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SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

 

The proposed development involves 2 adjacent lots with 2 similar existing structures and the 
proposed improvements to each are also similar. Therefore, staff is combining the staff reports, 
as the issues that relate to each are identical. 
 
The appellant raises a number of LCP consistency issues primarily focusing on concerns that the 

approved development will be out of character with the surrounding community, and that the 

cumulative impacts of the construction of multiple vacation rental units on this block will result 

in impacts to parking and, in turn, to public beach access.  Staff has reviewed the appellant’s 

contentions in detail, and based on review of the City’s file and information provided by the 

applicant, concluded that the development, as approved by the City, is consistent with all 

applicable LCP provisions. The proposed additions to the existing structures will not block any 

public views, will be in character with the overall surrounding community, and will not result in 

any adverse impacts on public beach access or public parking.  A total of two units are proposed 
on each property and each property provides four parking spaces, 2 spaces more than the two 
spaces per unit required by the LCP. The proposed structures have been designed with a large 
number of bedrooms (12 bedrooms in each structure) and the intent is to allow the units to 
function as vacation rental units. Although there clearly are a large number of bedrooms and 
bathrooms proposed in the structures, the structures are consistent with the City’s certified LCP 
for this area of the City. The subject properties are located within the Residential-Tourist (R-T) 
zoning designation and an Urban High-Density land use designation (UHD-R). These 
designations allow single and multi-family residential structures serving both residential and 
visitor serving uses. The proposed structures are consistent with the redevelopment of other 

nearby residential structures often used as vacation rentals, including several that have been 

reviewed and approved by the Commission on appeal (ref. CDP Nos. A-6-OCN-12-054, A-6-

OCN-12-055, and A-6-OCN-12-056). Therefore, staff recommends that the Commission, after a 

public hearing, determine that no substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on which 

the appeal has been filed.   
 

The standard of review: the Certified Oceanside LCP and the public access and public recreation 

policies of the Coastal Act. 
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I. MOTIONS AND RESOLUTIONS 
 

A. Motion:  

 

I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-6-OCN-14-0066 raises 

NO substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been 

filed under § 30603 of the Coastal Act. 

 

Staff recommends a YES vote.  Passage of this motion will result in a finding of No Substantial 

Issue and adoption of the following resolution and findings.  If the Commission finds No 

Substantial Issue, the Commission will not hear the application de novo and the local action will 

become final and effective.  The motion passes only by an affirmative vote by a majority of the 

Commissioners present. 

 

Resolution: 

 

The Commission hereby finds that Appeal No. A-6-OCN-14-0066 does not present a 

substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed under § 

30603 of the Coastal Act regarding consistency with the Certified Local Coastal Plan 

and/or the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. 

 

              

 

B. Motion:  

 

I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-6-OCN-14-0067 raises 

NO substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been 

filed under § 30603 of the Coastal Act. 

 

Staff recommends a YES vote.  Passage of this motion will result in a finding of No Substantial 

Issue and adoption of the following resolution and findings.  If the Commission finds No 

Substantial Issue, the Commission will not hear the application de novo and the local action will 

become final and effective.  The motion passes only by an affirmative vote by a majority of the 

Commissioners present. 

 

Resolution: 

 

The Commission hereby finds that Appeal No. A-6-OCN-14-0067 does not present a 

substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed under § 

30603 of the Coastal Act regarding consistency with the Certified Local Coastal Plan 

and/or the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. 
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II. APPELLANT CONTENDS  
 

The appellant contends that the development approved by the City is inconsistent with the 

certified LCP for the following reasons:  

 

1. Inconsistent with the character of the surrounding community.  

2. High number of bedrooms and bathrooms means more cars and adverse impact to 

existing public parking. Denies low cost visitor serving uses, because the vacation 

rental units may be prohibitively expensive for some beach users.  

3. Policy in the 1992 zoning code requires that a maximum of 6 persons may rent a 

dwelling unit for occupancy. 

 

III. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTION 
 

On September 22, 2014 the Planning Commission adopted Planning Commission Resolution 

Nos. 2014-P22 and 2014-P23 and Regular Coastal Development Permit Nos. RC14-00004 and 

RC14-00005.  The Planning Commission action was then reviewed by the Council and on 

November 5, 2014 the Council adopted Resolution Nos. 14-R0666-1 and 14-R0667-1, affirming 

the Planning Commission actions. The specific conditions required by the Planning Commission, 

which were incorporated by reference in the Council Resolution, require the applicant to provide 

75% open side yard fencing in order to protect existing ocean views, limit all buildings, 

structures, fences and walls to be located no further seaward than the line of development 

established by the Stringline Setback Map, and require the applicant to record a covenant 

waiving any rights of the applicant to liability claims on the part of the City associated with 

natural hazards.  

 

IV. APPEAL PROCEDURES/SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE ANALYSIS 
 
After certification of a Local Coastal Program (LCP), the Coastal Act provides for limited 
appeals to the Coastal Commission of certain local government actions on coastal development 
permits.   
 
Section 30603(a) of the Coastal Act identifies which types of development are appealable.  
Section 30603(a) states, in part: 

 
 (a) After certification of its Local Coastal Program, an action taken by a local government 

on a Coastal Development Permit application may be appealed to the Commission for 

only the following types of developments: 

 

  (1) Developments approved by the local government between the sea and the first 

public road paralleling the sea or within 300 feet of the inland extent of any beach 

or of the mean high tide line of the sea where there is no beach, whichever is the 

greater distance. 
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  (2) Developments approved by the local government not included within paragraph 

(1) that are located on tidelands, submerged lands, public trust lands, within 100 

feet of any wetland, estuary, stream, or within 300 feet of the top of the seaward 

face of any coastal bluff. 

 
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. 

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

(2) 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 Act requires that a finding must be made by the approving agency, 
whether the local government or the Coastal Commission on appeal, that the development is in 
conformity with the public access and public recreation policies of Chapter 3.  In other words, in 
regard to public access questions, the Commission is required to consider not only the certified 
LCP, but also applicable Chapter 3 policies when reviewing a project at the de novo stage. 
 
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 
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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; 
 
 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. 
 
The City of Oceanside has a certified Local Coastal Program (LCP) and the subject site is 

located in an area where the Commission retains appeal jurisdiction because it is located between 

the first public road and the sea.  Therefore, before the Commission considers the appeal de 

novo, the appeal must establish that a substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on 
which an appeal has been filed pursuant to Section 30603.  In this case, for the reasons discussed 
further below, the Commission exercises its discretion and determines that the development 
approved by the City does not raise a substantial issue with regard to the appellant’s contentions 
regarding coastal resources. 
 

 

V.  FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS 
 

A.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

 

The subject properties are located in an area just south of The Strand and west of Pacific Street 

(Exhibits 1-3) in the City of Oceanside.  The subject properties are comprised of two contiguous 

beach-front lots, each measuring 25 feet in width and 130 feet depth.  Like many other properties 

in the 800 block of South Pacific Street, the subject sites were excavated to allow beach-level 

habitable space (day-lighted basement).  The existing homes are each approximately 23 feet 

high, and consist of two stories over an exposed day-lighted basement.  The homes were 

originally approved and constructed in 2008 (ref. 6-OCN-08-101 and 6-OCN-08-189).  The 

proposed project will convert each of the existing single-family homes to a duplex condominium 

structure (2-units), enclose a significant portion of the open deck area on the existing third level 

(second story above basement), and add a new fourth level (third story above basement). Both 
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structures would be a maximum of 35 feet high, and each garage would provide four enclosed 

tandem parking spaces.   

 

The property at 823 South Pacific Avenue is presently developed with a 4,595 sq. ft. single 

family home and an 828-sq. ft. garage.  A 525 sq. ft. addition is proposed to the existing second 

story over basement and a new 1,047 sq. ft. third story over basement is also proposed, for a total 

addition of 1,572 sq. ft. The final design of the proposed structure includes a lower unit 

consisting of the 2,112 sq. ft. basement level and the upper unit consisting of the 4,331 sq. ft. 

first, second, and third levels.  

 

The property at 825 South Pacific Avenue is presently developed with a 4,702 sq. ft. single 

family home plus an 828-sq. ft. garage.  A 573 sq. ft. addition is proposed to the existing second 

story over basement and a new 1,168 sq. ft. third story over basement is also proposed, for a total 

addition of 1741 sq. ft.  The final design of the proposed structure includes a lower unit 

consisting of the 2,112 sq. ft. basement level and the upper unit consisting of the 4,054 sq. ft. 

first, second, and third levels.    

 

The existing structure at 823 South Pacific Avenue is situated eight feet nine inches from the 

front property line and the existing structure at 825 South Pacific Avenue is situated three feet 

seven inches from the front property line.  Both structures will maintain 3 foot side yard setbacks 

and are currently developed to the rear yard “stringline setback” for the first two floors.   

 

The project would not alter the existing parking configuration of four enclosed parking spaces 

arranged as two pairs of tandem stalls.  The project also will not include alteration of existing 

landscape, hardscape, or other exterior features.  Aside from the increase in height, all other 

aspects of the footprint and development envelope remain identical to that on the existing 

structure (front, side and rear yard setbacks).  Upon conversion, the duplexes are expected to 

continue to serve as vacation rentals, though each unit could also function as a long-term rental 

or an owner-occupied residence. Each of the structures will have a total of 12 bedrooms and 12 

bathrooms (Exhibit 4). 

 

The project site is surrounded by Pacific Street to the east, an abandoned City right-of-way, the 

beach and Pacific Ocean to the west, and then The Strand to the north, in the City of Oceanside. 

Again, there is an existing City right-of-way on the west side of the properties continuing the 

Stand right-of-way to the south.  However, this section of the right-of-way is not developed, and 

remains dirt, and now provides access to the public path west of the existing structures and east 

of an existing, city-owned, rock revetment (Exhibits 1-3).  Because the unimproved sandy 

accessway is located directly south of and in alignment with The Strand, and because the sandy 

beach can be shallow or non-existent during high tides, the protected accessway provided by the 

right-of-way is highly utilized by the public.  No modifications to this existing accessway are 

proposed for the subject development. 

 

The subject properties are located within the Residential-Tourist (R-T) zoning designation and an 

Urban High-Density land use designation (UHD-R).  These designations allow single and multi-

family residential structures serving both residential and visitor serving uses. 
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B.  COMMUNITY CHARACTER/SCALE OF DEVELOPMENT  

 

The appellant contends that the project, as approved, will result in the construction of structures 

that will not be consistent with the established surrounding community character.  The City has a 

number of LCP policies protecting existing community character and zoning ordinances 

establishing height restrictions and state in part:  

 

City of Oceanside Visual Resources and Special Communities, Policy 1 states: 

 

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

natural environment.  

 

City of Oceanside Visual Resources and Special Communities, Policy 3 states: 

 

All new development shall be designed in a manner which minimizes disruption of natural 

land forms and significant vegetation. 

 

City of Oceanside Visual Resources and Special Communities, Policy 8 states: 

 

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

with the surrounding neighborhood. 

 

City of Oceanside Visual Resources and Special Communities, Policy 13 states: 

 

New development shall utilize optimum landscaping to achieve the following effects: 

 

a.  Accent and enhance desirable site characteristics and architectural features. 

 

b.  Soften, shade and screen parking and other problem areas. 

 

c.  Frame and accent (but not obscure) coastal views 

 

[…] 

 

City of Oceanside Zoning Ordinance Section 1709 – Height, states in part: 

 

No buildings or structures shall be erected or enlarged unless such building or structure 

complies with the height regulations for the zone in which the building or structure is 

located.  For purposes of determining height, of a building or structure, the average finished 

grade of the parcel on which the building or structure is located shall be used: 

 

The maximum permitted heights of any building or structure shall be as follows: 

 

[…] 
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(b)  No building or structure in the R-3, O-P, R-T, R-C, PRD, or SP zones shall exceed a 

height of 35 feet or three stories, whichever is less. 

 

[…] 

 

Penthouses or roof structures for the housing of elevators, stairways, ventilator fans, air 

conditioning or similar equipment required to operate and maintain the building, fire or 

parapet walls, skylights, towers, church steeples, flag poles, chimneys, antennas, and 

similar structures may be erected above the height limits prescribed hereinabove 

provided the same may be safely erected and maintained at such height, in view of the 

surrounding conditions and circumstances, but no penthouse or roof structures or any 

space above the height limit shall be allowed for the purpose of providing additional 

floor space. 

 

The appellant contends that the scale of the approved development is out of character with the 

surrounding community.  The City of Oceanside limits development in this area to three stories 

or 35 feet in height, whichever is greatest.  The City has definitions that serve to determine the 

number of stories and the measured height of a structure.  As proposed, the two unit 

condominiums will include a total of four levels.  However, the lowest level of each structure 

was approved by the City as a basement, not a story.  When the first level of the home meets the 

definition of a basement, it is not included in the calculation of the number of stories.  Thus, the 

proposed residences are consistent with the LCP.  The structures, as proposed, do not block 

public views, and are consistent with surrounding development.  In 2012, three structures on the 

same block of the as the subject sites were appealed to the Commission and similar community 

character concerns were raised (ref. A-6-OCN-12-054,-055, -056).  In those cases, the 

Commission found that the proposed development did not raise a substantial issue with regard to 

community character, because while large in size, the development represents the current trend 

in redevelopment of quasi-residential structures, often used as vacation rentals, located in the 

Residential-Tourist zone and within the coastal zone. 

 

Commission staff has visited the subject site on numerous occasions in order to assess the 

current character of the community.  Both four-level, as well as 35-foot tall structures are 

common in this area, including all of the three structures located just north of the subject site.  

Thus, no negative precedent would be established by the approval of the additions to these 

structures.  Furthermore, the structures, as approved by the City, include stepping back the height 

from Pacific Street to the ocean. Additionally, the western edge of the structures is also stepped 

back with glass balconies on the third and fourth levels, further reducing massing impacts.  As 

noted, the proposed structures would not block any public views of the coast or ocean and would 

preserve the side yard view corridors between the structures.  

 

In conclusion, the proposed two unit condominium structures are compatible to the surrounding 

community.  As approved by the City, and reaffirmed through numerous visits to the surrounding 

community by Commission staff, it is clear that the proposed structures are consistent with the 

surrounding community and will not result in any adverse impacts to coastal resources.  The 

project, therefore, does not raise a substantial issue on the grounds filed pertaining specifically to 

community character. 



 
A-6-OCN-14-0066 & 0067 (823 Pacific LLC and 825 Pacific LLC) 

 
 

 11 

 

C.  PUBLIC ACCESS/PARKING 

 

The project is located between the sea and the first coastal roadway and the appellant is raising 

contentions regarding impacts to public access due to lack of adequate onsite parking.  In 

addition, the appellant has raised a contention that the intended use of the structures, as vacation 

rentals, results in decreased lower cost visitor serving uses. The City of Oceanside and the 

Coastal Act policies pertaining to public access are applicable and state: 

 

Coastal Act Policies: 

  

Section 30210 of the Coastal Act states: 

 

In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution, 

maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and recreational opportunities 

shall be provided for all the people consistent with public safety needs and the need to 

protect public rights, rights of private property owners, and natural resource areas from 

overuse. 

 

In addition Section 30211 of the Act is applicable and states: 

 

Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to the sea where acquired 

through use or legislative authorization, including, but not limited to, the use of dry sand and 

rocky coastal beaches to the first line of terrestrial vegetation. 

 

Finally Section 30212 of the Act is applicable and states: 

 

(a) Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and along the coast shall 

be provided in new development projects except where: 

 

(l) it is inconsistent with public safety, military security needs, or the protection of 

fragile coastal resources, 

 

(2) adequate access exists nearby....  

 

The City of Oceanside’s Land Use Plan contains findings, objectives and policies providing for 

the regulation and protection of public access, protection of public views and maintenance of 

community character.  These policies can be found in Sections I (Coastal Access) and II 

(Recreation and Visitor Serving Facilities) and are listed, in part, below. 

 

City of Oceanside Local Coastal Program Policies: 

 

Section I - Coastal Access - Coastal Act Policies – state in part: 
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The Coastal Act requires that development not interfere with the public right of access to and 

along the shoreline.  New development may be required to provide public access to the 

shoreline. 

 

Section I - Coastal Access - Coastal Act Policies - Summary of Major Findings states: 

 

1. Virtually the full length of Oceanside beach can be reached by the public, and has, in fact, 

been used by the public for many years. 

2. Seventy-two percent of Oceanside’s beach is in public ownership.  This is relatively high 

percentage of public beach, when compared to the State-wide proportion of 47%. 

3. Lateral access along the beach is presently restricted because of the severely eroded 

condition of the beach from the southerly end of The Strand to the Buena Vista Lagoon.  

Restoration of the beach will greatly improve lateral access, as well as enlarging the useable 

beach area… 

 

Section I - Coastal Access - Objectives and Policies states: 

 

The City shall protect, enhance and maximize public enjoyment of Coastal Zone scenic 

resources. 

 

City of Oceanside Zoning Section 27 – Off-Street Parking 

 

Use        Parking Spaces Required 

 

Apartments, Triplexes, and Condominiums   

1 Bedroom       1 ½ spaces per unit 

2 bedrooms or more     2 spaces per unit 

 

Exceptions 

(1)  The above provisions for R-2, R-3, O-P, R-T, and R-C zones shall not be applicable to 

any lot legally subdivided prior to January 20, 1958, where the combination of such lots has 

a total area for each lot of 7,5000 square feet or less. Off-street parking requirements for 

such a lot or combination thereof shall be the same as required by Ordinance No. 69-39 and 

shall be as follows: 

 

1 and 2 bedroom units    1 enclosed or covered space per family unit 

  

3 bedrooms or more 1 ½ space for each unit, at least 1 of which 

is covered or enclosed. 

 

The project includes the construction of additions to two existing single family homes and 

conversion of the homes into two unit condominiums, for a total of four units.  As noted above, 

the City’s certified LCP requires 1 ½ parking spaces per unit for residences with 3 or more 

bedrooms. Each of the proposed condominium projects includes one four bedroom unit and one 

eight bedroom unit. Thus, a total of three spaces must be provided for each structure.  As 

proposed, each duplex would provide four parking spaces.  These spaces would be configured as 
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two parking and two tandem (behind) for each duplex in each garage. The City of Oceanside’s 

LCP allows the use of tandem parking and tandem parking is utilized in many San Diego County 

beach communities.  

 

Each of the duplexes will have a total of 12 bedrooms and 12 bathrooms. Thus, it is possible that 

the vacation rental units may at times be rented to large groups that drive to the units and have 

more cars than available off-street parking spaces. As proposed, the duplexes are providing two 

parking spaces per unit, which is greater than the amount required by the LCP. The appellant and 

the applicant have made contradictory claims about the actual use of the garages for guest and 

service provider parking. The appellant claims that vacation rental garage space is often used as 

storage and results in renters being required to park on the street and take up public beach user 

parking. In addition, the appellant contends that tandem parking is inconvenient and will result in 

occupants parking on the street to avoid the hassle of moving vehicles. However, the applicant 

states that the garages will always be available for full parking use by the renters and will 

therefore alleviate impacts to available street parking, as many homeowners and long-term 

renters use garage space for storage.  

 

The availability of public parking in this area of the City is a major concern for the Commission, 

as parking can be highly impacted during the peak beach periods in the summer months. The 

only available free public parking in the immediate vicinity of the site is located on the street. 

However, a small public pay lot is located approximately ½ block north of the subject site 

adjacent to The Strand and Wisconsin Avenue. In addition, the southern edge of a long narrow 

pay lot adjacent to the railroad tracks is also located approximately ½ block north of the subject 

site at the corner of Meyers Avenue and Wisconsin Avenue. Numerous other free and pay 

parking lots are located between ¼ and ½ mile north of the subject site near the Oceanside Pier 

and the Oceanside Transit Center.  Thus, there are a variety of public parking opportunities in the 

vicinity of the site. 

 

The parking requirements in the LCP for this area of the City are less stringent than many North 

San Diego County LCPs that require the provision of at least two off-street parking spaces per 

two or more bedroom condominium unit and the provision of additional guest parking based on 

the total number of units (e.g., Encinitas LCP section 30.54.030, Solana Beach LUP Policy 2.38, 

Carlsbad LCP section 21.44.020, and Del Mar LCP section 30.80.030). It is possible that the 

occupants of the proposed vacation rental units will, at times, require more parking than is 

proposed to be provided at the subject site and could utilize available public street parking. 

However, the appellants have not presented any evidence or information to show that demand for 

on-street parking will be any higher as a result of these units being used for vacation rentals 

versus long term rentals or primary homes. As detailed above, the provided parking is greater 

than what is required by the City’s certified LCP. Since the proposed development meets and 

exceeds the parking LCP parking requirements, it does not raise a substantial issue pertaining 

specifically to off-street parking. 

 

The appellant also contends that that the proposed use of these units as vacation rentals will 

result in a decrease to lower cost visitor serving uses in the area. However, while the proposed 

vacation rentals may be prohibitively expensive for some beach visitors, the units do result in a 

visitor serving use adjacent to the beach that would not otherwise be provided with the 
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development of private condominium units not used for short term vacation rentals. In addition, 

because the units all have kitchens and multiple bedrooms, it is feasible that multiple families 

could rent one unit and do the majority of meal preparation onsite. Thus, the savings from 

sharing the rental fee and not eating all meals at restaurants has the potential to reduce the cost of 

visiting the beach, relative to a standard hotel room. Vacation rentals are permitted by the LCP in 

this location, and do provide overnight visitor-serving accommodations, consistent with the 

public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. 

 

In summary, while public parking is a premium in this beachfront area, as proposed, the provided 

parking for each duplex is one parking space greater than what is required by the City’s certified 

LCP, and the addition of vacation rental units will result in increased visitor serving uses in this 

highly used beach area. Therefore, the proposed project does not raise a substantial issue on the 

grounds filed pertaining specifically to public access. 

 

D. 1992 City Zoning Code 

 

The appellant contends that policy L-10(c) of the City’s 1992 Zoning Code requires that a 

maximum of 6 persons may rent a dwelling unit for occupancy. 

 

(c) Bedrooms in a dwelling unit may be rented for occupancy by not more than six persons. 

 

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.  

Through a joint review process between the City of Oceanside staff and Commission staff, it 

became apparent that, sometime between 1991 and 1992, the City of Oceanside significantly 

updated/replaced its zoning ordinance without the benefit of review and/or approval by the 

Coastal Commission.  This oversight was realized around 2007; and, shortly thereafter, the City 

began using the previously approved, Commission-certified 1986 version of its zoning document 

to review developments within the coastal zone.  Among other things, the two versions contain 

significantly different provisions regarding height restrictions and parking requirements; with the 

1992 version being more restrictive.   

 

Nevertheless, the 1986 zoning code is certified by the Commission and is the standard of review 

for the subject site. The 1992 Zoning Code Policy cited by the appellant is not included in the 

1986 Zoning Code, the standard of review for this appeal. The 1986 zoning code does not restrict 

the maximum number of persons who may rent a dwelling unit. Therefore, the contention does 

not raise a substantial issue regarding consistency with the certified LCP.   

 

E.  CONCLUSION 

 

In summary, the appellant has raised a number of contentions regarding LCP consistency, none 

of which raise substantial coastal resource impact concerns.  As described in detail above, the 

proposed development would be of comparable height and scale to the surrounding community.  

In addition, the proposed project would not result in the blockage of any public views.  The 

project is also found to provide adequate parking and will increase visitor serving uses, such that 

no impacts to public access are anticipated. Therefore, the Commission finds that the appeal does 
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not raise a substantial issue regarding the proposed development’s conformity with the certified 

LCP or with public access policies of the Coastal Act. 

 

F.  SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE FACTORS 
 

As discussed above, there is strong factual and legal support for the City’s determination that the 

proposed development is consistent with the certified LCP.  The other factors that the 

Commission normally considers when evaluating whether a local government’s action raises a 

substantial issue also support a finding of no substantial issue.  The project is minor in extent and 

scope, and coastal resources are not affected.  The project will not create an adverse precedent 

for interpretation of the City’s LCP.  Finally, the objections to the project suggested by the 

appellant do not raise any substantial issues of regional or statewide significance.  
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APPENDIX A 
 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS:  

 

 Certified City of Oceanside Local Coastal Program 

 Appeal Form submitted by Citizens for the Preservation of Parks & Beaches 

 Building Plans by Studio 4, dated 8/26/2014 and 8/27/2014 

 Regular Coastal Development Permit Nos. RC14-00004 and RC14-00005, dated 

11/5/2014 

 City Council Resolution Nos. 14-R0666-1 and No. 14-R0667-1, dated 11/5/2014 

 Planning Commission Resolution Nos. 2014-P22 and 2014-P23, dated 9/22/2014   

 Previous Coastal Commission Appeal item Nos. A-6-OCN-12-054, A-6-OCN-12-055, 

A-6-OCN-12-056, A-6-OCN-13-017, and A-6-OCN-13-018 
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