOSI!O 

!U% 
U% 

191SO.FT. 
t_,SQ,FT, 
Jill SQ. Fr. 
JDISQ,Ff, 
1,BIUO.Fl. 
:JlSO.FT. 

lAHOSCAP!NC C~CI!: 1.349.8 IF PROPOSED 
AtNnMENT: 410.4 SO EJOI'ttNC 21.1" 1NC\.UOINO ~DRAT lVI! HAAOSCAP( 

S~AN! UO:J.lSFE)CSnNQ '·"' ..... 
LOT 'MOTH: 

lOTO!Pnt 

sETV.acs: 

.... -. 

PROJECT 
O!SCRIPTION: 

NOll!S: 

TOPOOAAPHY: 

PERMITS: 

2ur 

ltS.S•FT ATNOR'IHPROPERTYUNE 
Uua !IT lOUtH PROPERTY liNE 

FRONTVARC: 10' ... 
110EVNIIJ: :UO 
REAR VAAD: ITAINCt.INB liMIT 08SERV!O 

).S"JORIES OR lS'..V FROM THt:AV!RAG! FINISHOO OAADE TO THG CO.IHO Oft 'rttE 
TOP !TORV, NO POAT10N OF 11i!:PR~O HA81TA8LE SPAce MAY EXCRO THE 
MAX. PatM~ HeCHT. 

SEC. 2:1t, IT.,.,_.b,e. 
~S OR ROOf STRUCTURES FOR THI! HOuSING OF !lEVATORS, 

STAIRWAYS, £TC- IBU$EC, 1701.etMAV8E EReCTED N#ONAWTAINEO 
A90V! ruE .15'·f1•MAX. HEIOUTLIMIT. NO ROOf" STRUCTUR&:AaovE 'nU: 
Ht:IGHT liMIT SHAll BE USEO,OA TH! P\1\POS!: OFPROvtOINOAOOrf!ONAL 
F\.OORtpACE. 

1. TO OEMOltSH ... NO S<fSTIHO TWO STORY HOUE ANO BXIITINO I STORY 
HOMt! AM) CONSTRUCT A THAEE STORY SINGlt FAMilY HOME W14 CAA 
CARAGE oN 30 FT 'MOE LOT 

1. MAMAINHWATEDRWEWAV 
3, ~ R£PAI\ lO THE EXI8mGREVI!mENT ASMAYBB REQUIRB:J (NONE 

t , ~~=.TO 2010 TRIEHt«N.. EOniCJ4 Of 'n1! COOl! OP A!CUI.Al'ION.$, 
Tm!" 

2, CONFORMS TO dTY ot OCEANSO! tat ZOHtHO OfiOIN,t,NCE 
3. CONII'ORMS TO lOCAl COSTA\. PAOGRAM 
4. CCNFORUSTOCNSomMCOSTA\.ACT 
5. EN'AAONMEHT'All V EXEMPT 
S. OCCI.PANcY: R·:J $1f0lE FN-ILY OWEl.LINO 
T, CONSTRUCTION: TVPEVN.ONE Hot.A EXTEROR fSPR'NIU.EREO) 
e, SOil """~flllYSANO&GACHOEPOSIT~ NON-!MPI\NBM!'PVR TCJ\ 

REf'OAT 
t . E)QSTI+O lOT IN RT ZONE IN EST*'SHEO fESk)BfTIM. HBGHec:lftt«)' 
10. 11FT OF COHl'OURB.EYATIOHDfFFER!fnlo'l 
11. :JOFTWkle LOTASIUMEOAT 80UTHPACF1CSTR.EET 
IZ. NO !I!Nftll1VE IIOlOGICAI. MSOIMCES 
11 N08USI'T'OPI 
U. HoRAII!M6HTS 
15. NO GEOlOGICAl HAZNlO, IOU REPORT PROVIO(O 
11. lfO HJSTORtcAlRESOliRCSS REPORT R!OUitEO 

MICHA.m.. C. SPIRO, DATED MAY 4, rot 1 

1. 
2. OOAOING PERMIT, RETAI'IHO W"'-\,li .._ GUII.V~ rc"""' 
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lANDSCAPE Pl.ANTING 4 IRRIGATION NOTES; 
1. All PlANTINOANO IA~OATION INSTAllATIONS SHAll BGW.OE 

POAS\IANT TO Tt-re CITV Of OC!~SIOI! \AHIOSCAP! tECHMCJil MANUAl. 
2. .IrA.\. $0l.S stW..l BE PROf'I!R.lY AMt:t.aEO TO PAOMO'TE VKlOROUS 

GROWTH AND SURFACE WATER RET!.NTION. 
) . nu; l..AHOI~ f'l.Hn1NG PAL£TIE lS CONCEPY\IAlANO S\leJECT TO 

F1El0 RlVIstONS ANOIOI\ Al T£AAA.TE SB.1:tT10NS BV T,.._l.AHOS<:APE 
AACH~Cl. 

4, All IRR'GAT10N TO TRE!S ANO SHRUBS SHAll &E IVORIP EM In DIS 
FROM AUTOMATIC COI'rfTROl\.ERSON 11M£ C\OCKS. 

I . AL\.IRRIMT10NTO GROVNO COYEA.SANDl.AWNARW SWilt. BE 8Y lOW 
A. OW POP·'-"' MISTERs (HUNTER) OR PoP·UPMP ROTi\TORS (HUNTtR) 
FROM MITorAAltC CCINTROllERS ON TIME ClOCKS. 

I . nu. SYSTEM 8HAU. INClUDE RAINSDtSORS TOREOJCE ORSUSPENO 
WA.T£ .... 0 OUfUNG RNIN P'£Rt00S. 

J , CONCRElE OfW£WAY fiANo & WAltct SW..\.8£ INTECAA\. CO\OREQ 
CONCRETE BY DAVIS COlORS, AOOIE COlOR wmt MEQVM SROOU 
FH'tiSH. 

1. ~AY F\AOS1'0NE INLAY TO BE A SlAY£ RAGSl~ OYER 
CONcR.ET£ BASE AHO IS TO MATCH COlOR. ANO~ OF OECORATNE 
WA\.\. FASClA ROCK. 

I, HOMEOWN&RS ARE !:XPECTEO TO HAVE POT 'rEO fiU.NTS ON lHEIR 
P"TJOS, 

iO, Al.ll.NrfOSCAPfNQ & IRRIGATION SHH.l a;: EQUM.lV OMOEO & 
MAMMft:DniE IND~L UNITS, HORtM SlOt!! &FRONT 9Y\INIT A, 
SOUTH SlOE 8Y UNIT 9. 

11 . NO FIRtSVPPRESt10NZONE OA. EIRVSHMANAOEMENT lS AEQVIftEOOR 
PROIMEO. 

12. H5A SF OF OECORIIT"-'l 00\.MEO CONCfU!Tt WALKWAYS (DOES NOT 
fHQ.UOI! OOMWAY). 

13. All ON OEOC I SlRUCT\JA[ Pl.ANTERS AJIK) CONTAJH;R PlANTSwtll. BE 
1RAIOATt0 USING sutiiMIOATION WATIUUNG SVSTI.M 9V GARDEN N:rr 
INT£RNATICW.-L (FORM! AI. Y JMOIN19tJ {7t4) s•M20D. USING 
UGlfTWEfOHT POTTNO SOil MDI: FJK)hJ OAROI:N MT lNlmNA'OONAl. 

H . 11.0• HIGH STAitEO WOOO FENCE: TO RUN H.ONQ 8VIl~Q ON NOAnt 
AND SOUTH PROPERTY 1.11£ WITH GATES AT EAST AHO WEST OF ntE 
NORTH N+O SOVlH OF 8Uil.ONO 

lA~QsCArE lECIND ......... ........ SVM90l PlANT ..., \.OCATIOM ...... 
CD CAM SOliTM WAll "" 

CRUptNQ~ 
ESPALII:RS 

0 NORTH WAlKW/\Y 116ACHI"E88\.E. 
/0 . ·! SI!TW&''I!N DECORAT1VE 

10 ',, ,, ., STEPf'tNG stONES ... CRE£PINGFIO 
ESPALIERS 

ffi 
SOUTMWAl.tfNAY "" 

CftEEP~GflG 
UP AllERS 

STREET Pl.ANTER • CREEPING tHYME 
GROUHO COVI:R 

OlY Of OC£ANSIDE lANDSCAPE ClP NOTES: 
t. 'IN'Il lAfrfOSCAPI! 1'\.AAS sttAU.ACC\IAATE\.Y SHOWPUCI:...eNToF 

T~UI, stm\IIS. AND GROUHOCOV!<~. 
L LAH08C»! ARCHI'nC1 SHM.l. 91! AWAP£ OF All UTIUTY, S£Wif\. QAS, 

NfO STORM oR,... EASEMENTS l>l¥J 11'\.AC! I'\.Nii1NO lOCATIONS 
ACCOROINGlY TO MUT CfTY OF ~01! REOUR94.EN'TS. 

3. All REOUIA£0 lANOSCAPE AREAS SMAll 9E JolMNTAIMEO (!Nc(OOING 
'J'ueUC RKI.H'T·Ot=-WA.Y) IV OWN EA. THE lloNOSCN'! AREAS SHAll BE 
MMn'AM.O Pat cn'T OF OCiANIIDE REO\.MR'I!I.I!.NTS. 

t. AN AUTOMATIC IRAtOATIOH SVSTI!M SHAll eE 1NSTAllEO TO PRO\ItOE 
COVERAG!.FOR. AU PlAN11NGAREM.SMOWHOHTHf. P\AN. lOW 
VOlUME E(Uif'tiii!HT SHAll PROim; SU'Fk:I£NT WATI'A FOR PWff 
GRONTH WlTH A NINMUM WATER lOSS OUI!. TOWA'rt:R A\fi.OfF'. 
IAfUGA110N SYSl'EM9 !HAI.l USE H1GH 0\.lo\UTY, AUl"C)trMTlCCOMTROl 
VAlVES, CONTROllERS ANa OTHER NECESSARY ~TKJN EO\J!PMENT. 
All COMPOH&M'S SHAll BE OF NONoCORAO!IY£ MATE1UAl. Al\. ORlP 
SYST'£MSSHAU 8£AofaUA'm.Y Fk.lEREOAND REClA.A.TtOP!R 'M. 
MANWAc;T\Mf.R'S RECONMEHOEO DeSIGN PAR.AMETEAS. All 
IRAfGA'nON IMIPRO'JUriENT$ SHA\.l FOl\,OW THE CfTYOF OC£ANSIDE 
GUIDEliNES MO WATER COHstAVATMJN CROINAHCE. 

CllY OF OCEANSIDE REQUIRED PLANTING NOll: 
I. TME SElECTtO~OfP\.ANTMA.TiRIAll!i BASEOONC\Ill'UAALAESnlntc. 

AND MNNTI!NAHCG CON~RAl10NS. AllP\.Nf'fiNG ,P,~ SHAll BE 
PREPAAEOW!Ttf APPJtOf'AIATE SOfli\MB«<ME'NTS.IIeR11lllERSAHO 
.\PPROPR\ATE S'\IPPl!MSfTS eASED UPoN A SOLS REPORT FROMM 
AGRICUlTURAl SUfTAilUTY SOil SAMPlE TAKEN FROM nlE SIT£. 
GRCUND COYER& OR BARK MUlCH SHAl.lFl.l If BETWEEN THE SIIWIS 
TO SHIElO ntE SOrt FROM mE S\JN, !VAPOTfWISJ'tRA110H AltO 
RUN·OFF. All TME Fl~ AND SHRUB BEDS SHAt.l9E MU\.CH!O TO A 3" 
DEPn.l TO )4Etl' CONSEfi;V! WATER.~ 11-lE SOil T!MJ'E.AA.l\IREAND 
RED~ W!I!O OROWTH. TNe SHRUBS sttAll BE AllO'Nm TO CROW IN 
~EIR ~ATVAAL FORMS. Alll.AI'«<SCASI£ IMPROYMNTS SMALl FOllOW 
114: CIT'/' OF OC!!ANSklE GlADI!.lM.S. 

P\.AHT O\IANTITYf0 PROPOS EO tr HIGHOECORATfVE CMU SlUMP Bloct< 

SIZE ~~~~~':::~~~TOREPLACt 
2·5GAL 0 PROf'OOE020'HIGHDEC<f<AlMCMIJ BlOCK 

RETANNG I SV.TWM.l, OOlOR TOO. 'MlHCN' 
STONE TO REPL.AC1: EXI~ O£l'SUORAnNCOW 
R£TAI~WAU..SHOWNJ"'RClARIFK:ATION~lY 
RU!R. TO CNl. PlANS. 0 ti' HJOHWOOOSTAlNEOWOODF!NCE... cotORTitO. 

T- SOAL 

2.-60AL 0 ()UTODcmSHCM'ERWITHWOOOfCOioi'OSrrEOEQC: 
SETON CONCRETE PIER! ON GRAOI 

$ · FlAYs ® t•INTEDRAl COlOR CONCRETE CURB TOSUMOUNO I 
PROTa:T JI\ANTt:R AND LANOS<:N'! MATERW. 

* RO£BE\.INtPM,M 3 --4"CAl fl'8TM 0 
® 

liMONilNI PEREZ I & • t OAL. II ENTRY OAtt F'ER OETAJ\. 

0 !lAAAct; Pt..ANT'ER ,., 
ON~~~~~ 3-tGAl. 

® UMOH!UMP!R!lll t·tGAl. 
.... . S()tJ II I I ' AC i r~C :C, IJ<I:.LI 

CMU SEAT WALL 

- ~ V/1//IIJJJ ,~ .. ·:ci~tiirMfit¥ft.tq~·,;;.~~ ______ .,__ + jjij . ~ . ' . 

. 
~ 

0 
() 

t!.Ell2f!_ 

lANDSCAPE INFO 

8UtlOfNO COYlAAGI:: 2,4l1 .l SF PM)f>OSEO 31.1'% 
PAveM!NTCOVERAOI!: U.7FPROP09EO U'A 
lAHOSCN'5NOCOYERAGE:t,34USFPROPOSEO tf.S" t«:t.lJJtffDe.CORAtiWHMQJCNII! 
R!VETNENT: 410.4SOEJCISTING 7.K 
SAfr«)IQCEo\N: 1,to:U SF Ext9'TWtG 30.11' 

\.OYWCTH: 

lOT09'nt 

IE.111AQ(S: 

lOPOGFlAPtft: 

# 
~ 

~~-· 
i:liilr,-~ 
~ ~;&;'lW,ypOii;C&"LINNaASt 

2.1.12.' 

115.54 FT A.T NOA'ni PROPERTY UNI! 
tl$,10" SOU1H PR0PER1VUN& 

FRONTYAAD: 10'.0" 
flOE YAfWJ: 3'·0'" 
REAR VIR>: STAINOUN! UNff OII!R\JEO 

NICHA.El C.SPIRO.MTEO UAV-4, 1011 

~ 
SVNBOl OESCRM>l10N 

- -t- -PROPERTY\.JE 

.... ·10 .. " ···~ EXISnNG CONTOUR 

~ 'NSHCCJNr'OUR. 

II:U4• ElaST»>I SPOT B.EV. 

lJ.I!!.... PROPOSED SPOT aEV. 

-E-- (UR!C:TIOH Of DRAINAGE 

_r"1.,_ I>IIOPOSEOSmUC1VRI! 

t: ~r .. ~t:·. '.51::==~~ 
~ :...~o:~=TM! 
r•··:. ;:;::.':.-.::] =OPA\IIIIt>TO 

---1,9.--I...Nfl&CAP! OAAINUNE 

!l!!W 
:~fl~-
• W01'01PGN..V, POST lASE PERC1YI\.ENGINEER TYP. 

l!_g rNOSATNUMOAAIN 

000 $"oecKMAtl 

FENCE DET All 

\ 

~SANftMY SEWI!R \.M. 

IH)ERGR0UND ~TURAl 
GA88!RVICI 

-----~~::'Avu 

-----=~:VX:E 

--41>--==.t.I\.E\.H 

-,t------Ill- L~ ~~3_~~·, 

E 
~~11-
1Jl!2'i ~~ 
I~~~~~ 
I n 
I - -

'---~ ~ 
Vl 
LJJ 
01:: 

~ ~~ z v~ 
01:: 5~ :>U 
0 :: ({ 

~ ~~ 
~ 

0 
NORTH 

,.ACfMC Oct'AH 

rn 
N.r.s. - ~ 

1 
~lit Yli\N"' U\NU>'-N< ·~· nun·-·--······· - -· "l-clP·1 I 

----------------------------------------------------~~~~·:'':'~:·~r~·~":·~:·----------------------------------------------------------------~==========~v;•~~·~·~;•;•;•~•;••;n~'===m====:J--_j 



• 

APPLICATION NO. 

A-6-0CN-13-0 
Commission site 

hoto 



APPLICATION NO. 

A-6-0CN-13-0 
Applicant site photos 



I 

j 
1 
.f. 

1 





)>)> 

om-um 
-· I "U >< 

"'U -<"Qri 
~ m U>- 0 o ro 
CDX(J)Z)>--' ::r .-+ -i ---, 
.....>. CT :::::! . I - Z 
0 -· ::::J ..a. 0 0 . ·~ ·- ·~ · ~ ~ - ..... co z I' ~ --. - (,.) . 
N 5 ' I Z 

roo 0 cx:> o . 
co 

STRING~E LOCA llON 
DETERMINED FROM CITY 
STRINGLINE PHOTOS 

\ 

1513 SOUTH PACIFIC STREET 

JANUARY 25, 20131 SHEET 1 OF 1 



[ffJ (jj)@@fjj{M@@[ff] 

[ffj&fjj @!Xl 

STRINGLINE LOCATION 
PREVIOUSLY APPROVED BY 
THE COASTAL COMMISSION 

~ 
~ 
9. 
~ 

0 
0 
~ 
1Z. 

SCALE P.d 1"=40' 

STRINGLINE LOCATION 
DETERMINED FROM CITY 
STRINGLINE PHOTOS 

~"\~ 
c:§J 

Qo' ,.§.,c.-
" ~ "'v 

~ 
~ov ~ 
~ 

...0 

-1'C>~C' 

~s<i, 
~0 

-<.~~~-<. 
s 

\ 

\ 

CITY OF OCEANSIDE 

1513 SOUTH PACIFIC STREET 

DATE: JANUARY 25, 20131 SHEET 1 OF 1 



ft 
() 

!!!. 
~ 
3 
iii" 
() 
0 
Ill 
(/) 

~ 
() 
0 
3 
3 u;· 
(/) 

a· 
:::> 

---------- ...-

,-

'y 

~ .... .--

~~ 
"i4 oa~Qs~~\...--

,.<JO~~C>~v-

----- ~ ----K---

' 

)>)> 
'OI)>m 
'0 0') "'0 
=: I "'0 )< 
£ Oc I 

m ::J 0 o co 
x ~ z)>__, 
~ en -i -, 

gSQ.1.ooz 
~ - wz 
::J I Z 
~- o 0 OI<O ::J . 
CD 00 

I 
I 
I 
I 

' \ 
,_ 

.... 
. ··- . 

! 
i 

~¥I 

~
d- #d- d-. i ~ 

- '*« : - J -------~ 

i 

g 
"' 

_ __:__j __ - - - - - --------'- - -

c 

~ 

~''''-'-'-''-''-~1 

SCALE: 1" = 10' 

"'· 

0 

UN£ CONSTRUCTfD USING SW CORNER OF ~LOG 
AT 1601 S. PACIFIC AND 89 FOOT STRINGUNr 
AT 1507 S. PACIFIC 

COASTAL STRING UN£ NOTE: 

'• 

----------------· 

SCALE: 1" = 20' 

£DIISTAI.. S1RN:liC !lOW fEFErJ.IIS 84!lD 01 1/111EHf£TATICH CF fJ-C NTOIT (F K OTY' (F 
r::t:EIHXF. (DISTN S1FlMlJitC DHBT il"TUJ 19!JJ A"'J 11-C mJ.(JIIM; 9.R'I£)f1) fJONT9 

1 ~raR-ER fT a:NX'AINUJ SfR.CR.FC AT 1601 !D.J7H PNne SfFU:T 1AitEN 
AT FNI CT 8JI.DIG AT CRl.NJ Fl.CXR 8Al.JX:NY L£\ll.. 

2 S1RJIC1H CE7EJU/IED AT I!Xll !DJ1U PNJRC S11EET AS 90W CN ~ 91£ FUN 
NIJ OIFUMt GJ<ST"'- CI:MAS9t:N l'ffroo/J¥. PfR ar ST_, ICFCRT NIJ rDDIIO<S 0>1 
Nf£Al.A~1.JI 

K fRCJN,fL N.RAI.. R-O~NfVRS fOM)T~~ A tNrCRJ!Dl£ A/10 MSffiaJAIJ.Y 
t<JT ~ 10 J'{).UST FUI ~ FWfF. UNS OSICRTIOI NIJ 01'-ERA 11.1: I 
~ Y ~ fLEN 5:'AlD INJ ROTATED 10 R'1ttt(L A ID7 nr- Fr:R 11£ N£A (T tXN:1Rl 

F+CIO ~YIS !CNHDF'Il:U A~ c:R ~ <DCRA'liOJf+OTfXXPY'CT A PCR1/0I 
K OTY IT CXLW9r:£ Cll'ST-" S/RtoLYE D<-19 T FRDol 111 fll£S mHMIOTY IT 11£ 

FH)rrx:JPY r;w.t)T E£ o.t:FIF8JI£CIIH K (R()N!{. I'H}/IXWRIC D<.ff~T H'SID'JI LCST. 
=rol AM) 9:.'t.N: fHC1IS FRO.fi'H)TfXX1»1}C II£ IHl.Y 10 tm:r:T AO:lRACY. 

STRINGLINE EXHIBIT 
COMPARISON OF STRINGLINE INTERPRETATIONS 



. . 

EXHIBIT NO. 1 Q 
APPLICATION NO. 

A-6-0CN-13-00 
Stringline Map for 

1600 block 

~California 



; • .,. .... ! ...... io 

t ~ -~"~ •: .. ' 
'---·- • . .,. I f~'t . 

.......__..,, . (·'' 
- ~ .. 

EXHIBIT NO. 11 
APPLICATION NO. 

A-6-0CN-13-008 
Stringline Map for 

1500 block submitted 
b A licant 

~California Coastal Commission 

















June 11, 2012 

JourniganMBurgess LLC 
c/o Arcadia Contract 
5692 Fresca Drive 
La Palma, CA 90623 

GeoSoils, Inc. 

SUBJECT: Revetment Monitoring Plan for 1513 South Pacific Street, Oceanside, 
California , and Plan Review. 

Dear Journigan-Burgess LLC: 

The following monitoring program is proposed to satisfy the revetment monitoring program 
typically required by the California Coastal Commission. 

The shore protection device is a quarry stone revetment. The purpose of the program is 
to monitor and identify damage/changes to the revetment such that repair and maintenance 
can be completed in a timely manner and to avoid further encroachment of the revetment 
seaward. A fixed monitoring "bench mark" will be located behind the revetment on the 
south west portion of the proposed new patio. The bench mark will be fixed into the patio 
and will not be moveable. The bench mark is a convenient landmark to survey the 
revetment. The survey range line will be perpendicular to the shoreline starting at the 
bench mark and proceeding seaward toward the ocean. The exact location of the bench 
mark (or gps coordinates) will be provided on the "as built" drawings. These drawings, 
along with the first monitoring measurements (baseline measurements) , will be provided 
to the City and California Coastal Commission within 30 days of project completion . 

The revetment and beach profile measurements along the range line will be performed 
once every spring (March or April) after the completion of the project. The survey will be 
performed under the direction of a licensed professional engineer or surveyor. The actual 
surveying can b~ performed by the homeowner. The elevations will be recorded about 
every 5 feet along the range line for a distance of about 100 feet from the bench mark. The 
base line survey information obtained after the completion of the project and subsequent 
survey information will be plotted to compare changes along the range line. 

In addition to the annual survey, a visual inspection of the revetment should be performed 
before the beginning of the storm season (this can be during the fall profile measurements) , 
at the end of the storm season (April) , and immediately (as conditions permit) after any 
major wave event that overtops the revetment. The visual inspection can be performed by 
the homeowner or an appropriately licensed individual. The inspector should lo .--...;;,----1-4._, 
following signs of potential revetment failure or impacts to coastal resources: EXHIBIT NO. 

APPLICATION NO. 

1. Excessive scour in front of the revetment following significant storm events, A-6-0CN-13-00 
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2. Dislodged rocks or stones seaward of the revetment, 
3. Gaps or exposed under layer material , 
4. Slumping or rotation of revetment, and 
5. Settlement of rock into underlying sand. 

If any of these signs are visible, the location and nature of the failure or impact will be 
denoted and photographs taken. 

As part of the survey and visual inspection, pictures of the revetment from the fixed range 
line will be taken. Photographs will be taken from the beach showing the entire exposed 
revetment fronting the site . Finally, photographs will be taken after extreme wave events 
which erode the beach and may have moved armor stone. The photographs will be 
compared with the previous photographs to determine if changes in the actual location of 
individual stones has occurred. 

The monitoring information shall be summarized in a report prepared by a licensed 
engineer familiar with shoreline processes. 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 31 51 of each year after completion . The report will contain an evaluation 
of the condition and performance of the revetment, including an assessment of whether any 
weathering or damage has occurred that could adversely impact future performance of the 
revetment. The report will make recommendations for any necessary maintenance or 
modifications to the revetment to assure its continued function and to insure no 
encroachment beyond the existing footprint of the structure. Monitoring shall continue 
throughout the life of the revetment or until the revetment is removed or replaced under a 
separate coastal development permit. 

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 
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