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Staff recommends the following changes be made to the above-referenced staff report.  
Deletions shall be marked by a strikethrough and additions shall be underlined: 
 
1. On Page 1 of the staff report, the APN number shall be corrected as follows: 
 

APN No. 153-091-12 (Lots 25 and 26) 
 
2. On page 11, after the first paragraph on the top of the page, the following new 

paragraphs shall be added: 
 
After the staff report was released, the appellant submitted a comment letter asserting 
that the staff recommendation on this item is inconsistent with the preliminary staff 
recommendation for a recent Carlsbad appeal (A-6-CII-15-0039/Tierra Del Oro). That 
project, which is a currently pending appeal and has not yet been acted upon the 
Commission, involves conformance with the setback and stringline policies of the City 
of Carlsbad certified Local Coastal Program (LCP). However, the cities of Oceanside 
and Carlsbad both have certified LCPs. The stringline requirements and policies of the 
City of Carlsbad are individual and distinct and are not applicable to development in 
Oceanside and are not the standard of review for the proposed development. The 
subject project has been reviewed for consistency with the Oceanside LCP.  
 
Second, the appellant contends that the proposed development will not be compatible 
in scale with existing development. Each of the proposed two new homes will be 
3,947 sq. ft. in size. Staff used the realty website Realquest to ascertain that of the 10 
homes closest to the subject site; one home is approximately 1,900 sq. ft., one home is 
approximately 2,900 sq. ft., and the remaining eight homes range from 3,500 sq. ft. to 
4,500 sq. ft. Thus, the two proposed 3,947 sq. ft. homes are compatible in scale with 
the pattern of existing development in the community.  
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Third, the appellant contends that the City’s approval did not address the existing 
armoring at the site and that the proposed development is not consistent with the 
Commission’s draft Sea Level Rise guidance document. However, the appellant did 
not bring up either of these issues during the ten working day appeal period. Because 
this assertion was not raised during the appeal period, it is not a valid ground for 
appeal.  
 
Fourth, the appellant argues that in 1999, the Commission accepted a stringline 
setback distance of 85 ft. for a home approximately 13 homes south of the subject site 
(A-6-OCN-99-020/Wilt) and therefore the stringline setback should also be 85 ft. for 
the subject site. However, as explained above, the stringline setback is not a fixed 
distance for the entire shoreline. The stringline setback is a line drawn on a map that 
reflects the location of development that existed at the time the LCP was approved. It 
has been accepted to be as large as 96 ft. for the home located just three homes north 
of the subject site, and it can also be smaller than 85 ft., based on the stringline exhibit 
in the certified LCP. The proposed new structures are consistent with the stringline 
established by the LCP. 

 
3. On page 13, the first paragraph on the top of the page shall be modified as follows: 
 

The appellant has cited Policy 12 of the certified LCP and contends that the reduction 
in available public on-street parking must be replaced at a one-to-one ratio west of the 
railroad right-of-way. In its approval of the proposed homes, the City found that the 
new proposed two-car garages would ensure adequate off-street parking would be 
available to serve the residences of the two homes, and replacement at a one-to-one 
ratio was not required by the LCP. The Commission agrees that the LCP policy which 
requires replacement at a one-to-one ratio is not intended to apply to single family 
homes with the construction of a required garage. Furthermore, the Commission is not 
aware of any past single family home development projects in the City that were 
required to offset on-street parking lost to access a garage. Over the past ten years 
there have been at least four residential development projects approved on South 
Pacific Street that resulted in a loss of public on-street parking and no replacement 
parking was required by the City or the Commission (Ref: City Permit Nos. RC-4-
05/931 S. Pacific, RC-4-05/933 S. Pacific, RC-11-05/1621 S. Pacific, and RC-10-
00008/1707 S. Pacific). It would not be practical or feasible for a private property 
owner to buy or construct a new public parking area for just one or two spaces, nor 
does the LCP establish or require any type of parking mitigation area or in-lieu fee 
program for private property owners to contribute to. The intent of Policy 12 is to 
conserve public parking and prohibit commercial, large-scale residential or City 
infrastructure and development projects from displacing available public parking used 
to access the beach without providing replacement spaces.  Thus, replacement of lost 
parking in this case is not required. 

 
 
 
(G:\San Diego\Reports\Appeals\2015\A-6-OCN-15-0043 & 0044 KCS Properties NSI Addendum.docx) 
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RESPONSE TO: 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION, SAN DIEGO AREA 

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

STAFF REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION ON APPEAL SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE 
DETERMINATION 

Appeal Number: A-6-OCN-15-0043 & A-6-OCN-15-0044 

 

The Appellant objects to the Staffs report as to being overly simplified and lacking in research of recent 
rulings and findings dealing with the policies, practices and information which have been appealed.  

Currently there exists what Appellant considers an Implemented Stringline which has been used by the City 
of Oceanside for construction of properties currently on this particular strand of beach. The only exception 
to this Implemented Stringline, are 2 structures which in the past have received exemption status. These 2 
exemptions do not include habitable or enclosed development beyond the ‘Implemented Stringline’. Please 
see attached ‘Google Earth’ map of development area and current ‘Implemented Stringline’, ‘Implemented 
Stringline’ due North from Appellant’s property and ‘Implemented Stringline’ due South from Appellant’s 
property. 

The Appellant has raised a number of contentions that are of “A Substantial Issue” matter. All contentions 
raised are extremely similar to those raised on a most recent appeal.  

Appeal Number: A-6-CII-15-0039 dated 6/25/2015 wherein, the Appellants were Commissioner Dayna 
Bochco, Commissioner Jana Zimmerby.   

The Coastal Commission Staff (hereafter Staff) has made a finding on this appeal of “No Substantial Issue”.  

The Appellant find it questionable that staff members from the same SD Coastal Commission office, 
working under the same guidelines, could possibly come to 2, totally different positions, all within a 30 day 
period. 

Reference Appeal Number: A-6-CII-15-0039 dated 6/25/2015  

Parker Appeal: Reference Appeal Number: A-6-OCN-15-0043 & A-6-OCN-15-0044 

The Appellant asked that special notice be taken and review of staff report for Appeal Number: A-6-CII-15-
0039 dated 6/25/2015 be done.  

The Staff writing in Appeal Number: A-6-CII-15-0039 finds the stringline issue to be considered as a 
“Substantial Issue”. The Staff in Appeal Number: A-6-CII-15-0039 also found “The City’s certified LCP 
prohibits new development from extending further seaward than a “stringline” drawn between adjacent 
developments. This stringline rule not only applies to habitable (enclosed) development, but also applies to 
decks or other appurtenances, which shall not be permitted further seaward than those allowed by a line 

Appellant’s Response to 
Staff Recommendation 
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drawn between those appurtenances on the adjacent structures to the north and south.” Yet in Appeal 
Number: A-6-OCN-15-0043 & A-6-OCN-15-0044, the Staff issues are addressed exactly opposite, even 
though the properties involved in both Appeals are located only 4 1/2 blocks apart in distance.   

Appellants request the SD Coastal Commission to consider this a “Substantial Issue”. 

The Staff in Appeal Number: A-6-CII-15-0039 found. “New development fronting the ocean shall observe at 
a minimum, an ocean setback based on “stringline” method of measurement. No enclosed portions of a 
structure shall be permitted further seaward than allowed by a line drawn between the adjacent structures 
to the north and south, no decks or other appurtenances shall be permitted further seaward than those 
allowed by a line drawn between those on the adjacent structure to the north and south. (Emphasis Added) 
A greater ocean setback may be required for geological reasons and if specified in the Local Coastal 
Program.”  

In Appeal Number: A-6-OCN-15-0043 & A-6-OCN-15-0044 this Staff finds exactly the opposite of their peer. 
The Staff did not consider any of the following factors; 

1. This stringline rule not only applies to habitable (enclosed) development, but also applies to decks or 
other appurtenances. 

2. Development shall not be permitted further seaward than those allowed by a line drawn between 
those appurtenances on the adjacent structures to the north and south. 

3. No enclosed portions of a structure shall be permitted further seaward than allowed by a line drawn 
between the adjacent structures to the north and south, no decks or other appurtenances shall be 
permitted further seaward than those allowed by a line drawn between those on the adjacent structure 
to the north and south. 

4. Appurtenances such as open decks, patios and balconies may be allowed to extend seaward of the 
Stringline Setback line, providing that they do not substantially impair the views from adjoining 
properties. 

In Appeal Number: A-6-CII-15-0039, Appellant will quote from Section 21.204.050B of the Coastal Shoreline 
Development Overlay Zone which states: “New development fronting the ocean shall observe at a 
minimum, an ocean setback based on “stringline” method of measurement. No enclosed portions of a 
structure shall be permitted further seaward than allowed by a line drawn between the adjacent structure 
to the north and south, no decks or other appurtenances shall be permitted further seaward than those 
allowed by a line drawn between those on the adjacent structure to the north and south. A greater ocean 
setback may be required for geological reasons and if specified in the Local Coastal Program.”  

In Appeal Number: A-6-OCN-15-0043 & A-6-OCN-15-0044 the Appellant quotes the following Section in the 
City of Oceanside’s Zoning ordinance of 1986, Section 1703(e) page 17-4, “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 (Emphasis Added)  and shall not extend further seaward 
than 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, providing that they do not substantially impair the views from adjoining properties.” 
(Emphasis Added) The Appellant finds the City of Oceanside is ignoring the language “shall be compatible in 
scale with existing development.” 
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In Appeal Number: A-6-CII-15-0039, the Appellants contend that the project, as approved by the City, is 
inconsistent with the City of Carlsbad’s certified LCP regarding the interpretation of the western boundary 
of the deck/other appurtenances “stringline”. The appellants contend that the deck stringline (which 
includes the proposed pool, pool deck, and terrace) allows for seaward encroachment on the subject site. 
The certified LCP prohibits new development along the ocean from extending further seaward than a 
“stringline” drawn between adjacent developments. Specifically Section 21.204.050B of the Coastal 
Shoreline Development Overlay Zone states: New development fronting the ocean shall observe at a 
minimum, an ocean setback based on “stringline” method of measurement. No enclosed portions of a 
structure shall be permitted further seaward than allowed by a line drawn between the adjacent structure 
to the north and south, no decks or other appurtenances shall be permitted further seaward than those 
allowed by a line drawn between those on the adjacent structure to the north and south. A greater ocean 
setback may be required for geological reasons and if specified in the Local Coastal Program. 

In Appeal Number: A-6-OCN-15-0043 & A-6-OCN-15-0044, the Appellants contend that the deck stringline 
allows for seaward encroachment on the subject site. The certified LCP Section in the City of Oceanside’s 
Zoning ordinance of 1986, Section 1703(e) page 17-4, clearly states buildings or structures located on lots 
contiguous to the shoreline to be compatible in scale with existing development and shall not extend 
further seaward than the line established on the "Stringline Setback Map. The Appellant finds the City of 
Oceanside is ignoring the language “shall be compatible in scale with existing development.  

The Appellant would like to point attention to the 2 City’s LCP. The Appellant is this case, contended that 
the development as approved by the City of Oceanside, allows for encroachment seaward. This is much 
different than the Commission’s historic interpretation of the City’s stringline provisions.  

It is the Appellants position that the seaward movement of the Oceanside Planning Commission from the 
existing implemented stringline would create a 4 to 8 foot seaward disparity among all other homes on that 
strand of beach. 

The Appellant also contends that the stringline was sited incorrectly in the Oceanside Planning 
Departments literature; which could allow for future development beyond that permissible by the City of 
Oceanside’s LCP. 

The Appellant contends that the project, as approved by the City, is inconsistent with the City of 
Oceanside’s certified LCP regarding the interpretation of the western boundary of the “stringline”. The 
appellants contend that the Stringline allows for seaward encroachment on the subject site. The certified 
LCP prohibits new development along the ocean from extending further seaward than a “stringline” drawn 
between adjacent developments. New development fronting the ocean shall observe at a minimum, an 
ocean setback based on “stringline” method of measurement.  

In Appeal Number: A-6-CII-15-0039 it was stated, no enclosed portions of a structure shall be permitted 
further seaward than allowed by a line drawn between the adjacent structure to the north and south, no 
decks or other appurtenances shall be permitted further seaward than those allowed by a line drawn 
between those on the adjacent structure to the north and south. 

In Appeal Number: A-6-OCN-15-0043 & A-6-OCN-15-0044, Appellant argues the development should not be 
subject to the interpretation of the City of Oceanside’s Planning Department, but should fall to the Coastal 
Commission as it is the responsibility of the Coastal Commission to maintain standards and consistency 
throughout the coast of California. The City of Oceanside did not consider Staff’s Aerial View photograph, 
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but if they had they would quickly ascertain all homes in the area are “compatible in scale with existing 
development”. Also it is clear by reviewing the Staff’s Aerial View photograph, there is no question there is 
a stringline opportunity that exists to the south and north. The proposed development will be seaward of 
the implemented stringline between the northern and southern adjacent properties and, thus creates a 
major visual impact. This decision to allow new development in the same location could perpetuate this 
impact greatly. 

The Coastal Commission has historically applied all Cities implemented stringline provisions to any new 
development along the shoreline, which has resulted in previous appeals of CDPs within the SD Coastal 
Commission’s preview. In this particular case, the City of Oceanside’s interpretation would allow the 
development to encroach between 4 to 8 feet seaward of the implemented stringline between the 
northern and southern adjacent properties, which is inconsistent with Coastal Commission’s ruling in the 
past. 

In Appeal Number: A-6-CII-15-0039, Appellants stated “Setbacks provide visual relief from the cluster of 
private development lining the shoreline, stepping back primary residences and accessory development in 
a measured, consistent manner while preserving open space and scenic vistas as viewed from the adjacent 
beach and public access points. Allowing the encroachment of development beyond the implemented 
stringline would create a precedent for shifting the pattern of development seaward along this stretch of 
coastline, and would represent a significant change in the community character and scenic quality of the 
area. Thus, the project raises a substantial issue regarding conformity with the LCP.” 

The Appellant in Appeal Number: A-6-OCN-15-0043 & A-6-OCN-15-0044 could not agree more. With the 
properties involved in these 2 Appeals being only 4 blocks apart it is realistic to believe the Coastal 
Commission would agree that “setbacks provide visual relief from the cluster of private development lining 
the shoreline, stepping back primary residences and accessory development in a measured, consistent 
manner while preserving open space and scenic vistas as viewed from the adjacent beach and public access 
points.” 

Appellant in Appeal Number: A-6-OCN-15-0043 & A-6-OCN-15-0044 request this matter be changed to ‘A 
Substantial Issue”. To start is the City of Oceanside’s 1986 Zoning Ordinance on Section 1703 (e) which 
states; “Notwithstanding any other provisions of this Section, buildings or structures located on lots 
contiguous to the shoreline shall be compatible in scale with existing development and shall not extend 
further seaward than the line established on the "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, providing that they do not substantially impair the views from 
adjoining properties”. 

There is no question the intent of these words as written were to carry full force and definition to the 
phrase “buildings or structures located on lots contiguous to the shoreline shall be compatible in scale with 
existing development and shall not extend further seaward.” There exists over 30 plus homes along this 
stretch of beach and all are consistent with an implemented stringline, whether that stringline is 85 feet or 
90 feet or whatever, these buildings or structures are located on lots contiguous to the shoreline and are 
currently compatible in scale and harmony with existing development. Except those homes whose owners 
received special dispensation from this implemented stringline. The development as proposed by the City 
of Oceanside would allow the enclosed portions of 2 homes on this beach to jut seaward at least 5 feet 
beyond all others homes as viewed by the Staff’s Aerial Photograph and Google Earth’s Photograph as 
submitted by the Appellant. 
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E. SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE FACTORS 

As discussed above, the factors the Coastal Commission often considers when evaluating whether a local 
government’s action raise a substantial issue also support a finding of substantial issue. First, there is 
inadequate factual and legal support for the City of Oceanside’s determination that the proposed 
development is consistent with the certified LCP. In this case, the development, as approved by the City of 
Oceanside, raises several LCP consistency issues with regard to stringline setbacks and previously permitted 
development. While the extent and scope of development is for a 2 single family residences, the coastal 
resources affected may be significant. The local government’s approval sets poor precedent for future 
interpretations of its LCP because it avoided using the implemented string line to evaluate setback, it 
ignored a violation of the City of Oceanside’s Zoning ordinance of 1986, Section 1703(e) page 17-4, clearly 
stating buildings or structures located on lots contiguous to the shoreline to be compatible in scale with 
existing development. The objections to the project raised by the Appellant identify substantial issues of 
regional and or statewide significance, due to the intensely debated issues of stringline issues and sea level 
rise impacts and how they affect development up and down the California coast.  

Appellant request Commissioners to look at the attached Google Earth photograph as it shows most all 
homes to be within an implemented stringline. Regardless of the disputed distance of the “stringline”, all 
properties line up as perfect little dominos, except those having received exemption status. All of these 
homes have at one time or the other been approved by the City of Oceanside’s Planning Department and 
Planning Commission. The City of Oceanside’s LCD places special significance to Section 1703(e) page 17-4, 
“Appurtenances such as open decks, patios and balconies may be allowed to extend seaward of the 
Stringline Setback line, providing that they do not substantially impair the views from adjoining properties.” 
The City of Oceanside took special interest in the preservation of views when writing this sentence. It 
appears the drafters of this document were very interested in making sure developers would not do just 
that “impair the views from adjoining properties”. In this case the development of these 2 single family 
homes will extend past Appellants most seaward deck by approximately 5 feet, regardless of  any 
appurtenances such as open decks, patios, and balconies which might be added now or in the future. 

 Furthermore, the decision fails to adequately address the reliance of new development on existing 
shoreline protective devices and is inconsistent with recent Commission guidance on this issue, especially 
as it relates to analysis necessary in the face of anticipated future sea level rise. 

The Staff has stated in Appeal Number: A-6-OCN-15-0043 & A-6-OCN-15-0044; 

“As stated above, rear yard setbacks on oceanfront lots are determined by the City’s “Stringline Setback 
Map.” The “stringline” in this case is a line on a map generally following the line of development on the 
beach-fronting homes along the City’s coast. The certified “Stringline Setback Map” was developed in 1983 
by overlaying an imaginary stringline on an aerial photo of the shoreline in the City of Oceanside. The 
stringline map was based on existing building patterns, as well as anticipated future developments and 
remodels/expansions. This “stringline” was certified by the Commission in 1986 as part of the City’s Local 
Coastal Program. These maps are kept on file in the City’s Planning Division and are used to determine the 
westernmost boundary for any proposed development along the shoreline. The goal of limiting new 
development to extend no further seaward than the stringline is to restrict encroachment onto the 
shoreline and preserve private and public views along the shoreline.” (Emphasis Added) 

Appellant agrees with Staff as to the following. 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 stringline map 
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was based on existing building patterns, as well as anticipated future developments and 
remodels/expansions.” “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.” The operative words are 
EXISTING BUILDING PATTERNS. The proposed development will reach beyond anyone’s conception of 
EXISTING BUILDING PATTERNS, by extending seaward almost 5’. Here again all these properties line up like 
perfect little dominos, except those having received exemption status. 

The Staff stated; “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.” 
The operative words in this statement are PRESERVE PRIVATE AND PUBLIC VIEWS. Appellant’s home is 
located at 1633 S. Pacific Street and would absolutely fall into preservation of Private Views. The beach 
view to the North would totally vanish if the developer is allowed to build 5’ seaward beyond the length of 
Appellants most seaward deck.  

The Staff stated; “The appellant also contends that the construction of the subject homes will adversely 
impact his private views. Specifically, the new homes will be located further seaward than the appellant’s 
home and will reduce his private ocean view to the north. The City’s LCP allows for new development to be 
cited as far seaward as the line established by the stringline setback map. The subject homes will be located 
approximately three feet landward of the stringline setback. Even after construction of the two new homes, 
the appellant will retain unimpeded views of the ocean and therefore the proposed development does not 
substantially impair his private ocean view. (Emphasis Added) In addition, there is no potential for public 
view blockage in this location with regard to the stringline setback, because no public vantage points are 
located adjacent to the western portion of the proposed new homes. Therefore, the appellant’s assertion 
does not appear valid and does not raise a substantial issue.” 

The Appellant finds this statement from Staff to be terribly misleading and bordering on mockery. Which 
cannot be tolerated, characterized and has neither place, nor use in a public forum.   

The Appellants view which is enjoyed today will be gone and even from the most seaward point of the 
property’s deck, the view will at best only be no more than 15 to 20 degrees to the north. It’s like putting a 
blinder on a race horse so it can’t see anything except what is directly in front of them. Staff 
characterization that the “will retain unimpeded views of the ocean” is false and misleading. 

The Staff stated; “The appellant also contends that the construction of the subject homes will adversely 
impact his private views. Specifically, the new homes will be located further seaward than the appellant’s 
home and will reduce his private ocean view to the north.” This statement was never made in the 
Appellant’s Appeal. What Appellant did state is “my home will have no view except directly at the ocean to 
the west and will be confined to a tunnel atmosphere.” Yet the Staff chose to eliminate that language and 
replace it with “will reduce his private ocean view to the north.” The Staff goes on to state “Even after 
construction of the two new homes, the appellant will retain unimpeded views of the ocean and therefore 
the proposed development does not substantially impair his private ocean view”.  To make this statement 
implies to the reader that no view impairment will take place. Again an extremely misleading and false 
statement made by Staff. 
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The Appellant, due to this type of misleading and misrepresentation of the facts plus Staff’s poor choice of 
words, has spurred this Appellant to request of the SD Coastal Commission that a staff member other than 
the drafter of this response be charged with reviewing of this Appeal response. 

In Appeal Number: A-6-CII-15-0039 the Staff found just the opposite, “New development fronting the 
ocean shall observe at a minimum, an ocean setback based on “stringline” method of measurement. No 
enclosed portions of a structure shall be permitted further seaward than allowed by a line drawn between 
the adjacent structure to the north and south, (Emphasis Added) no decks or other appurtenances shall be 
permitted further seaward than those allowed by a line drawn between those on the adjacent structure to 
the north and south.” (Emphasis added) 

This is the difference between the 2 Coastal Commission‘s Staff’,s understanding and grasping of the 
situation at hand. It must be noted again these 2 properties are only 4 1/2 blocks apart. 

Staff stated; “The appellant has made multiple contentions related to the western stringline. First, the 
appellant contends that Coastal Commission staff told him on a phone call that the stringline setback for 
the subject property was 85 ft. from the western edge of South Pacific Street. At the time of the phone call, 
Commission staff did not have the information about the location of the stringline for the subject property 
and did not tell the appellant the location of the stringline. Second, the appellant contends that he has 
reviewed various permits and variances issued or approved by the Oceanside Planning Commission that 
establish the stringline at 85 ft. from the western edge of South Pacific Street. The appellant did not 
provide documentation of any of the referenced approvals. However, Commission staff obtained copies of 
various City staff reports for development projects between 1990 and 2008 that referenced the stringline 
for the nearby properties.” 

The Appellant reiterates the Staff’s statement; “did not tell the appellant the location of the stringline”. The 
Appellant does not mean the following statement to be taken as arbitrary, capricious or argumentative, but 
at 71 years of age I’m not in the habit of lying, especially on an official document. Toni Ross stated to me via 
a telephone conversation, that to her knowledge “the stringline was 85 feet”. I take great umbrage to the 
Staff’s remark that my statement is something other than truthful.  

Staff Stated; “The appellant did not provide documentation of any of the referenced approvals.” Below are 
the appeals which I reviewed before filing my appeal. These Appeals state the numbers and conditions 
which I find were approved by the Coastal Commission. 

APPEAL NO:  A-6-0CN-99-20 contains this language on page 4, “No construction is proposed beyond the 
"stringline" which is measured 85 feet seaward from Pacific Street.” and this language on page 5, “In this 
case the City approved the project by finding the project was within the limits of the development 
stringline as established in the certified LCP which was found to be 85 feet seaward of the inland right-of-
way of Pacific Street, the fronting street. “ 

APPEAL NO. A-6-OCN-13-008 contains this language on page 26, “by allowing development beyond the 
established stringline (projecting further west), the project will block existing views, inconsistent with the 
City’s LCP and the Coastal Act.” Also the language in this Appeal states; “the project is consistent with LCP 
policies regarding protection of public views, is consistent with the scale and character of the area, and 
would not allow for seaward encroachment beyond the established line of development in this area of 
Oceanside.” 
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Staff stated, “Commission staff also reviewed an approval granted by the City in 2008 for expansion of the 
rear deck at the appellant’s property (1633 South Pacific Street), which is the site adjacent to the subject 
site to the south. The City staff report for this project does not provide the stringline distance, but states 
that the deck would be consistent with the stringline. In addition, the staff report includes a site plan 
showing the location of the stringline in relation to the home. An as-built certification letter was also 
submitted by the appellant for the deck addition (David Jolly, Land Surveying, dated 12/7/2009). In the as-
built certification letter, the surveyor hired by the appellant states that the new rear deck is landward of 
the stringline shown on the project plans and that the plan stringline was depicted at approximately 85 ft. 
However, the surveyor also stated that he believed that the stringline actually should be located at 
approximately 89.5 ft., thus implying that the stringline shown on the appellant’s site plan may have been 
drawn further inland than necessary. (City Permit RC-9-08) 

The Appellant here again questions the Staff failure to fully research City Permit RC-9-08. Had Staff done so, 
Staff would have found the City Of Oceanside would not approve the survey of David Jolly, dated 12/7/2009, 
showing the 89.5 feet. Because of this refusal the City Planning Department of Oceanside forced the 
Appellant to remove a stairway that led to the back yard from the new deck, plus remove a brick facade 
because the Oceanside City Building Inspectors stated it was “¾ of an inch past the stringline”. The City staff 
report for this project does not provide the stringline distance, but states that the deck would be consistent 
with the stringline. The City of Oceanside is not entitled to have it both ways neither is the Staff. 

Staff states; “For the subject project, the applicant prepared a survey of the stringline location which shows 
that the stringline is located at 89.4 ft. along the southern property line and at 89.5 ft. along the northern 
property line (Exhibit 8). The stringline location shown on the survey for the subject site is consistent with 
the stringline location used for the property three sites to the north of the subject site, with the statements 
of the surveyor in the as- built certification letter for the site directly adjacent to the south, and with the 
stringline used for the property two sites to the south of the subject site.”  

The Appellant strongly disagrees with Staff that the “stringline location shown on the survey for the subject 
site is consistent with the stringline location used for the property three sites to the north of the subject 
site, with the statements of the surveyor in the as- built certification letter for the site directly adjacent to 
the south, and with the stringline used for the property two sites to the south of the subject site.”  

The Appellant has attached several pictures clearly showing the conformity of the sites both South and 
North. The pictures are exposed showing the most seaward position on Appellants deck. The line cannot be 
clearer for both north and south exposures. These photographs clearly show “buildings or structures 
located on lots contiguous to the shoreline are compatible in scale with existing development and does not 
extend further seaward than that of the line established on the implemented stringline. Only the 
appurtenances such as open decks, patios, and balconies extend seaward of the Stringline Setback line, and 
do not substantially impair the views from adjoining properties. Appellant adamantly disagrees with the 
Staff’s interpretations. Please see attached photographs marked as exhibit B. 

The Staff stated; “Commission staff has also compared the survey of the stringline setback approved for the 
subject site with the certified stringline map approved by the Commission in 1986 and found it to be 
generally consistent. As stated previously, the certified stringline map was created with the use of aerial 
photographs and is not exact. Therefore, each development project must undertake a site-specific survey 
and determine the stringline using the best available information. Based on the consistency of the subject 
stringline location survey with past project approvals at adjacent sites and the comparison of the certified 
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stringline map to the stringline survey for the subject site, the appellant’s assertion does not appear valid 
and does not raise a substantial issue.” 

The Appellant must disagree with Staff and enters language from the Appeal Number: A-6-CII-15-0039. 
“The appellants contend that the project, as approved by the City, is inconsistent with the City’s certified 
LCP regarding the interpretation of the western boundary of the “stringline”. The appellants contend that 
the “NEW” Stringline allows for seaward encroachment on the subject site. The certified LCP prohibits new 
development along the ocean from extending further seaward than a “stringline” drawn between adjacent 
developments. (Emphasis Added) Specifically Section 21.204.050B of the Coastal Shoreline Development 
Overlay Zone states: New development fronting the ocean shall observe at a minimum, an ocean setback 
based on “stringline” method of measurement. No enclosed portions of a structure shall be permitted 
further seaward than allowed by a line drawn between the adjacent structure to the north and south, no 
decks or other appurtenances shall be permitted further seaward than those allowed by a line drawn 
between those on the adjacent structure to the north and south. (Emphasis Added) A greater ocean 
setback may be required for geological reasons and if specified in the Local Coastal Program. 

The City of Oceanside made the finding that the proposed development is to be allowed to extend beyond 
the adjacent structures, again NOT in Accordance with Section 30250 “Location; existing developed area”. 
An absolute stringline opportunity exists to the south and north as there is an existing structure both north 
and south of the proposed development. However, the proposed development is seaward of the required 
deck stringline between the northern and southern adjacent properties and, thus creates a visual impact. 
Allowing new development in the same location would perpetuate this impact.  

The Commission has historically applied the City’s stringline provisions to any new development along the 
shoreline, which has resulted in previous appeals of CDPs the most recent being the property located 5039 
Tierra Del Oro, Carlsbad, San Diego County (APN No. 210-020-08). In this particular case, the City’s 
interpretation would allow the development to encroach seaward of the stringline between the northern 
and southern adjacent properties, which is inconsistent with the Coastal Shoreline Development Overlay 
Zone. (Emphasis Added) 

Setbacks provide visual relief from the cluster of private development lining the shoreline of this 
community, stepping back primary residences and accessory development in a measured, consistent 
manner while preserving open space and scenic vistas as viewed from the adjacent beach and public access 
points. Allowing the encroachment of development beyond the required stringline would create a 
precedent for shifting the pattern of development seaward along this stretch of coastline, and would 
represent a significant change in the community character and scenic quality of the area. Thus, the project 
raises a substantial issue regarding conformity with the LCP.   

The Commission’s historic interpretation of the City’s stringline provisions has been that new development 
fronting the ocean shall observe at a minimum, an ocean setback based on “stringline” method of 
measurement. No enclosed portions of a structure shall be permitted further seaward than allowed by a 
line drawn between the adjacent structure to the north and south, the City of Oceanside’s interpretation 
would allow the development to encroach between 4 to 8 feet seaward of the stringline between the 
northern and southern adjacent properties, which is inconsistent the Coastal Commission’s interpretation. 

C. Loss of Public Beach Parking 
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Staff stated “The project is located between the sea and the first coastal roadway and the appellant asserts 
there will be impacts to public access due to the loss of one or two existing public beach parking spaces.” 
The City of Oceanside and the Coastal Act policies pertaining to public access are applicable and state: 
Section 30210 of the Coastal Act states: In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the 
California Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and recreational 
opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent with public safety needs and the need to 
protect public rights, rights of private property owners, and natural resource areas from overuse. In 
addition, Section 30212 of the Act is applicable and states, in part: 

(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.... 

Public beach parking is protected by the City of Oceanside’s Land Use Plan and includes the following 
provisions in Chapter two – Policy Group Summaries on pages 10 and 11: 

Policy 12 - If existing beach parking is removed for any reason, one-to-one replacement parking shall be 
provided west of the railroad right-of-way. 

Staff states; “Based on discussions with City staff, common sense by the public is used to ensure that 
private garages are not blocked. Often, property owners will park in front of their own garages.”  

The Appellant wishes it was that simple, but as a resident of this area realizes rules and regulations are 
required because not all people have “the common sense” The City of Oceanside and Staff so believes in. 

Staff states; “Each of the two new homes will have its own garage. As designed, the new garages will be 
located approximately 18 feet apart, which will allow enough space for one public street parking space in 
between the driveways (Exhibit 6). Thus, 1-2 public on-street parking spaces will be lost.”  

The Appellant agrees with Staff that at least 2 parking spaces will be lost, but disagrees with Staff’s 
understanding of the parking issue currently existing in the immediate area. 

Staff states; “Adequate public access to the beach exists nearby. There is public beach area along the 
shoreline directly fronting the subject site and Buccaneer Beach, a small but highly used public beach, is 
located approximately 500 ft. north of the subject site. In addition, there is a public beach access way 
located four homes to the south of the subject site. “ 

The Appellant would like to correct Staff as the Public Beach Access is only 3 houses away or a total of 90 
feet from the proposed development. It also must be understood the development will consist of 2 homes 
having 6 bedrooms each. Appellant is unaware of any homes in this area with 6 or more bedrooms. With 6 
bedrooms it would be difficult to imagine less than 3 cars per residence would be involved. In other words 
with this development the neighborhood will lose one 3 bedroom structure and it will be replaced by 2, 6 
bedroom structures. While trading 3 bedrooms for 12 bedrooms and the street loses 2 or more parking 
spaces yet the demand will increase by much more than 2.  
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Staff states; “The appellant has cited Policy 12 of the certified LCP and contends that the reduction in 
available public on-street parking must be replaced at a one-to-one ratio west of the railroad right-of-way. 
In its approval of the proposed homes, the City found that the new proposed two-car garages would ensure 
adequate off-street parking would be available to serve the residences of the two homes, and replacement 
at a one-to-one ratio was not required by the LCP. The Commission agrees that the LCP policy which 
requires replacement at a one-to-one ratio is not intended to apply to single family homes with the 
construction of a required garage. Furthermore, the Commission is not aware of any past single family 
home development projects in the City that were required to offset on-street parking lost to access a 
garage. It would not be practical or feasible for a private property owner to buy or construct a new public 
parking area for just one or two spaces, nor does the LCP establish or require any type of parking mitigation 
area or in-lieu fee program for private property owners to contribute to. The intent of Policy 12 is to 
conserve public parking and prohibit commercial, large-scale residential or City infrastructure and 
development projects from displacing available public parking used to access the beach without providing 
replacement spaces. Thus, replacement of lost parking in this case is not required.”  

The Appellant would like to remind Staff that these statements fly directly into the face of the City of 
Oceanside’s LCP Policy 12. There is no language in the LCP that would allow for distinctions to be made for 
different types of construction rather commercial, industrial or residential. The LCP was written by the City 
of Oceanside, then approved by the Coastal Commission and it clearly states, “Policy 12 - If existing beach 
parking is removed for any reason, one-to-one replacement parking shall be provided west of the railroad 
right-of-way.” (Emphasis Added)  

Staff states; “In summary, while public parking is at a premium in this beachfront area, the applicant is not 
required to replace lost on-street parking associated with this project and has designed the proposed 
homes in a manner to minimize impacts to public parking. Therefore, the proposed project does not raise a 
substantial issue on the grounds filed pertaining specifically to public access.” 

The Appellant would ask Staff to explain why “the applicant is not required to replace lost on-street parking 
associated with this project”.  The City of Oceanside’s requirement is “If existing beach parking is removed 
for any reason, one-to-one replacement parking shall be provided west of the railroad right-of-way.”  
(Emphasis Added) 

The Appellant would ask Staff to explain why “the proposed project does not raise a substantial issue on 
the grounds pertaining specifically to public access”. The Public is losing several parking spaces and Staff 
continues to ignore the real victims, who are the public. The City of Oceanside’s has an absolute obligation 
to conform to their policy 12. But Staff instead, makes other statements that have nothing to do with the 
obligation and enforcement of the policy. The Staff is ignoring and abetting the City of Oceanside’s 
requirement to replace these parking spaces. 

D. Conclusion 

Staff stated; “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 is compliant with the western stringline setback and has been designed to minimize 
impacts to public beach parking, such that the new homes will not adversely impact public access. 
Therefore, the Commission finds that the appeal does not raise a substantial issue regarding the proposed 
development’s conformity with the certified LCP or with public access policies of the Coastal Act.” 
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The Appellant response to this Staff statement it that the Appellant ‘HAS’ raised a number of contentions 
that are absolutely “A Substantial Issue”, all contentions raised by the Appellant are in some cases the same 
or closely resembling those raised in Appeal Number: A-6-CII-15-0039 dated 6/25/2015. Appellants in the 
Appeal were Commissioner Dayna Bochco and Commissioner Jana Zimmerby.  Listed below are appealable 
actions filed by Appellants in Appeal Number: A-6-CII-15-0039 and their comparison to the Appellants 
appeal in Appeal Number: A-6-OCN-15-0043 & A-6-OCN-15-0044. 

The Appellants asserted the following in Appeal Number: A-6-CII-15-0039; 

1. “The appellants contend that the project, as approved by the City, is inconsistent with the City of 
Carlsbad’s certified LCP regarding the interpretation of the western boundary of the deck/other 
appurtenances “stringline”. The appellants contend that the deck stringline (which includes the 
proposed pool, pool deck, and terrace) allows for seaward encroachment on the subject site. The 
certified LCP prohibits new development along the ocean from extending further seaward than a 
“stringline” drawn between adjacent developments. Specifically Section 21.204.050B of the Coastal 
Shoreline Development Overlay Zone states: 

2. New development fronting the ocean shall observe at a minimum, an ocean setback based on 
“stringline” method of measurement. No enclosed portions of a structure shall be permitted further 
seaward than allowed by a line drawn between the adjacent structure to the north and south, no decks 
or other appurtenances shall be permitted further seaward than those allowed by a line drawn 
between those on the adjacent structure to the north and south. A greater ocean setback may be 
required for geological reasons and if specified in the Local Coastal Program. 

3. The City made the finding that for the proposed swimming pool, deck and patio, no stringline 
opportunity exists to the south because there is not an existing, detached and permitted deck, or other 
appurtenance, seaward of the main residence on the lot south of the subject site, and that because the 
new pool, deck and patio are proposed to be located within an area of existing development (i.e. the 
existing concrete terrace and previous basement footprint), the stringline method does not apply to the 
subject proposal. 
 

The Appellants assert the following in Appeal Number: A-6-OCN-15-0043 & A-6-OCN-15-0044. 

Appellant argues the development does not comply with the City of Oceanside’s Zoning Ordinance – Section 
1703, Rear Yards and specifically the development is not “compatible in scale with existing structures” and 
allows substantially impairing the views from adjoining properties. Although the City of Oceanside’s LCP is 
not as definitive as that of the City of Carlsbad, it may be time for the Coastal Commission to begin review 
and standardization of the coastal cities LCP’s.  

“Rear yard stringline setbacks are regulated through the provision of the City of Oceanside Zoning Ordinance 
– Section 1703, Rear Yards, 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 
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seaward of the Stringline Setback line, provided that they do not substantially impair the views from 
adjoining properties. 
 

The Appellants asserted the following in Appeal Number: A-6-CII-15-0039; 

1. However, the existing development is seaward of the required deck stringline between the northern 
and southern adjacent properties and, thus creates a visual impact (ref. Exhibit 5). Allowing new 
development in the same location would perpetuate this impact. The Commission has historically 
applied the City’s stringline provisions to any new development along the shoreline, which has resulted 
in previous appeals of CDPs within the City of Carlsbad, the most recent being the property located at 
5015 Tierra Del Oro (CDP No. A-6-CII-08-028/Moss) among others (ref. CDP Nos. A-6-CII-07-17/Riley; A- 
6-CII-03-26/Kiko; 6-90-25/Kunkel; 6-90-299/Rowe; 6-92-107/Phillips; and 6-95- 144/Bownes). In this 
particular case, the City’s interpretation would allow the development to encroach between 7-30 feet 
seaward of the deck stringline between the northern and southern adjacent properties, which is 
inconsistent with the Coastal Shoreline Development Overlay Zone. 

 

2. Setbacks provide visual relief from the cluster of private development lining the shoreline of the Tierra 
Del Oro community, stepping back primary residences and accessory development in a measured, 
consistent manner while preserving open space and scenic vistas as viewed from the adjacent beach 
and public access points. Allowing the encroachment of development beyond the required stringline 
would create a precedent for shifting the pattern of development seaward along this stretch of 
coastline, and would represent a significant change in the community character and scenic quality of 
the area. Thus, the project raises a substantial issue regarding conformity with the LCP. Allowing 
development beyond the established stringline (projecting further west), the project will block existing 
views, inconsistent with the City’s LCP and the Coastal Act.” Also the language in this Appeal states; 
“the project is consistent with LCP policies regarding protection of public views, is consistent with the 
scale and character of the area, and would not allow for seaward encroachment beyond the established 
line of development in this area of Oceanside.”  

The Appellants assert the following in Appeal Number: A-6-OCN-15-0043 & A-6-OCN-15-0044. 

1. The City of Oceanside made the finding that the proposed development is to be allowed to extend 
beyond the adjacent structures, again NOT in Accordance with Section 30250 “Location; existing 
developed area”. An absolute stringline opportunity exists for the City of Oceanside to the south and 
north. This because there is an existing structure both north and south of the proposed development. 
However, the proposed development is seaward of the required deck stringline between the 
northern and southern adjacent properties and, thus creates a visual impact. Allowing new 
development in the same location would perpetuate this impact.  

2. The Commission has historically applied the City’s stringline provisions to any new development along 
the shoreline, which has resulted in previous appeals of CDPs the most recent being the property 
located 5039 Tierra Del Oro, Carlsbad, San Diego County (APN No. 210-020-08). In this particular case, 
the City of Oceanside’s interpretation would allow the development to encroach seaward of the 
implemented stringline between the northern and southern adjacent properties, which is 
inconsistent with the Coastal Shoreline Development Overlay Zone.  
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3. Setbacks provide visual relief from the cluster of private development lining the shoreline of this 
community, stepping back primary residences and accessory development in a measured, consistent 
manner while preserving open space and scenic vistas as viewed from the adjacent beach and public 
access points. Allowing the encroachment of development beyond the implemented stringline would 
create a precedent for shifting the pattern of development seaward along this stretch of coastline, 
and would represent a significant change in the community character and scenic quality of the area. 
Thus, the project raises a ‘Substantial issue’ regarding conformity with the LCP.   

E. SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE FACTORS 

Staff States; “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. 

The Appellants asserted the following in Appeal Number: A-6-CII-15-0039; 

1. As discussed above, the factors that the Commission often considers when evaluating whether a local 
government’s action raise a substantial issue also support a finding of substantial issue. First, there is 
inadequate factual and legal support for the City’s determination that the proposed development is 
consistent with the certified LCP. In this case, the development, as approved by the City, raises several 
LCP consistency issues with regard to stringline setbacks, geologic stability analysis, bluff edge 
determination, and previously unpermitted development. While the extent and scope of development 
is for a single family residence, the coastal resources affected are significant; in particular, the bluff face 
and geological stability in the area. The local government’s approval sets poor precedent for future 
interpretations of its LCP because it avoided using the string line to evaluate setback, it miscalculated 
the bluff edge, and it ignored a potential violation caused by the unpermitted construction of the new 
staircase. The objections to the project raised by the appellants identify substantial issues of regional or 
statewide significance, due to the intensely debated issues of geological stability and sea level rise 
impacts and how they affect development on bluffs up and down the California coast. 

2. Furthermore, the decision fails to adequately address the reliance of new development on existing 
shoreline protective devices and is inconsistent with recent Commission guidance on this issue, 
especially as it relates to analysis necessary in the face of anticipated future sea level rise. 
 

The Appellants assert the following in Appeal Number: A-6-OCN-15-0043 & A-6-OCN-15-0044. 

1. As discussed above, the factors that the Commission often considers when evaluating whether a local 
government’s action raise a substantial issue also support a finding of substantial issue. First, there is 
inadequate factual and legal support for the City of Oceanside’s determination that the proposed 
development is consistent with the certified LCP. In this case, the development, as approved by the 
City of Oceanside, raises several LCP consistency issues with regard to stringline setbacks, parking and 
existing conformity issues. The local government’s approval sets poor precedent for future 
interpretations of its LCP because it avoided using the common setbacks already provided, allowing 
visual relief from the cluster of private development lining the shoreline of this community, stepping 
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back primary residences and accessory development in a measured, consistent manner while 
preserving open space and scenic vistas as viewed from the adjacent beach, public and private access 
points. The objections to the project raised by the Appellants identify substantial issues of regional or 
statewide significance, due to the intensely debated issues of stringline locations, beach parking and 
sea level rise impacts up and down the California coast. 

2. The project will create an adverse precedent for interpretation of the City’s LCP. Finally, the 
objections to the project suggested by the Appellant raise Substantial issues of regional and 
statewide significance. 

In closing the Appellant would like to emphasis in Appeal Number: A-6-CII-15-0039; filed by Commissioner 
Dayna Bochco and Commissioner Jana Zimmerby, the word CONFORMITY is used 8 times, the word 
SIMILAR is used 9 times, the word VIEWS is used 4 times and the word SETBACKS is used 17 times.  

This Appellant believes the Coastal Commission which seeks to protect, conserve, restore, and enhance 
environmental and human-based resources of the California coast and ocean for environmentally 
sustainable and prudent use by current and future generations, can only do so by establishing uniformity, 
constancy, consistency, conformity, invariability, stability, regularity, evenness, homogeneity, equality and 
harmony throughout the Coast of California. 

Therefore it is requested the matters discussed in this Appeal response be elevated to ‘Substantial Issues’ 
and treated in accordance with that established policy. 

 

‘Google Earth’ map of development area and currently ‘Implemented Stringline’
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Implemented Stringline due North from Appellant’s property 
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Implemented Stringline due South from Appellant’s property 
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STAFF REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION ON APPEAL 

SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE DETERMINATION 
 
Local Government:  City of Oceanside 
 
Decision:  Approved with Conditions 
 
Appeal Number:  A-6-OCN-15-0043 & A-6-OCN-15-0044 
 
Applicant:  KCS Properties LLC 
 

Location: 1631 South Pacific Street, Oceanside, San Diego County 
(APN No. 153-09-112 (Lots 25 and 26)) 

 
Project Description: Demolition of an existing single-family residence 

covering two approximately 5,400 sq. ft. parcels and 
construction of a new detached single family residence on 
each parcel as described below: 

 
Lot 25/Northern Parcel: Construction of a 3,947 sq. ft., 
2-story over basement, single family residence with an 
attached 452 sq. ft. 2-car garage and a 183 sq. ft. 
subterranean storage area on an approximately 5,400 sq. 
ft. parcel. (A-6-OCN-15-0043) 
 

Lot 26/Southern Parcel: Construction of a 3,947 sq. ft., 
2-story over basement, single family residence with an 
attached 452 sq. ft. 2-car garage and a 183 sq. ft. 
subterranean storage area on an approximately 5,400 sq. 
ft. parcel. (A-6-OCN-15-0044) 
 

Appellants:  Steve and Susan Parker 
 
Staff Recommendation: No Substantial Issue  
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IMPORTANT HEARING PROCEDURE NOTE 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 

Staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, determine that NO 

substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed. 

 

The subject project involves the demolition of one single-family residence and the 

construction of two new single-family residences on two adjacent parcels. Each home 

was approved by the City as a separate permit; however, the two structures are owned by 

the same entity and raise identical issues, thus, the appeals are being analyzed in a single 

staff report.  

 

The appellant has raised two Local Coastal Program (LCP) consistency issues related to 

the western (seaward) stringline and the reduction of available public street parking. 

Specifically, the appellant contends that the stringline used to site the new residences is 

located 4.5 ft. seaward of the stringline certified by the Coastal Commission in 1986. The 

appellant also contends that the project does not include replacement of the 1-2 existing 

public on-street parking spaces that will be eliminated in order to provide access to the 

proposed garages for the new homes. 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 structures are consistent with the City’s certified stringline 

maps and with past project approvals for homes adjacent to the subject site. There are no 

public views available on or around the seaward side of the proposed structure that could 

be impacted by the proposed development.  The two new homes will each have one 

garage, which is the minimum necessary to provide off-street parking for the two 

structures. The LCP does not require single-family residences to replace on-street parking 

that will be eliminated to accommodate the minimum required amount of parking. 

 

Because there are no identified inconsistencies with the LCP and the Coastal Act, staff 

recommends that the Commission determine that the project raises no substantial issue 

regarding conformance with the certified LCP and the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal 

Act. 

 

This is a substantial issue only hearing.  Testimony will be taken only on the question of 

whether the appeal raises a substantial issue.  Generally and at the discretion of the Chair, 

testimony is limited to 3 minutes total per side.  Please plan your testimony accordingly. 

Only the applicant, persons who opposed the application before the local government (or 

their representatives), and the local government shall be qualified to testify. Others may 

submit comments in writing.  If the Commission determines that the appeal does raise a 

substantial issue, the de novo phase of the hearing will occur at a future Commission 

meeting, during which it will take public testimony. 
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Standard of Review: Certified City of Oceanside Local Coastal Program and the public 
access and recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. 
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I. APPELLANTS CONTEND 
 
The appellant contends that the development approved by the City is inconsistent with 

the City of Oceanside’s certified Local Coastal Program (LCP) for the following reasons:  

 

1. The “stringline” used to site the new homes is located 89.4 to 89.5 ft. from the 

eastern property line, which is 4.5 ft. seaward of the “stringline” certified by 

the Coastal Commission in 1986. 

2. The City of Oceanside did not require that the applicant replace, at a 1:1 ratio, 

the existing public on-street parking spaces that will be eliminated in order to 

provide access to the proposed garages for the new homes. 

 
              
 
II. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTION 
 

On June 8, 2015 the Planning Commission adopted Planning Commission Resolution 

Nos. 2015-P14 and 2015-P15 and Regular Coastal Development Permit Nos. RC12-

00020 and RC12-00021. The Planning Commission action was not appealed to the City 

Council. The appellants have standing to appeal to the Coastal Commission as they 

participated in the local hearing. They were not required to appeal locally due to the fees 

charged by the City for its appeals. (Cal. Code of Regs., tit. 14, § 13573(a)(4).)   

 

The specific conditions required by the Planning Commission require the applicant to 

provide 50% open side yard fencing in order to protect existing ocean views and to 

provide a new ocean view corridor, limit all habitable building envelope and balconies 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.  

 
              
 

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, those 
allowed to testify at the hearing 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 standard of review 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 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., tit. 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; 
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 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 a 

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 

to determine that the development approved by the City does not raise a substantial issue 

with regard to the appellant’s contentions regarding coastal resources. 
              
 
IV. SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE MOTIONS AND RESOLUTIONS 
 
The staff recommends the Commission adopt the following resolutions: 
 
A. MOTION: I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. 

A-6-OCN-15-0043 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 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-15-0043 

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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B. MOTION: I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. 

A-6-OCN-15-0044 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 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-15-0044 

does not present a substantial issue with respect to the grounds 

on which the appeal has been filed under § 30603 of the Coastal 

Act regarding consistency with the certified Local Coastal Plan 

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

Act. 

 

              
 
V. SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE FINDINGS AND DECLARATION 
 
The Commission finds and declares as follows: 
 
 
A.  Project Description  
 

The subject property is located in the City of Oceanside adjacent to South Pacific Street 

to the east, the beach and Pacific Ocean to the west, and residential homes to the north 

and south (Exhibits 1-6). The proposed development involves two adjacent 

approximately 5,400 sq. ft. parcels, which are currently developed with one single family 

home spanning both lots. As proposed, the existing home would be completely 

demolished and the parcels would be developed with two separate detached single family 

homes. Each home would be two stories over a basement and would consist of 3,947 sq. 

ft. of habitable space, 183 sq. ft. of subterranean storage, and a 452 sq. ft. garage. The 

existing development spans nearly the entire width of the site parallel to South Pacific 

Street, and thus the only views as one walks along South Pacific Street is along the north 

and south side yard view corridors across the site to the ocean and a small view over the 

south side of the structure (Exhibits 7). As approved by the City, the proposed 

development would consist of two separate, taller structures. Thus, the proposed 

development will eliminate the existing view over the structure, but create a 6-foot wide 

slot view from South Pacific Street to the ocean between the structures that does not 

currently exist.  
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As approved by the City, the two new single family homes will be located approximately 

three feet landward of the western stringline setback and no balconies will extend past the 

stringline. The homes will be staggered along the rear of the property and each story will 
be located further landward from the stringline creating a “step back” from the beach. 
The subject property is located within the Residential-Tourist (R-T) zoning designation 

and an Urban High-Density land use designation (UHD-R). 

 

 
B.  Rear-Yard Stringline Setback 
 

Rear yard stringline setbacks are regulated 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 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. 

 

As stated above, rear yard setbacks on oceanfront lots are determined by the City’s 
“Stringline Setback Map.” The “stringline” in this case is a line on a map generally 
following the line of development on the beach-fronting homes along the City’s coast. 
The certified “Stringline Setback Map” was developed in 1983 by overlaying an 
imaginary stringline on an aerial photo of the shoreline in the City of Oceanside. The 
stringline map was based on existing building patterns, as well as anticipated future 
developments and remodels/expansions. This “stringline” was certified by the 
Commission in 1986 as part of the City’s Local Coastal Program. These maps are kept on 
file in the City’s Planning Division and are used to determine the westernmost boundary 
for any proposed development along the shoreline. The goal of limiting new development 
to extend no further seaward than the stringline is to restrict encroachment onto the 
shoreline and preserve private and public views along the shoreline.  
 
The appellant has made multiple contentions related to the western stringline. First, the 
appellant contends that Coastal Commission staff told him on a phone call that the 
stringline setback for the subject property was 85 ft. from the western edge of South 
Pacific Street. At the time of the phone call, Commission staff did not have the 
information about the location of the stringline for the subject property and did not tell 
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the appellant the location of the stringline. Second, the appellant contends that he has 
reviewed various permits and variances issued or approved by the Oceanside Planning 
Commission that establish the stringline at 85 ft. from the western edge of South Pacific 
Street. The appellant did not provide documentation of any of the referenced approvals. 
However, Commission staff obtained copies of various City staff reports for development 
projects between 1990 and 2008 that referenced the stringline for the nearby properties. 
None of the city approvals for the adjacent projects were appealed to the Commission. A 
summary of the city approvals reviewed by Commission staff is as follows (Reference 
Exhibit 4 for a labeled aerial photo of the properties discussed below): 
 

 In 2006, the City approved demolition of a duplex straddling two lots located 
three properties to the north of the subject site and construction of two new single 
family homes (1621 and 1623 South Pacific Street). The survey for this approval 
found that the stringline was at 89.5 ft. along the southern property line and 96 ft. 
along the northern property line. (City Permit RC-14-06 and RC-15-06) 

 In 1990, the City approved an addition and deck construction at a site two 
properties to the south from the subject site (1635 South Pacific Street). This is 
the example cited by the appellant in his appeal. The appellant states that this 
property obtained a variance to construct the deck 9.5 feet seaward of the 
stringline. However, the variance obtained for the approval was to construct a 
third story. The deck located seaward of the stringline did not require a variance 
because decks are permitted past the stringline if they do not impact public or 
private views. The survey for this approval found that the stringline was at 89 ft. 4 
in. (City Permit RC-26-89) 

 Commission staff also reviewed an approval granted by the City in 2008 for 
expansion of the rear deck at the appellant’s property (1633 South Pacific Street), 
which is the site adjacent to the subject site to the south. The City staff report for 
this project does not provide the stringline distance, but states that the deck would 
be consistent with the stringline. In addition, the staff report includes a site plan 
showing the location of the stringline in relation to the home. An as-built 
certification letter was also submitted by the appellant for the deck addition 
(David Jolly, Land Surveying, dated 12/7/2009). In the as-built certification letter, 
the surveyor hired by the appellant states that the new rear deck is landward of the 
stringline shown on the project plans and that the plan stringline was depicted at 
approximately 85 ft. However, the surveyor also stated that he believed that the 
stringline actually should be located at approximately 89.5 ft., thus implying that 
the stringline shown on the appellant’s site plan may have been drawn further 
inland than necessary. (City Permit RC-9-08) 

 
For the subject project, the applicant prepared a survey of the stringline location which 
shows that the stringline is located at 89.4 ft. along the southern property line and at 89.5 
ft. along the northern property line (Exhibit 8). The stringline location shown on the 
survey for the subject site is consistent with the stringline location used for the property 
three sites to the north of the subject site, with the statements of the surveyor in the as-
built certification letter for the site directly adjacent to the south, and with the stringline 
used for the property two sites to the south of the subject site.  
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Commission staff has also compared the survey of the stringline setback approved for the 
subject site with the certified stringline map approved by the Commission in 1986 and 
found it to be generally consistent. As stated previously, the certified stringline map was 
created with the use of aerial photographs and is not exact. Therefore, each development 
project must undertake a site-specific survey and determine the stringline using the best 
available information. Based on the consistency of the subject stringline location survey 
with past project approvals at adjacent sites and the comparison of the certified stringline 
map to the stringline survey for the subject site, the appellant’s assertion does not appear 
valid and does not raise a substantial issue.  
 
The appellant also contends that the construction of the subject homes will adversely 
impact his private views. Specifically, the new homes will be located further seaward 
than the appellant’s home and will reduce his private ocean view to the north. The City’s 
LCP allows for new development to be cited as far seaward as the line established by the 
stringline setback map. The subject homes will be located approximately three feet 

landward of the stringline setback. Even after construction of the two new homes, the 

appellant will retain unimpeded views of the ocean and therefore the proposed 

development does not substantially impair his private ocean view.  In addition, there is no 

potential for public view blockage in this location with regard to the stringline setback, 

because no public vantage points are located adjacent to the western portion of the 

proposed new homes. Therefore, the appellant’s assertion does not appear valid and does 
not raise a substantial issue. 
 
 

C.  Loss of Public Beach Parking  
 
The project is located between the sea and the first coastal roadway and the appellant 

asserts there will be impacts to public access due to the loss of one or two existing public 

beach parking spaces. The City of Oceanside and the Coastal Act policies pertaining to 

public access are applicable and state: 

 

Section 30210 of the Coastal Act states: 

 

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

Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and 

recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent with public 

safety needs and the need to protect public rights, rights of private property owners, 

and natural resource areas from overuse. 

 

In addition, Section 30212 of the Act is applicable and states, in part: 

 

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

coast shall be provided in new development projects except where: 
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(l) it is inconsistent with public safety, military security needs, or the protection 

of fragile coastal resources, 

 

(2) adequate access exists nearby....  

 

Public beach parking is protected by the City of Oceanside’s Land Use Plan and includes 
the following provisions in Chapter two – Policy Group Summaries on pages 10 and 11: 
 

Policy 12 - If existing beach parking is removed for any reason, one-to-one 

replacement parking shall be provided west of the railroad right-of-way. 

  

Policy 17 - The City shall require that all new residential development provides 

adequate on-site parking. In areas where beach parking demand is critical, parking 

requirements for new residential development shall be strictly enforced. Curb cuts 

shall be held to a minimum to preserve existing on-street parking. 

 

The area of South Pacific Street where the subject site is located has a rolled curb and no 

curb cuts or curb aprons are required to access private garages. Public on-street parking is 

currently available on both sides of South Pacific Street. There is little to no signage or 

red curb areas along this stretch of South Pacific Street to designate where street parking 

is permitted and where it is prohibited. Nevertheless property owners must be able to 

access their garages. Based on discussions with City staff, common sense by the public is 

used to ensure that private garages are not blocked. Often, property owners will park in 

front of their own garages.  

 

The subject site is currently developed with an existing single family home with one 

driveway, which leaves the remainder of the site’s street frontage open to public parking. 

Thus, 2-3 parking spaces are currently available to the public fronting the subject site. As 

proposed, the existing home will be demolished and the applicant will construct two new 

single family homes. Each of the two new homes will have its own garage. As designed, 

the new garages will be located approximately 18 feet apart, which will allow enough 

space for one public street parking space in between the driveways (Exhibit 6). Thus, 1-2 

public on-street parking spaces will be lost. 

 

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. Adequate public access to the beach exists nearby. There is public beach 

area along the shoreline directly fronting the subject site and Buccaneer Beach, a small 

but highly used public beach, is located approximately 500 ft. north of the subject site. In 

addition, there is a public beach accessway located four homes to the south of the subject 

site. The primary public parking in the immediate vicinity of the site is located on the 

street. In addition, there is a free public parking lot for this stretch of beach and for 

Buccaneer Beach located approximately 500 ft. north of the site. The City has numerous 

other free and pay parking lots, but the majority of the parking lots are located near the 

Oceanside Pier and the Oceanside Transit Center, approximately 1.5 miles north of the 

subject site. Thus, there are various opportunities for public parking in the vicinity of the 

site, and both on and off-street spaces contribute to the reservoir of beach parking. 
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The appellant has cited Policy 12 of the certified LCP and contends that the reduction in 

available public on-street parking must be replaced at a one-to-one ratio west of the 

railroad right-of-way. In its approval of the proposed homes, the City found that the new 

proposed two-car garages would ensure adequate off-street parking would be available to 

serve the residences of the two homes, and replacement at a one-to-one ratio was not 

required by the LCP. The Commission agrees that the LCP policy which requires 

replacement at a one-to-one ratio is not intended to apply to single family homes with the 

construction of a required garage. Furthermore, the Commission is not aware of any past 

single family home development projects in the City that were required to offset on-street 

parking lost to access a garage. It would not be practical or feasible for a private property 

owner to buy or construct a new public parking area for just one or two spaces, nor does 

the LCP establish or require any type of parking mitigation area or in-lieu fee program 

for private property owners to contribute to. The intent of Policy 12 is to conserve public 

parking and prohibit commercial, large-scale residential or City infrastructure and 

development projects from displacing available public parking used to access the beach 

without providing replacement spaces.  Thus, replacement of lost parking in this case is 

not required. 

 

The appellant has also cited LCP Policy 17, which requires that curb cuts shall be held to 

a minimum to preserve existing on-street parking in areas where beach parking demand is 

critical. The Commission agrees that beach parking demand is critical in this area and 

that any loss of existing parking should be avoided to the extent feasible. As stated 

previously, the garages for the two homes have been located such that an approximately 

18 ft. long public parking space will be available between them. The applicant is 

proposing to construct a two-car garage for each residence, which is reasonable and 

results in the minimal amount of lost on-street parking for the construction of the two 

single family homes. 

 

In summary, while public parking is at a premium in this beachfront area, the applicant is 

not required to replace lost on-street parking associated with this project and has designed 

the proposed homes in a manner to minimize impacts to public parking. Therefore, the 

proposed project does not raise a substantial issue on the grounds filed pertaining 

specifically to public access. 

 

 

D. 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 is compliant with the western stringline setback and 

has been designed to minimize impacts to public beach parking, such that the new homes 

will not adversely impact public access. Therefore, the Commission finds that the appeal 

does not raise a substantial issue regarding the proposed development’s conformity with 

the certified LCP or with public access policies of the Coastal Act. 
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E. 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 Steve and Susan Parker, received 6/6/2015 

 Building Plans by Safdie Rabines Architects, dated 4/29/2015 

 City Permit Nos. RC12-00020 and RC12-00021, dated 6/8/2015 

 Planning Commission Resolution Nos. 2015-P14 and 2015-P15, dated 6/8/2015 

 City Permit Nos. RC-14-06 and RC-15-06, dated 9/11/2006 

 City Permit No. RC-26-89, dated 4/11/1990 

 City Permit No. RC-9-08, dated 12/1/2008 

 As-built certification letter for 1633 South Pacific Street by David Jolly, Land 
Surveying, dated 12/07/2009 
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