Shannon Vitale
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mary Ellen Reese <mary_ellen_reese@yahoo.com>
Tuesday, April 16, 2019 5:46 PM
Shannon Vitale
Re: STRs: Planning Commission Meeting April 22nd at 6pm

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Warning: External Source

Thank you, Shannon! I know that staff and City Council are big on this,
but living in a tourist spot sucks. I lived in Lake Tahoe for awhile, and
it was a horror in the summer. We got our town back in the winter
because, while skiers came, they stayed on the mountain and smoked weed
instead of coming into town. Finally residents could go places and do
things without standing in lines or being in bumper-to-bumper
traffic! What was true for Lake Tahoe probably won't be true here. There
is no "bad season" in Oceanside. Smart folks come here in winter;
everyone else comes in summer when they'll face ever increasing crowds and
traffic.

On Tuesday, April 16, 2019, 4:53:55 PM PDT, Shannon Vitale <SVitale@oceansideca.org> wrote:

Hello Interested Party,
Staff’s recommendations regarding possible Short-Term Rental (STR) regulations will be presented to the Planning
Commission on Monday, April 22nd. The meeting is scheduled for 6pm and will take place in the City Council
Chambers. Staff is asking the Planning Commission to consider the proposed STR regulations and make a
recommendation to City Council.
The agenda and staff report are available for your review: https://www.ci.oceanside.ca.us/gov/dev/planning/agendas.asp
Public comments are welcome. Please email or deliver any comments to me prior to the meeting date so that I can
forward to the Planning Commissioners for their consideration.
Please let me know if you have any questions or request additional information.
Best,
Shannon
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Shannon Vitale, Planner II
City of Oceanside
Development Services Department | Planning Division
300 N. Coast Highway
Oceanside, CA 92054
760-435-3927
www.ci.oceanside.ca.us

All voicemail to and email to and from the City of Oceanside may be considered public information and may be disclosed upon request.
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Shannon Vitale
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

shant kalanjian <drjazzsk@gmail.com>
Wednesday, April 17, 2019 3:14 PM
Shannon Vitale
Written testimony for Planning Commission

Warning: External Source

Dear Planning Commission and staff:
I am writing to you in advance of your meeting as I will not be able to attend. I have been involved in this
process from the beginning and have seen how this process has veered away from moderation and reason to one
that has taken a decidedly negative approach towards STRs and their owners. STR owners have not been
properly represented by the various committees and this inherent bias against STR’s needs to be accounted for
when deciding how to proceed. Beyond that, there may be infringement on individual property rights as well as
various mandates from the California Coastal Act. Below you will find my written testimony and
correspondences to the various committees and staff.
Unfortunately Assembly Member Horvath introduced a virtual ban on STR’s within the last few weeks with AB
1731. This recently passed out of committee and is going through the state legislator and would be detrimental
to STR owners and the City. But even with this poorly crafted assembly bill, the RT zone was exempt. This
should perhaps be considered given the incredibly positive impact STR’s have on our community and
economy.
There are many concerns with this proposed STR ordinance but key issues are:
1. Max Occupancy: incredibly restrictive. Even the EDC agrees with me on this. Below you will see
various ideas to regulate this such as exempting children, basing it on square foot, etc. I could lose up to
1/3 of my revenue which would lead to thousands of dollars lost in revenue to pay for my home and
revenue lost to the City, and in turn lost revenue to tourism and the various industries supported by
STR’s. More comments below.
2. Permit fee: unnecessary. Our TOT’s bring in millions. Fees proposed are the highest in the
region. Also if you are going to charge fees then all STR’s should pay. It’s not fair to exempt
anyone. Less STR’s exert more costs on the remaining. More comments below.
3. 3 strikes policy: Incredibly harsh and punitive. Please reconsider as many of our livelihoods are on the
line. The fines, loss of license, and potential jail time are over the top.
4. Initial property inspection & ongoing inspections: This is not required of long term tenancy, why is
this overbearing and costly inspection process required of STR’s?
There are very real consequences of this proposed ordinance to law abiding citizens. For many, our ability to
afford these homes will be compromised. By the City’s own data, there is no systemic problem and this is a
solution in search of a problem. STR owners have not been adequately represented on the various committees
and by nature are the minority in the City and need to be fairly heard. I hope that fair minds prevail and that the
needs of the STR owners are also considered. I have more detailed written testimony below.
Respectfully,
Shant Kalanjian
909-800-6101
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Dear EDC and staff/committee members:
I am writing to you in advance of your meeting tomorrow as I will not be able to attend. I have attended several
meetings at the AHC level and have seen how the direction of this proposed STR ordinance has veered away
from moderation but one that has taken a decidedly negative approach towards STRs and their owners. I have
raised alarm bells at the lack of balance and lack of fair representation to voice the concerns of the STR owner
community. Of all the relative committees, the EDC surely sees the importance of STRs and its great
contribution to Oceanside. As you will see, if you read my prior correspondences below, there is no systemic
issue and the rate of complaints for STRs is about 1 compliant a month. This entire process is a solution in
search of a problem. Beyond that, many of us feel that the needs of the STR community have been drowned out
and not fully considered. For many of us, we can’t afford the homes we are renting out without this revenue
and serve as our livelihoods. Beyond that, we are an integral part of the local economy from tourism, dining,
and shopping and the often forgotten services as well such as repairmen, cleaning services, linens, etc. Their
livelihoods are also at peril with unreasonable and strict regulations. If one looks at the stats from the recent
Visit Oceanside Annual Report FY 2018, the TOT alone has grown from $4.1 million in 2014 to $7.4 million in
2018. The report cites the thousands of jobs supported by tourism and the various categories within that are
fostered by healthy tourism. From that same data set, one can see the vital importance STRs play in the lodging
needs of tourists in Oceanside, and help the City provide access to the public at large, which is one of the
California Coastal Commissions mandates from the California Coastal Act of 1976. The STR community is a
large part of this. Alienating and putting a stranglehold on STR owners does not do anyone any good. It is
actually counterproductive. I hope you see the importance of the STR community and if an ordinance is
deemed necessary that they be fair and balanced as this is critical to us STR owners.
Respectfully,
Shant Kalanjian
909-800-6101

Hello Shannon and Jeff!
I want to thank you for communicating with me over these many months. I am dismayed at the direction the AHC has
taken and hope that moderate minds will prevail. I have written a summation of my concerns and hope you will forward
this to the relevant persons that are involved in deciding on any potential STR ordinance.
Respectfully,
Shant Kalanjian

Dear AHC and staff/committee members:
I want to thank you for taking the time to hear the concerns of the community and appreciate the challenges you
face in deciding how to proceed. I have been to two of the public hearings and am dismayed at seeing obvious
bias against STR owners. Initially there appeared to be some balance within the committee but it became
obvious that there is almost outright hostility or vitriol towards us. I posed the question at the last meeting
whether there was any representation on the AHC that owned a STR and no one answered. I would frame this
in a different way: what would you think the community outcry would be if all 3 members were STR
owners? It’s not to say you can’t be unbiased in making your decisions but as evident by the commentary when
putting together the matrix, some, not all, on the AHC have bias against STR’s. There have been numerous
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comments made by some AHC members that show the lack of impartiality that should be required when
deciding something as important as this. Because of this lean within the committee, moderate voices are
drowned out. For example, during the first meeting, there was consideration given to exempting children from
occupancy or considering the square footage of the property. This seemed reasonable and a compromise. Yet
this consideration was completely thrown out of the window. Because of this decision I will lose upwards of
$30,000/year in income at my property. For a responsible owner such as me with no complaints, and one that
relies on the property income to continue owning it, this is a huge financial burden. As I have mentioned many
times before: There is no systemic issue given the data you have presented. It appears to me listening to the
community that the vast majority of complaints were about one owner, known to many. It isn’t fair that we will
all suffer due to the actions of one person. These changes will drastically affect my ability to own my home. I
will likely not be able to afford it. I bought it with the current regulations in mind and based my purchase on
that. Specifically, the biggest items of concern:
1. Max occupancy. The 2+2 rule being considered isn’t fair at all. I will lose significant revenue as it is too
stringent. Almost every HOA already regulates this. Look at hotels that fit 5 in 250-300 sq ft
room. How is this fair? How about exempting kids? How about consider square footage when
deciding how many people can occupy a residence?
2. Permit fee: Highest out of all jurisdictions presented to us. Yet you want to base it on sq ft but my
occupancy allowance isn’t based on that. Not fair. I pay thousands $ in TOT’s. There is plenty of
money there to pay for this fee. Makes no sense to require STR owners to pay to enforce ourselves. If
it’s that important then add it to property taxes so all have to pay. You also want inspection fees. Yet
long term rentals aren’t required to have these type of inspections. Seems like you are piling on fees
when not needed and are being punitive. Also, you seem to want to exempt certain STR’s like north
coast village. This is completely unfair as the cost for the rest of us will be much higher since they have
so many STR’s in there. Lastly, why do you need a full time officer for this when you only average 1
complaint a month?
3. Minimum stay. If you don’t allow the 2 night minimum I will lose a lot of money. This was a huge
issue when I bought my place as many HOA’s already have stringent rules on this, including my
place. Anything requiring 4 or more day minimums will ruin the STR market. Preferably if there is an
ordinance that this will be left off completely.
4. STR caps: No, please no. This would be harmful
5. 3 strikes policy: Incredibly punitive and harsh. Not to mention, what to do about frivolous complaints
or ones where a neighbor just doesn’t like having a STR in the neighborhood? You are playing with
peoples’ livelihoods as well as the livelihoods of individuals that service the properties ( i.e. cleaners,
handyman, etc.).
6. STR representation: are any of the AHC members STR owners? Can you imagine the criticism and
concern if each member was a STR owner? Fair representation is critical especially since the STR
community is the minority in this situation and your decisions effect our livelihoods and the livelihoods
of others. The city is potentially changing the rules under which we purchased. And potentially the
ones making this recommendation have no STR ownership and are biased towards homeowners. I
have said it before and I’ll say it again: this is a solution in search of a problem. A fair and balanced
and reasonable approach is needed.
Several other items to think about:
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1. Why is this now an issue? What/who is prompting this? What objective criteria is being used to now
try and change current statute? Especially considering the low number of complaints
2. Let’s look at the facts: total of 64 complaints (code enforcement + PD) in over 4 years. Only 64. Some
will be frivolous due to animus and some duplicate or not even an STR. Even though Coastal areas
make up 75% of STR only 31 complaints in 4+ years (48%). Thus approx. 1 complaint a month for all of
Oceanside, with thousands of housed individuals. That’s assuming legitimate complaints. 1
complaint!!! The assertion that there is a surge of complaints or a systemic problem is patently false
3. Are there any conflicts of interest amongst the AHC members or planning commission members? Are
there any STR owners on the committees? We need balance on the committees to ensure all interests
are represented.
4. I bought where I bought because of the current state of regulations and rules. I spent 2 years finding
this home. It’s not fair now to change it on us. I won’t be able to afford owning this home
anymore. This will only hurt people like me. Especially with strict parking and occupancy caps and
minimum consecutive day stays. If there has to be some regulation for some reason I would hope
there would be a grandfather clause. Also note that the downstream effects of strict regulations
(cleaning crews, maintenance staff, restaurants, etc.), we will all suffer.
5. Many HOA’s already self-regulate and have very restrictive rules on STRs or ban them outright. This
excess regulation is not necessary. I purposely avoided places that had occupancy caps or minimum
consecutive day stays. Allow the individual HOA’s to regulate this. Being restrictive only hurts
us. Minimum stay regulations will drastically hurt me/us. Please allow 2 or 3 day minimums as
anything more stringent will severely hinder or ruin the STR market. Also, just because my HOA isn’t
North Coast Village doesn’t mean we don’t have strict rules and close oversight. Please go after the 1
or 2 bad apples and don’t punish everyone for the actions of a few.
6. Occupancy caps are unfairly targeting STR’s. Look at any hotel with an average 250 sq. ft room that
can house 4-5 people with no restrictions, yet a 3 bedroom STR with nearly 1500 sq. ft may be
restricted to 7 people. Makes no sense. Some bedrooms can house 4 beds easily (i.e. bunk beds,
etc.). If you absolutely feel an occupancy cap is needed, please consider the square footage as
well. And also consider children being exempt from the total occupancy caps.

7. Please minimize the extra and unnecessary extra permit fees/inspection costs. At 11.5% TOT’s paid on
all rentals, there is plenty of money there to pay for whatever you feel is needed. Don’t punish us with
frivolous fees.

8. For the primary homeowner that may not rent their home out, a significant part of your property value
comes from the inherent value of your neighbor renting out their home. Also, a loss of tourism income
will ultimately lead to loss of services as well. As an investor, one may not be able to afford that
property any longer without rentals. I personally was looking to buy another property in Oceanside but
have stopped due to this issue. There will be an incredible loss in valuation to properties once an STR
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ordinance goes into effect. Also strict regulations will not only effect my livelihood but the livelihood
of all in the industry from house cleaners on up. Effecting all!
9. For those that complain of owning a beach home in a tourist community and resist the renters, one
wonders why they live in such an area to begin with. Plus there are plenty of places in which HOA’s
restrict STR’s or inland places that don’t have as many visitors. This is akin to buying a mountain cabin
and complaining that there are bears and racoons.
10. A significant amount of money is generated from the high property taxes from high valuations, from
TOT and tourism in general (dining, recreation etc.). Restricting STR will only make this much
worse. Effecting all (property values, taxes, tourism, TOT).
11. This entire issue is a solution in search of a problem. There is no systemic problem and the facts don’t
support these ordinance changes. There may be a few bad actors and they should be dealt
with. Occupancy caps, minimum stays, parking regulations, excess fees are all harmful to the law
abiding and hardworking individuals that own STR’s and the vast majority are already regulated
strictly. The facts don’t support the draft regulations.
Sincerely,
Shant Kalanjian
909-800-6101

From: Shannon Vitale <SVitale@ci.oceanside.ca.us>
Sent: Friday, January 25, 2019 7:41 AM
To: 'Shant Kalanjian' <drjazzsk@gmail.com>
Cc: Jeff Hunt <JHunt@ci.oceanside.ca.us>
Subject: RE: STR and AHC
Good morning Shant,
Thank you again for your comments. I will forward them to the AHC.
Best,
Shannon
From: Shant Kalanjian <drjazzsk@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, January 24, 2019 3:38 PM
To: Shannon Vitale <SVitale@ci.oceanside.ca.us>
Cc: Jeff Hunt <JHunt@ci.oceanside.ca.us>
Subject: Re: STR and AHC

Hello Shannon
I feel, as well as others, that there needs to be fair representation for both sides of the issue. The outcomes
couldn't be any more serious for STR owners. You must appreciate the fact that after we bought into a property
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and spent tons of money, now the city is potentially changing the rules under which we purchased. And
potentially the ones making this recommendation have no STR ownership and are biased towards homeowners.
This is extremely concerning. As mentioned the second matrix has taken an ominous turn against STR owners.
Where is the balance in that and who is looking out for our interests? The vast majority of property owners in
Oceanside are not STR owners thus the minority concerns need fair representation. The tone and approach by
some on the committee is very concerning and the fair balance is not there. AHC members and anyone deciding
issues such as this should be impartial and unbiased. The trajectory of what's occurring is just the opposite. I
thought after the first meeting that things were heading in a decent direction. I didn't like everything I heard but
it was potentially doable. Since then things have gotten more extreme. This is unacceptable and I hope that
moderate minds prevail and all sides are equally considered.
Shant
On Thu, Jan 24, 2019 at 3:17 PM Shannon Vitale <SVitale@ci.oceanside.ca.us> wrote:
Hi Shant,

Thank you for your comments. The STR Ad Hoc Committee (AHC) members were appointed by the Planning
Commission. I cannot speak as to whether they are STR owners or not.

City staff has been working diligently on an approach that staff feels is balanced and reasonable and will benefit the City
and its residents. Staff welcomes your comments and I will forward your email to the AHC for their consideration.

Best,
Shannon

From: Shant Kalanjian <drjazzsk@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, January 23, 2019 5:03 PM
To: Jeff Hunt <JHunt@ci.oceanside.ca.us>; Shannon Vitale <SVitale@ci.oceanside.ca.us>
Subject: STR and AHC

Hello Jeff and Shannon

Thanks for the recent updates. Reading through the recent email and matrix what I had heard about the second
meeting appears to be true in that the reasonableness of various ideas has taken a nearly one sided approach. I
had asked this before and do not recall if it was ever answered: are any of the AHC members STR owners? Can
you imagine the criticism and concern if each member was a STR owner? Fair representation is critical
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especially since the STR community is the minority in this situation and your decisions effect our livelihoods
and the livelihoods of others. I have said it before and I’ll say it again: this is a solution in search of a problem.
A fair and balanced and reasonable approach is needed and it’s unfortunately turning out not to be that.
I look forward to hearing from you.

Respectfully
Shant
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Shannon Vitale
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

ncvgm@juno.com
Friday, April 19, 2019 2:06 PM
Shannon Vitale
Re: STRs: Planning Commission Meeting April 22nd at 6pm

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Warning: External Source

Hello Shannon
Good Report!!
I do have a couple of questions:
1. Will North Coast Village be exempt from the fire inspection and fire inspection fee? In case you did not
know, we do our own inspections.
2. Will NCV be exempt from having to place a sign on the condo door? Again, we handle all problems
internally.
Thanks again
Joe Valenti
---------- Original Message ---------From: Shannon Vitale <SVitale@oceansideca.org>
To: "'ncvgm@juno.com'" <ncvgm@juno.com>
Subject: STRs: Planning Commission Meeting April 22nd at 6pm
Date: Tue, 16 Apr 2019 23:52:15 +0000
Hello Interested Party,
Staff’s recommendations regarding possible Short-Term Rental (STR) regulations will be presented to the
Planning Commission on Monday, April 22nd. The meeting is scheduled for 6pm and will take place in the
City Council Chambers. Staff is asking the Planning Commission to consider the proposed STR regulations
and make a recommendation to City Council.
The agenda and staff report are available for your review:
https://www.ci.oceanside.ca.us/gov/dev/planning/agendas.asp
Public comments are welcome. Please email or deliver any comments to me prior to the meeting date so that I
can forward to the Planning Commissioners for their consideration.
Please let me know if you have any questions or request additional information.
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Best,
Shannon

Shannon Vitale, Planner II
City of Oceanside
Development Services Department | Planning Division
300 N. Coast Highway
Oceanside, CA 92054
760-435-3927
www.ci.oceanside.ca.us

All voicemail to and email to and from the City of Oceanside may be considered public information and may be disclosed upon request.

____________________________________________________________

1 Cup (Before Bed) Burns Belly Fat Like Crazy!
worldhealthlabs.com
http://thirdpartyoffers.juno.com/TGL3142/5cba38a27e23238a201fast03vuc
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Shannon Vitale
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Mike Moore <mike@mooregc.com>
Friday, April 19, 2019 7:51 AM
Planning-Planning Commission
Shannon Vitale; Jeff Hunt; Jonathan Borrego; Christopher Rodriguez; Dange
Veerapaneni; David Morris; Deanna Lorson; Dr. Al Taccone; jim schroder; Josh
McFadyen; Leslee Gaul; maltman@altmanplants.com; Mike Moore; Patricia Mosher;
Tracey Bohlen; Tyrone Matthews; Ward O'Doherty; Michelle Skaggs Lawrence
STR matrix

Warning: External Source

Hi Commissioners,
I am writing regarding your upcoming meeting in which the STR matrix created by the Ad Hoc Committee will be
presented. Last week, it came before the EDC, whereby we had a lively debate and heard from many members of the
audience.
Our dais ultimately rejected the matrix as drafted due to a few grave concerns. As a whole the matrix does a great job of
contemplating and capturing the parameters by which to regulate STRs, but has two areas which need to be addressed.
1. The total number of units must be capped.
2. The location for STRs must be restricted to the beach area only, west of the 101.
The logic for this is sound.
1. I live in Fire Mtn. I run a small business out of my property for which I hold a city biz license. I am limited in the
number of people and hours in which I can conduct business. Further my property is not zoned for commercial
or hospitality use. Yet, the STR matrix as written would allow a hospitality business, with greater traffic, void of
time restrictions on people coming and going, having a greater burden to city services and causing more
significant disruption to the neighborhood to operate on my property. It simply does not add up.
2. Many of you Commissioners have experience in real estate. The real estate economics in the decades to come
will be disastrous. Our residential neighborhoods are intended to provide permanent housing stock, create a
sense of community, foster pride in homeownership and increase the quality of life. If STRs are allowed
unchecked, we will continue to see more of them pop up. This played out over enough time will result in an
attrition of owner occupied homes. Residences are more valuable as STRs. Unlike owner occupied homes which
are valued and exchanged based on a buyer’s desire to own a specific property, STRs will be underwritten like
commercial real estate in which IRR, CAP rate, tax implications and a host of other metrics will be used to value
a property. The end result will be a trend towards a small-mid size operators buying up homes to use as STRs,
reducing the housing stock (which already is a grave problem) while driving up the cost of homes, which in turn
puts homeownership even further out of reach for those who wish to be owner occupants. This will become a
vicious cycle which will ultimately result in quasi-satellite hotels overtaking our residential neighborhoods and
like a cancer mutating and destroying the very fabric of our community. I would ask rhetorically, is this the intent
of our land use element and our zoning laws? Is this how our predecessors intended our residential
neighborhoods to develop?
3. Lastly are the hotel operators. We have roughly 48K STR rooms now in the City. We have roughly 65K
hotel/motel rooms. We are actively building more hotels (which is a great thing!) yet we are doing a disservice
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to those who operate them. These hotels are the backbone to our tourism industry on which we thrive. If STRs
are unchecked we will be asking our hospitality industry to operate while tying one arm behind their back. What
message are we sending to the hotel operators?
Please be assured, I am not opposed to STRs. We heard from many speakers who own or manage STRs. They serve a role
in our community. They have a place in our community. The majority of those who spoke however echoed similar
concerns to those I noted above.
We cap the number of and restrict the area for tattoo parlors in town; for many good reasons. Just the same we need to
cap the number of STRs and limit where they can operate. These parameters can always be expanded in the future. It
will be much more difficult to reduce the number and location at a later date however. We are opening Pandora’s box
and need to proceed cautiously.
Carlsbad’s approach is wise. They restrict STRs to the Coastal Zone.
I implore us all to take a measured approach. We need to focus on how this affects our town 50 + years down the line
when we are gone. Please don’t allow the fabric of our neighborhoods to be torn. Please don’t discourage
homeownership.
STRs must be capped in number and location.
I will jump at the opportunity to connect with each and any recipient on this email. My info is below.
Kindly,
-Mike Moore, LEED AP
President
Moore Construction
760-846-2324 (Cell)
760-517-8600 (Office)
CA Lic #984791
MooreGC.com
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Shannon Vitale
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Michael Richardson <mfrichardson@gmail.com>
Saturday, April 20, 2019 7:20 PM
Shannon Vitale
SHORT TERM VACATION RENTALS DRAFT REGULATIONS

Warning: External Source

My name is Mike Richardson. I was born in Oceanside and grew up in the house my Dad built in
1948 at 1540 Cassidy Street. My Mom lived there for 70 years. When she died in 2018 I was
determined to keep this home in our family for my kids and future generations but determined that
the only way I could do so, and still make it available to family occasionally would be to create a
short term rental.
My wife Jane and I have excellent credentials to operate such an enterprise. We owned and
operated a successful, full service bed and breakfast inn in Northern California for 18 years. We
were leaders in our industry, being founding members of the California Association of Bed and
Breakfast Inns (CABBI), past board member and 2 year state president. As proof of the
professional manner in which operated, we were awarded the prestigious "Four Diamonds" rating
from AAA.
We intend to operate our vacation rental in the same professional manner and the highest standards
possible. Since January we have worked non-stop to create a beautiful and inviting property
providing the best experience possible for our guests and invested over $40,000 in furniture and
amenities to accomplish this. We have recruited a wonderful person and ex-care-giver to live on
site to act as our hostess and overseer. To mitigate any impact on our neighbors to

the east, we spent $6,800 on a mature hedge that we planted between us.
Our family home on Cassidy is just the kind of warm, inviting, safe and
comfortable place it was for me growing up there in the 50's and we want
to make it possible for other families to have the same experience. We
don't know how popular it will be but we hope we hope we wont have to
limit it to small groups or families.
Every property is unique and every owner is different. What is needed is
an initial application process, including an inspection, which will identify
the property's attributes and amenities and determine what limits are
appropriate for that property. Because each property is unique it is not
appropriate or even possible to use cookie-cutter rules to apply to
1

all. It is absolutely ridiculous to apply the same limits and standard
to all properties equally.
We support flexible rules that would allow responsible operators to rent to families based on the
impact on the neighborhood and not arbitrary limits based on speculation. Specifically, we would
like to be able to offer the sleeper sofas to two persons and therefore the regulation should be two
persons per room plus two additional persons (usually children) per sofa bed.
Also. we would like to be able to host events, small parties, weddings, engagement parties, family
reunions. high school reunions. etc., with limits based on the venue and not some arbitrary
number.
We strongly urge the Planning Commission and the Council to write rules that allow for
flexibility, creating a permitting process that uses common sense limits instead of arbitrary
ones.
Sincerely,
Mike & Jane Richardson
916-548-7313

s
s
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April 21, 2019
To:
Cc:
Subject:
From:

Members of the Oceanside Planning Commission
Shannon Vitale, Planning Department
Closing loopholes in proposed Short Term Rental ordinance
Joel West, 1730 S. Pacific St., Oceanside

I would like to commend the Commission for taking the initial steps towards regulating ShortTerm Rentals. I have been fighting for five years to reduce the adverse impacts of 13 (registered)
STRs in our neighborhood — the two blocks of S. Pacific Street (1600-1799) between
Buccaneer and Cassidy Street beaches. After suffering the impact of four commercial (purposebuilt) STRs within 100’ of our property, I can testify that the existing regulations (and city
enforcement processes) are inadequate for dealing with these impacts these properties have on
Oceanside residents, visitors and property owners.
Despite the efforts of the Ad Hoc Committee, I have identified five loopholes in how the
ordinance implements the AHC’s recommendations — which will (in some cases) nullify the
effect of the AHC’s intentions:
1. Penalties. The proposed ordinance replaces the AHC’s “three strikes” rule with vague
administrative policies that are not transparent or predictable. Other cities have come up
with more explicit standards for revocation.
2. Accurate Complaint Records. The proposal does not solve the known problem of STR
complaints being under-reported. The “MyOceanside” app could be used to remedy this.
3. Defining a “Hosted” Unit. While hosted units are exempt from permits, there is not
requirement that a host be present in a “hosted” unit.
4. Requiring Offstreet Parking. The ordinance requires there be offstreet parking, but not
that it be used; the ordinance thus does not reduce the parking impacts of STRs.
5. Using AirBNB to Enforce the Ordinance. The AHC asked to enlist AirBNB and other
listing companies in enforcing the ordinance. While staff says these companies have not
cooperated, the City of San Francisco created a mechanism that was upheld in court and
which has worked to force cooperation of these listing companies.
1. Consequences for Ignoring the Law
The Ad Hoc Committee that developed the ordinance proposed a “three strikes” policy — that
three strikes in two years would be enough to suspend a STR permit. Later on, the standard was
relaxed to three in one year/five in two years (per property).
However, the “three strikes” are missing from the ordinance, replaced by the (undefined)
judgment of the City Manager or the City Attorney. The ordinance says:
A. Any person who violates the provisions of this Chapter shall be deemed guilty of a
misdemeanor punishable by a fine not exceeding one thousand ($1000) dollars,
imprisonment for a term not to exceed six months, or both, pursuant to Chapter 1, section
1.7(A) of this Code. The City Attorney may prosecute or authorize or direct the
prosecution of this Chapter as an infraction pursuant to Chapter 1, section 1.7(b)
punishable by the fines specified in Chapter 1, section 1.7(b)(2) of this Code.
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B. In addition to any penalties imposed pursuant to Chapter 1.7 of this Code, any person
who violates the provisions of this Chapter may be issued an administrative citation by an
enforcement officer pursuant to Chapter 1, section 1.14 through 1.14.8 of this Code.
C. Any property maintained in violation of this Chapter is hereby declared to be a public
nuisance that may be abated in accordance with Chapter 17 of this Code.
D. In addition to any other remedy for violations of this Chapter, the City Manager or the
City Manager’s designee may revoke a short-term rental permit for a violation of this
Chapter. The procedures set forth in Chapter 15, section 15.5 shall apply to any proposed
revocation of a short-term rental permit.
In effect, this is a virtually unlimited level of administrative discretion that is antithetical to
transparency and equal protection under the law:
• A less well-informed owner may be punished more severely than others.
• A well-connected, well-financed with sophisticated legal representation able to argue
with the city can exploit these ambiguities to avoid having to follow laws that others must
adhere to.
In other words, this could bring the worst of all possible worlds: a large business with good
lawyers operating a chain of STRs could go completely unpunished, while an individual is
banned from operation due to a lack of regulatory sophistication.
One way to solve this would be to have the Planning Department develop specific guidelines for
revocation, and publish those for all to see. Another would be to publish standards in the
ordinance, as in Bend (Oregon) ordinance:
A. In addition to the penalties described in BC 7.16.100, the following provisions apply
to violations of this chapter:
1. Failure to renew an operating license as set forth in BC 7.16.060 is grounds for
immediate revocation of the operating license.
2. Failure to meet the criteria required by BC 7.16.070(B)(1), (2) and (3) is
grounds for immediate revocation of the operating license.
3. The discovery of material misstatements or providing of false information in the
application or renewal process is grounds for immediate revocation of the
operating license.
4. Expiration or revocation of the land use permit through Development Code
proceedings is grounds for immediate revocation of the operating license.
5. Such other violations of this chapter of sufficient severity in the reasonable
judgment of the City Manager, so as to provide reasonable grounds for
immediate revocation of the operating license.
6. Other violations of this chapter, including but not limited to City initiated
investigation/sustaining of complaints, shall be processed as follows:
a. For the first violation within a 12-month period, the sanction shall be a
warning notice.
b. If the same offense continues to occur or a second similar offense
occurs at any time during a 12-month period, the City may either send
a second warning notice or suspend the operating license for 90 days,
depending on the severity of the offense.
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c. If a third similar offense occurs at any time during a 12-month period,
the penalty shall be revocation.
B. Notice of Decision/Appeal/Stay. If the operating license is suspended or revoked as
provided in this section, the City Manager shall send written notice of suspension and
revocation to the owner stating the basis for the decision. The notice shall include
information about the right to appeal the decision and the procedure for filing an appeal.
[Ord. NS-2239, 2015]
2. Missing Complaints
The “three strikes” policy depends on an accurate count of violations, but the current counts are
not accurate. The city staff’s August 21, 2018 presentation said there were only 64 complaints
citywide against STRs, when residents testified there were more than that filed in South O in the
1600 and 1700 block of S. Pacific Street.
The city eventually admitted that its official statistics for complaints grossly underestimate the
total number of complaints against STRs. There are at least four possible reasons:
1. The phone-based Code Enforcement process may not capture every complaint against
every STR.
2. The city admits that calls to Oceanside Police Department are not included in the
Code Enforcement totals.
3. When a complaint is made (e.g. for noise, trash, etc.) either CE or OPD may not
necessarily know that this is a Short-Term Rental.
4. As we have witnessed, neighbors next to chronic STR violators often give up when
the city and owner do nothing to solve the problem.
The city needs an automated system for submitting and logging every complaint.
Fortunately, it already has one: the “MyOceanside” smartphone app, which automatically
suggests the location of the violation, and allows the complainant to attach pictures and contact
info for follow-up.
All Oceanside needs to do is to get its vendor (Accela) to add a new menu item for “Short-Term
Rentals”, have a menu indicating which clause of the ordinance is being violated, and a text box
for any explanation. Since every (non-exempt) STR is required to post a sign with a complaint
phone number, the sign should also tell neighbors how to file a complaint (by downloading the
app or calling a phone number).
3. Keeping the Host in a “Hosted Unit”
A hosted unit is exempt from the annual permit. The ordinance says:
“Hosted unit” is a dwelling unit where the owner of the property occupies the dwelling
unit as his or her principal residence and offers a portion of the dwelling unit for shortterm rental while remaining on-site.
If my neighbor lives in a house, but then rents it out for a weekend and leaves town, this seems
contrary to the spirit of the law — but it’s ambiguous whether it’s contrary to the letter of the
ordinance as written today. Section 24.7 “Operational Requirements” needs to define what
“remaining on-site” means. For example, a new clause of 24.7 could state:
For a hosted unit that does not have a short-term rental permit, the owner must be at the
property between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. any night that renters are staying at the property.
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In San Clemente, its STR (“STAR”)‚ ordinance requires that
the owner or the owner’s trained and qualified property manager … must sleep within a
habitable room in a unit on the property every night that a unit in the (property) is rented
for short-term lodging purposes.
However, for Oceanside allowing for a property manager for a “hosted” unit seems contrary to
the intention of exempting only small-time operators from the $250 annual permit fee.
4. Parking
Parking is one of the four major justifications cited in the ordinance:
WHEREAS, the city has received complaints related to the operation of short-term
rentals in residential neighborhoods, including complaints concerning excessive
occupants, noise, reduction of street parking and increased trash
However, under the ordinance STR visitors are not required to use the unit’s offstreet parking:
the only requirement is that the “parking spaces shall be made available.” So if the visitors prefer
to park on the street, the added demand will reduce the availability of neighborhood parking.
Such parking overflow has been a chronic problem for the commercial STRs in the beach area.
In Big Bear, they prohibit all overnight onstreet parking by STR renters, but this is not a policy
the AHC was ready to support. The city of San Diego (in their recently suspended ordinance) has
specific limit for each property’s vehicle parking. At a minimum, the Oceanside ordinance
should require all the off-street parking spaces permitted for the property be used before the
renters park any vehicles on the city streets.
5. Cooperation from AirBNB
Most of the rental bookings come from online websites like AirBNB, VRBO etc. The AHC
asked that the city of Oceanside enlist the online websites to help enforce the ordinance, but the
city wasn’t sure how it could do so.
It turns out the city of San Francisco solved this problem, was sued by AirBNB and
HomeAway, and won. What did San Francisco do? It made it a crime to collect fees for listing an
unregistered rental unit. Here is what one news account1 said:
HomeAway joined the lawsuit, arguing alongside Airbnb that the law requiring them to
police their websites to ensure that all rentals are registered with the city violates … [a]
1996 law that protects those who republish or provide an online platform for information
or speech.
U.S. District Judge James Donato rejected that argument in November, saying the law
does not prohibit Airbnb from publishing the listings – only collecting fees from
unregistered rental bookings.

1

https://www.courthousenews.com/san-francisco-airbnb-settle-dispute-short-term-rentallaw/
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“As the text and plain meaning of the ordinance demonstrate, it in no way treats plaintiffs
as the publishers or speakers of the rental listings provided by hosts. It does not regulate
what can or cannot be said or posted in the listings. It creates no obligation on plaintiffs’
part to monitor, edit, withdraw or block the content supplied by hosts,” Donato wrote.
“The ordinance holds plaintiffs liable only for their own conduct, namely for providing,
and collecting a fee for, booking services in connection with an unregistered unit.” …
Under the amended ordinance, restrictions on postings was abandoned but it remains
illegal for Airbnb to collect fees from the rental of any property not registered with the
city. The ordinance imposes a $1,000 fine per day for every unregistered booking, and
Airbnb and similar sites could also face misdemeanor charges under the law.
As a result, the online listings for STRs in San Francisco dropped in half.
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Shannon Vitale
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Save South O <SaveSouthO@gmail.com>
Sunday, April 21, 2019 10:34 PM
Planning-Planning Commission
Shannon Vitale
Closing loopholes in the STR ordinance
Letter to PC 04-21-2019.pdf

Warning: External Source
________________________________
Dear Planning Commission members,
As someone who's been fighting the adverse impacts of Short-Term Rentals in South O for the past 5 years, I want to
commend the work of your Ad Hoc Committee in developing new regulations for reducing these impacts.
However, in five ways the ordinance as drafted does not appear to fulfill the goals identified by the AHC. Attached
please find an analysis of these loopholes, and suggestions (largely based on the approaches of other cities) on how they
can be closed.
Thank you for your consideration.
Joel West
1730 S. Pacific St.
PS: I apologize for sending this so late, but it is difficult during the week for fully-employed residents to analyze a 68page staff report.
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Shannon Vitale
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Rob Condy <rob.condy@gmail.com>
Sunday, April 21, 2019 7:57 PM
Shannon Vitale
Re: STRs: Planning Commission Meeting April 22nd at 6pm

Warning: External Source

Hi Shannon
I'm going to try to attend, but just want to make sure that public are invited and able to contribute comments in
person
I think the proposed legislation is reasonable for the most part. I do have a concern about the limit of persons to
2 per bedroom plus 1. I understand the motivation for this is probably to cut down on groups of individuals
renting out a place to party. Unfortunately this would significantly reduce demand for 1 bedroom condos among
families of 4. Very often families will look to put two kids on a sofa sleeper. And needless to say, families are
typically very good guests that don't cause disturbances in the community. Therefore, I feel like the limit should
be raised to 4 persons for a 1 bedroom condo, or at least an exception should be made for guests that are family.
Also, I'm confused as how this would be impacted by county's proposed legislation on the matter that would
restrict short term hosting only to primary residences and with a limit of 30 days
Thanks for your time and consideration
Rob
On Tue, Apr 16, 2019, 4:54 PM Shannon Vitale <SVitale@oceansideca.org> wrote:
Hello Interested Party,
Staff’s recommendations regarding possible Short-Term Rental (STR) regulations will be presented to the
Planning Commission on Monday, April 22nd. The meeting is scheduled for 6pm and will take place in
the City Council Chambers. Staff is asking the Planning Commission to consider the proposed STR
regulations and make a recommendation to City Council.
The agenda and staff report are available for your review:
https://www.ci.oceanside.ca.us/gov/dev/planning/agendas.asp
Public comments are welcome. Please email or deliver any comments to me prior to the meeting date so that I
can forward to the Planning Commissioners for their consideration.
Please let me know if you have any questions or request additional information.
Best,
Shannon

1

Shannon Vitale, Planner II
City of Oceanside
Development Services Department | Planning Division
300 N. Coast Highway
Oceanside, CA 92054
760-435-3927
www.ci.oceanside.ca.us

All voicemail to and email to and from the City of Oceanside may be considered public information and may be disclosed upon request.
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Shannon Vitale
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Carolyn Krammer <carolnoceanside@cs.com>
Monday, April 22, 2019 2:20 PM
Planning-Planning Commission
Shannon Vitale
STR Recommendations

Warning: External Source

Good evening Commissioners: I will not be able to attend tonight's meeting so please enter my
comments into the public record:
First of all I wish to thank the Ad Hoc Committee for their contribution in making our City a special
place to call home. I think they did a fantastic job crafting a very important document for our
City. While other cities have struggled with this topic, I think they have made a step in the right
direction. Although not perfect I agree with most of the recommendations.
I totally and strongly support the Maximum Occupancy, Length of Stay and Daytime Guests limitation
as suggested by both Staff and the Ad Hoc Committee. In my opinion this is the heart of why we
have so many problems in these STVR - too many people in units, too many people with too many
cars taking up available parking; Big huge parties causing a lot of noise and nuisance to surrounding
residents who call their homes a home not a business.
In my opinion I think the Permit Fee should be as suggested by the AD-Hoc Committee $300 to $400
per year. This is a small fee compared to the high dollar volume paid for these vacation rentals.
I agree that STVR should be prohibited in Mobile Home Parks as this is most definitely affordable
housing for many people.
I would like to see STVR limited to the Coast in some way, either West of the RR tracks or West of
Coast Highway. I do not want to see our neighborhood housing taken out of the housing stock so
they can accommodate vacation rentals. They should not be allowed in single family
neighborhoods.
This is a great place to start and I am sure the document will only get better for those of us that
choose to call Oceanside home. My home is a home not a business and I love my neighborhood.
Thank you for taking my comments. Carolyn Krammer, 904 Leonard Avenue, Oceanside, CA. 92054
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Shannon Vitale
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jeff Hunt
Monday, April 22, 2019 12:18 PM
Shannon Vitale
FW: STVR

FYI.
Jeff Hunt, AICP
City Planner
City of Oceanside, CA

From: Dinah Poellnitz <lilhumanz@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2019 9:40 AM
To: Jeff Hunt <JHunt@oceansideca.org>
Subject: STVR
Warning: External Source

As a homeowner, I love Oceanside. I want it to be a great place to live and these stupid short-term vacation
rentals make me want to move. PLEASE approve regulations that consider the needs of the community, not
simply the investments of retired doctors and lawyers. Please.
Heather Ortega
-Sent from Gmail Mobile
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Shannon Vitale
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jeff Hunt
Monday, April 22, 2019 2:30 PM
Shannon Vitale
FW: Resolution on short term vacation rentals

Shannon,
FYI.
Jeff Hunt, AICP
City Planner
City of Oceanside, CA

From: Rachel Michelle <rachelmfernandes@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2019 2:29 PM
To: Jeff Hunt <JHunt@oceansideca.org>
Subject: Resolution on short term vacation rentals
Warning: External Source

Hello Mr. Hunt,
I’m an Oceanside resident (92054) and I would like the urge the planning committee to recommend tough
restrictions on short term vacation rentals.
In Ocean Beach they passed a resolution limiting Airbnb and other rentals to protect housing for RESIDENTS.
We are so much more than a vacation town. We are a thriving and diverse community of working people who
want to be able to stay here and not get pushed out by rising rents and predatory developers.
Please protect working people’s rights over the rights of absentee landlords looking to make a buck off the
tourism industry. We have enough of that already.
And please include my comments in the public record and share with the other committee members prior to the
meeting.
Thank you,
Rachel Fernandes
Community member and resident
1306 Missouri Ave
-Rachel Michelle Fernandes
Writer, Producer, Mental Health Advocate
cell: 619.788.0271
1

https://strawhutmedia.com/shows/psychicrehab/
http://rachelmichellefernandes.tumblr.com/
http://sdcitybeat.com/topics/rachel-michelle-fernandes/
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Shannon Vitale
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jeff Hunt
Monday, April 22, 2019 12:23 PM
Shannon Vitale
FW: STVR and air bnb

FYI.
Jeff Hunt, AICP
City Planner
City of Oceanside, CA
-----Original Message----From: Shellie Reeder <reedershellie@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2019 10:50 AM
To: Jeff Hunt <JHunt@oceansideca.org>
Subject: STVR and air bnb
Warning: External Source
________________________________
Dear Mr. Hunt,
Please please please consider the residents of Oceanside who want to build community when you discuss regulations for
STVRs and Air BnB for Oceanside. We live in this community and are saddened by the transient nature of these rentals
without consideration of the community and families that truly make Oceanside great. My husband and I are in a unique
position of wanting to buy a house here but consistently are out bid by big bigness investors who wish to make a profit
in our neighborhoods.
Keep Oceanside a great place to raise a family, not a party hub.
Thank you for your consideration,
Shellie and Brookes Reeder
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Shannon Vitale
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

shant kalanjian <drjazzsk@gmail.com>
Friday, April 26, 2019 3:14 PM
Shannon Vitale
RE: Str ordinance

Warning: External Source

Hey Shannon!
Hope you are well.
I wasn’t able to make the planning commission meeting and sent the written testimony. Hopefully they were able to see
it before the meeting. Is there a summary or read out of that meeting yet?
Also, is the next step City Council ( I assume, even with dissention, that it was approved to go forward?). If so when is
that meeting and can I send those members letters as well? I assume they are on the City website?
Shant

From: Shannon Vitale <SVitale@oceansideca.org>
Sent: Wednesday, April 17, 2019 12:19 PM
To: 'Shant Kalanjian' <drjazzsk@gmail.com>
Subject: RE: Str ordinance
Hi Shant,
A summary of the EDC comments are provided in the staff report for the Planning Commission. The staff report is
available on the website: https://www.ci.oceanside.ca.us/civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx?BlobID=49666
Let me know if any other questions.
Thanks,
Shannon

From: Shant Kalanjian <drjazzsk@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 17, 2019 8:40 AM
To: Shannon Vitale <SVitale@oceansideca.org>
Subject: Re: Str ordinance
Warning: External Source

Hello Shannon!
Thanks for the response.
Do you anticipate the EDC summary to be out before the planning commission meeting?
Shant
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On Tue, Apr 16, 2019 at 8:07 AM Shannon Vitale <SVitale@oceansideca.org> wrote:
Hi Shant,

Yes, you are correct- the meeting is next Monday at 6pm. The Planning Commission is a different group. Although a
couple of the Planning Commissioners also served on the STR Ad Hoc Committee.

A summary of the EDC meeting discussion will be available in the staff report for the Planning Commission. Once the
staff report is finalized I will send it out to the interested party list and post it on the STR website.

If you would like to provide written testimony you can email me and I will make sure the email is distributed to the
Planning Commissioners prior to the meeting.

Please let me know if you have any other questions.

Thank you,
Shannon

From: Shant Kalanjian <drjazzsk@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, April 15, 2019 5:07 PM
To: Shannon Vitale <SVitale@oceansideca.org>
Subject: Str ordinance

Warning: External Source

Hello Shannon
Hope all is well. I show a planning commission meeting regarding this next Monday. Is that correct? If so is
that essentially your group like Jeff hunt and Russ Cunningham, etc. or is it different individuals? Also will
the summary of the EDC meeting be out before the planning commission meeting? I want to provide written
testimony again as I can’t make this meeting coming up.
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Shant
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Shannon Vitale
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Megan Crooks
Friday, May 3, 2019 3:09 PM
Shannon Vitale
FW: Short Term Rentals - notes for tonight!

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

STR inquiry.

Megan Crooks

(760) 435-5005
mcrooks@oceansideca.org
From: Connie J. Page <connie@conniepageprop.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 30, 2019 12:22 PM
To: Planning-Planning Commission <PlanningCommission@oceansideca.org>
Subject: Fwd: Short Term Rentals - notes for tonight!
Warning: External Source

What was the end result of the meeting?
---

Connie J. Page
Author and REALTOR
Connie Page Properties Group
@ Realty One Group San Diego
2214 Faraday Ave
Carlsbad, CA 92008
760-672-2223
BRE #01826295
Passion. Skill. Heart.
Property search website
ConniePageAuthor.com

ConnieSellsCaHomes.com

-------- Original Message --------

Subject:Short Term Rentals - notes for tonight!
Date:2019-04-22 17:51
1

Author website

From:"Connie J. Page" <connie@conniepageprop.com>
To:PlanningCommission@oceansideca.org
Cc:Mike Page <mpspage@aol.com>

To Whom It May Concern:
I wanted to make sure my husband's and my concerns were considered in your meeting tonight. We live
down an easement driveway with two other home owners, one of which has his large property as an
AirBnB and is frequently renting to large groups and often we have to call the police because of parties.
Our concerns include Commercial uses which are much more intensive than residential uses, with respect
to density, parking, and traffic. Traffic generation rates for a commercial uses are the highest whereas,
residential uses are the lowest.
Allowing commercial businesses into residential neighborhoods not only directly affects the quality of life
of residents, but more importantly, creates a health and safety issue. Many of the older neighborhoods
share a non-conforming driveways. The term non-conforming means that the driveways do not meet
current development code requirements for minimum width and fire department turnarounds.
Allowing commercial uses into non-conforming residential areas will undoubtedly create health and safety
issues, increase the risk of the existing residents.
Additionally, many houses in the older areas do not have fire sprinkler systems, making good access even
more important. I recommend that the City only consider short-term rental permits to properties that
either front directly on a public street.
The driveway easement is a safety hazard because it is non-conforming. It lacks both the proper
minimum width and should have a standard Fire Department turnaround at the midpoint and the
terminus. Driveway width and turnarounds are the two most critical requirements that the Fire
Department mandates. The Fire Department requires that private driveways have a "hammerhead"
turnaround every 300 feet of driveway length and one at the terminus of the driveway. Lighting is
insufficient, and there is no demarcation of a fire lane.
The decision on the part of our neighbor to increase the vehicular traffic on the easement has exacerbated
a situation that was already substandard with regard to current standards. Additionally, the presence of
numerous strangers on the easement and in proximity to our property is a security issue. We are advised
that all these concerns are shared by all of the other neighbors on the easement.
Where panhandle lots are concerned, legal issues regarding liability quickly multiply. Were the guest of a
short-term rental proprietor to cause injury or death, or suffer property damage...or were the guest to
suffer an injury or death, or property damage on a shared driveway, imagine the possibilities. The injured
party will have recourse against every homeowner responsible for maintaining the common driveway;
including homeowners with either shared ownership interests or easement rights. The causes of action
may include alleged failures to maintain the panhandle in a safe condition...the pavement, lines of sight,
obstructions, lighting, security, width, turning ability, fire safety, etc.
Once the several owners on a panhandle are subjected to a claim, the obvious solution would be to tender
the claim to the insurance company of the STR owner. Unfortunately, the STR owner may have the wrong
coverage. If the STR owner carries homeowners insurance, the carrier may deny coverage because a
homeowners policy does not cover claims relating to the operation of a commercial enterprise. The policy
may not have adequate policy limits. The policy may not designate the neighbors as additional-insureds.
There precious few insurance carriers that cover STR operations. However, even if the STR owner is
required to obtain such coverage, that still does not protect the neighbors who jointly own the panhandle
and/or who have easement rights, if the claimed injuries exceed the coverage obtained by the STR
owner...and if the neighbors are not named as additional-insured. Additionally, the neighbors of the STR
2

owner, if sued, may be denied coverage under their homeowner's policy because the injuries arose out of
the conduct of an uncovered commercial enterprise. Can the neighbors only be protected if they, too,
obtain specific STR coverage?
The City of Oceanside must either regulate and enforce adequate insurance requirements; or better yet,
avoid such entanglements by simply prohibiting STRs on panhandles with multiple owners or easement
holders.
Panhandle configurations already pose many unique legal complications. Allowing a panhandle lot owner
to operate an STR on his or her property will significantly increase the liability issues impacting the
neighboring property owners.
As a REALTOR these homes are of particular concern to people purchasing homes near an short term
rental - they DO impact home values in a negative way.
Our address is 2385 Fire Mountain Drive, my husband Mike Page is concluded i this email as well.
Kind Regards,
--

Connie J. Page
Author and REALTOR
Connie Page Properties Group
@ Realty One Group San Diego
2214 Faraday Ave
Carlsbad, CA 92008
760-672-2223
BRE #01826295
Passion. Skill. Heart.
Property search website
ConniePageAuthor.com

ConnieSellsCaHomes.com
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Shannon Vitale
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Cox <cmrocco@cox.net>
Friday, May 24, 2019 11:35 AM
Michelle Skaggs Lawrence
Shannon Vitale; Jonathan Borrego
Re: UPDATE: STR City Council Workshop June 12th at 2pm

Warning: External Source

Hello Michelle,
I wanted to ask if we could consider having the special CC meeting on STRs be conducted when more of the community
can be involved and know what the CC thought process is.

It is scheduled at 2pm and I would ask if we could be more customer focused and have the meeting at 6pm. We should
have enough time for noticing a new time, correct?

Ok thanks Michelle I pray we can change to 6.

CM Rocco
On May 20, 2019, at 5:26 PM, Shannon Vitale <SVitale@oceansideca.org> wrote:
Hello Interested Party,
The City Council workshop to discuss Short-Term Rentals (STRs) has been changed to June 12 th at
2:00pm. The meeting will take place in the City Council Chambers.
At this meeting, staff plans to introduce an ordinance to amend the City’s Municipal Code to set forth
regulations for STR properties in Oceanside. The proposed regulations address STR operator
responsibilities, maximum occupancy, parking, complaint response time, minimum night stay, noise, and
enforcement protocol.
To review the previous staff reports prepared for the STR Ad Hoc Committee and the Planning
Commission, please visit the STR webpage: https://www.ci.oceanside.ca.us/gov/dev/planning/str.asp. I
will send out an update once the City Council staff report is available online for public review.
Please let me know if you have any questions.
Thank you,
Shannon

Shannon Vitale, Planner II
1

City of Oceanside
Development Services Department | Planning Division
300 N. Coast Highway
Oceanside, CA 92054
760-435-3927
www.ci.oceanside.ca.us
All voicemail to and email to and from the City of Oceanside may be considered public information and may be disclosed upon
request.
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Shannon Vitale
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Arleen Hammerschmidt <leenrhammer@gmail.com>
Saturday, May 25, 2019 1:39 PM
Michelle Skaggs Lawrence; Jonathan Borrego; Shannon Vitale; Ryan Keim; Esther
Sanchez; Peter Weiss; Christopher Rodriguez; Jack Feller
6/12 STR(v) Council Workshop --- After 5 PM Please!!!

Warning: External Source

Dear City of Oceanside Decision Makers,
Please move this Council Workshop to later in the evening June 12, Because, many, many members of public,
who this effects and want to give testimony, have to work and can only attend if it's held after 5 PM.
If the City truly desires public input then make the opportunity accessable to the interested parties.
Sincerely,
Arleen Hammerschmidt
2390 Ivy Rd.
Oceanside, CA 92054
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Shannon Vitale
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Cox <cmrocco@cox.net>
Tuesday, June 4, 2019 11:05 AM
Michelle Skaggs Lawrence
Shannon Vitale; Jonathan Borrego
Re: UPDATE: STR City Council Workshop June 12th at 2pm

Warning: External Source

Hello Michelle
I don’t believe I received any formal response to my request and
Think the 2pm meeting time is insulting to the public that has been so very involved in this process
I did not state this earlier but I am asking for Rodriguez to RECUSE himself from this vote.
He has stated publicly that Mullen said he didn’t BUT he and his family has a vested financial interest in the STR
commercial business.
I look forward to your response on both questions.

Thank you Michelle 😊
Cindy
On May 24, 2019, at 11:35 AM, Cox <cmrocco@cox.net> wrote:
Hello Michelle,
I wanted to ask if we could consider having the special CC meeting on STRs be conducted when more of
the community can be involved and know what the CC thought process is.

It is scheduled at 2pm and I would ask if we could be more customer focused and have the meeting at
6pm. We should have enough time for noticing a new time, correct?

Ok thanks Michelle I pray we can change to 6.

CM Rocco
On May 20, 2019, at 5:26 PM, Shannon Vitale <SVitale@oceansideca.org> wrote:
Hello Interested Party,
1

The City Council workshop to discuss Short-Term Rentals (STRs) has been changed to
June 12th at 2:00pm. The meeting will take place in the City Council Chambers.
At this meeting, staff plans to introduce an ordinance to amend the City’s Municipal
Code to set forth regulations for STR properties in Oceanside. The proposed regulations
address STR operator responsibilities, maximum occupancy, parking, complaint
response time, minimum night stay, noise, and enforcement protocol.
To review the previous staff reports prepared for the STR Ad Hoc Committee and the
Planning Commission, please visit the STR webpage:
https://www.ci.oceanside.ca.us/gov/dev/planning/str.asp. I will send out an update
once the City Council staff report is available online for public review.
Please let me know if you have any questions.
Thank you,
Shannon

Shannon Vitale, Planner II
City of Oceanside
Development Services Department | Planning Division
300 N. Coast Highway
Oceanside, CA 92054
760-435-3927
www.ci.oceanside.ca.us
All voicemail to and email to and from the City of Oceanside may be considered public information and may
be disclosed upon request.
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Shannon Vitale
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Colleen Balch <mschief14@gmail.com>
Friday, June 7, 2019 8:10 AM
Shannon Vitale
Re: STR City Council Workshop June 12th at 2pm

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Flag for follow up
Flagged

Warning: External Source

Good Morning Shannon, This is to express my extreme disappointment in Staff. How dare you override the
PC regarding not supporting Commissioner Goodkind's motion. The citizens in the room supported it and so
did the commission. You are not the commission and you are not the citizens who live here and have to live
with these mini hotels next to your home. I will be at the workshop and this will be my main topic. You and
staff need to follow the planning commissions motions and stay out of the rest. Let the process flow as it
will. In my opinion you have all overstepped.
Colleen
On Thu, Jun 6, 2019 at 4:14 PM Shannon Vitale <SVitale@oceansideca.org> wrote:
Dear Interested Party,
The agenda for the June 12th Mayor and Council Workshop regarding Short-Term Rentals (STRs) is now
accessible on the City’s Website at:
http://www.ci.oceanside.ca.us/gov/council/agenda.asp
At this meeting, Staff plans to introduce an ordinance to amend the City’s Municipal Code to set forth
regulations for STR properties in Oceanside. The proposed regulations address STR operator responsibilities,
maximum occupancy, parking, complaint response time, minimum night stay, noise, and enforcement
protocol. The meeting will start at 2:00pm and takes place in the City Council Chambers. Public
testimony is welcome.
Please let me know if you have any questions. If you are unable to attend the meeting and would like to
submit comments, please feel free to email me prior to the meeting so I can include your comments as part of
the public record.
Thank you,
Shannon

Shannon Vitale, Planner II
City of Oceanside
1

Development Services Department | Planning Division
300 N. Coast Highway
Oceanside, CA 92054
760-435-3927
www.ci.oceanside.ca.us

All voicemail to and email to and from the City of Oceanside may be considered public information and may be disclosed upon request.
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Shannon Vitale
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Nadine <deannie550@sbcglobal.net>
Friday, June 7, 2019 9:34 AM
Shannon Vitale
Re: STR City Council Workshop June 12th at 2pm

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Flag for follow up
Flagged

Warning: External Source

Thanks. So wish this was at 5 or 6 tho.
See you there and thanks for all you are doing on this,
Nadine
On 6/6/2019 4:11 PM, Shannon Vitale wrote:
Dear Interested Party,
The agenda for the June 12th Mayor and Council Workshop regarding Short-Term Rentals (STRs) is now
accessible on the City?s Website at:
http://www.ci.oceanside.ca.us/gov/council/agenda.asp
At this meeting, Staff plans to introduce an ordinance to amend the City?s Municipal Code to set forth
regulations for STR properties in Oceanside.? The proposed regulations address STR operator
responsibilities, maximum occupancy, parking, complaint response time, minimum night stay, noise, and
enforcement protocol.? The meeting will start at 2:00pm and takes place in the City Council
Chambers.? Public testimony is welcome.?
Please let me know if you have any questions.? ?If you are unable to attend the meeting and would like
to submit comments, please feel free to email me prior to the meeting so I can include your comments
as part of the public record.???
Thank you,
Shannon
?

Shannon Vitale, Planner II

City of Oceanside
Development Services Department | Planning Division
300 N. Coast Highway
Oceanside, CA 92054
760-435-3927
www.ci.oceanside.ca.us
?
1

All voicemail to and email to and from the City of Oceanside may be considered public information and may be disclosed upon
request.

?
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-Make Our World Kind
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Shannon Vitale
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Attachments:

Thor Stensrud <thorskie@aol.com>
Friday, June 7, 2019 10:53 AM
Jeff Hunt; Russ Cunningham; John Mullen; City Council; Shannon Vitale
Dawn R. List; Annette MacDonald; sparker@800ideas.com; Tige Kahler; Susie + Terry
Pagel; Susan Parker; Whit; Carolyn Wilt; marsha8; Caroline Cohen; Joel West; Joel &
Elizabeth West; Carol Stein; Neil Brandom; C K; Bob Caya; Gary Kahler; Duke Stroud;
Mary Anne Stroud; Dan Schmidt
PROPOSAL TO CONTROL "OUT-OF CONTROL" COMMERCIAL SDR'S IN RESIDENTIAL
AREAS
str_memo6_12.pdf

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Subject:

Warning: External Source
________________________________
Dear Councilmembers and Planning Staff,
Yesterday, suspecting that Planning Staff was going to ignore Planning Commission recommendation on requiring
specific regulations for SDR’s in Residential Zones in it’s staff report to the City Council, I submitted, by Priority Mail, a
separate packet for each Councilmember, and one for staff. The packet contains a one page recommendation and four
Exhibits. The one page memorandum and exhibits are attached (Exhibit 1’s pictures are just a sample).
Today, I just learned that the Staff Report does, indeed, ignore the Planning Commission recommendation.
When you view the pictures and read the attached memo, ask yourself the following question: would you tolerate
this occurring constantly next door to your houses, and how can you justify, because of your inaction to enforce
restrictive ordinances, this gross negligence? It is ultimately the destruction of a community.
Finally, because of conflict of interest, Councilmember Rodriquez should recuse himself on any vote to be taken on
SDR’s. Should he vote, many homeowners shall be filing complaints to the Fair Political Practices Commission.
After so many years of non-support, I hope that a responsible decision can be made.
Thank you,
Thor A. Stensrud
1705 South Pacific
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Shannon Vitale
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Carol Maes <cookiemaes@cox.net>
Sunday, June 9, 2019 5:31 PM
Shannon Vitale
Peter Weiss
short term rental ordinance

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Warning: External Source

To: Mayor Weiss

June 10, 2019

Councilmember Feller
Councilmember Keim
Councilmember Rodriquez
Councilmember Sanchez

Subject: Short Term Rentals
Dear Mayor Weiss and Members of the Council:
I am writing this letter as a concerned property owner to discuss some of the issues that
occur when short term rentals are allowed in a condominium complex that does not have an
on-site management team, or an on-site owner, or on-site security. I own a condominium
unit at 804 N. The Strand here in Oceanside. Our complex is made up of twenty units in
total, with 22 assigned parking places, controlled access for parking and fully fenced with a
security walk in gate at the entrance.
I fully support the council to adopt an ordinance that spells out the rules for controlling
where and how short-term rentals can be used.
We have owned our unit since 2006 and we have seen what happens when short term
rentals started in our complex.
1. There is no on-site supervision, the renter has access to the rental unit simply by
pressing a code into the lock box on the door. No one really knows who is checking
in.
1

2. No one is there upon arrival to see how many people are entering and using the
unit. All too often, there are four or five adults plus children, and frequently it
includes one or two dogs.
3. The renters often forget the access code for the entry gate and then end up
jumping the fence or handing the children over the fence to push the release
button.
4. When renters only stay one or two days, the rest of our property owners never
know who really belongs inside our property or who does not belong. It ends up,
that we start seeing people off the beach coming onto our private area to use our
outside shower.
5. The property owners that own the units that are being used as short-term rentals
live in Los Angeles, Nevada, San Francisco, and the closest owner lives in Encinitas.
Only one of these owners could get to this property within one hour, if need be, if
you could actually even get a hold of them within one hour.
There is no reason to continue listing the problems that have occurred. It is obvious
that without on-site management or on-site security people on our property, the
short-term renters can do what they please.
For multifamily townhomes or condominium properties, I encourage the council to
include a requirement that a property must have on site supervision and on-site
security or No Short-Term Rentals will be permitted. It should not be the full-time
resident’s responsibility to police and monitor the actions of short-term renters.

Thank you,
Richard Maes
richardm@wholdings.com
Homeowner at 804 N. The Strand
Oceanside, CA 92054
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Shannon Vitale
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Deanna Lorson
Sunday, June 9, 2019 4:35 PM
Jonathan Borrego; Jeff Hunt; Shannon Vitale
Fwd: Oceanside Politics is the Wild Wild West

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Sent from my iPhone
Begin forwarded message:
From: Christopher Rodriguez <CRodriguez@oceansideca.org>
Date: June 9, 2019 at 1:11:00 PM PDT
To: Steve Parker <stevep@800ideas.com>
Cc: John Mullen <JMullen@oceansideca.org>, City Manager
<CityManager@oceansideca.org>, "agm0830@yahoo.com" <agm0830@yahoo.com>,
"experience@legoland.com" <experience@legoland.com>, "scott@oceansidechamber.com"
<scott@oceansidechamber.com>, "Kristi@oceansidechamber.com"
<Kristi@oceansidechamber.com>, "president@sdcaonline.org" <president@sdcaonline.org>,
"vicepresident@sdcaonline.org" <vicepresident@sdcaonline.org>, THOR A STENSRUD
<thorskie@aol.com>, "dawnrlist@gmail.com" <dawnrlist@gmail.com>, Annette MacDonald
<annettemacdonald1@aol.com>, Tige Kahler <tk@kahlerusa.com>, Susie + Terry Pagel
<u38258@cox.net>, Whit <whitbob@mac.com>, Carolyn Wilt <cwdesignplus@gmail.com>,
LeOra Mudge <leora@mudge.com>, Carol Stein <cstein2@charter.net>, Neil Brandom
<brandom@me.com>, C K <93redcar@gmail.com>, Bob Caya <rec@standarddrywall.com>,
Gary Kahler <gk@kahlerusa.com>, Mary Anne Stroud <maryannestroud07@gmail.com>, Duke
Stroud <mcduke07@gmail.com>, "mschief14@gmail.com" <mschief14@gmail.com>,
"ltaylor@taylor-group.us" <ltaylor@taylor-group.us>, "savesoutho@gmail.com"
<savesoutho@gmail.com>, "philip.diehl@sduniontribune.com"
<philip.diehl@sduniontribune.com>, "samminelson87@gmail.com"
<samminelson87@gmail.com>, "adam.racusin@10news.com" <adam.racusin@10news.com>
Subject: Re: Oceanside Politics is the Wild Wild West
Yes, I’ve already made the decision I will be recusing myself from the STR workshop and vote
to avoid any and all potential conflicts as recommended by FPPC legal opinion on this matter, I
will be announcing it at the workshop. Thank you for your email.
Respectfully,
Christopher Rodriguez
Councilmember District 2
Email: crodriguez@ci.oceanside.ca.us
Cell: 760-435-3046
On Jun 8, 2019, at 2:30 PM, Steve Parker <stevep@800ideas.com> wrote:
1

Warning: External Source

As the owner of an Oceanside property. I would like to bring to everyones
attention the following;
Attached is California Government Code, Title 9, Chapter 7, Articles 87100 87505 as it would apply to City Councilman Christopher Rodriguez.
Attached is a screen shot of the services offered by Council member, Christopher
Rodriguez's company, Maximum Real Estate Services Inc. The website proclaims
"Residential Management" and "Vacation Rental Management" as the first 2
items listed in a boxed display.
I personally have no doubt Council member Mr. Rodriguez is a man of fine and
upstanding qualities and character.
This City Council will vote to establish short term rentals ordinances in the City
of Oceanside.
To eliminate any possible appearance of possible malfeasance which may
fly in the face of California Law, Title 9, Chapter 7, Articles 87100 - 87505.
I respectfully request that Council member, Mr. Christopher Rodriguez
recuse himself from any such votes.
This potential conflict of interest involving Councilmember Rodriquez,
should automatically result in a recusal of himself from any vote, involving
"Short Term Rentals". Should Mr. Rodriguez cast a vote on these related
ordinances. Several homeowners including myself will be filing complaints
with State of California and the Fair Political Practices Commission.
For the last year a City Planning Commission has had the responsibility of fact
finding and research in order to create a proposed ordinance for STR's. The input
of data and research, came mostly from Oceanside residents whim have
experienced first hand, the effects of current Short Term Rental operators, both
individuals and major operators who control as many as 15 to 20 properties.
After reviewing the article "Improving The STR Ordinance" posted
on savesoutho.com. It appears the Planning Staff is flatly ignoring the majority of
the Planning Commission's findings and recommendations to create an ordinance
and specific regulations for STR’s in Residential Zones. This appears in it’s staff
report to the City Council. My question is who does the Staff work for?
Disclaimer: I have personally had on more than 1 occasion been mislead and lied
to by the staff of the Planning Department of Oceanside. My wife has experienced
similar misleading comments from code enforcement. After calling code
enforcement about a wedding happening at an STR which is next door to our
home. Code enforcement officer Mr. Tony Gonzales explained to her that he had
spoken to the city attorney and stated "their are no rules from him to enforce
regarding STR's, therefore there was he could do". I'm sure there are many laws
and ordinances currently in place which apply to a matter like this. Again, another
example of the Wild Wild West politics of Oceanside.
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Additional comments regarding the staff's response:
1. No exclusion for R-1...The term R1 zoning typically refers to a piece

of real estate that is located in a neighborhood of single-family
residences. Most local laws restrict R1 zoning to one freestanding

house intended as a dwelling place for one family. Yet staff decides these
families future involving the existing and future STR's.
2. Staff basically says: pass the ordinance we drafted, not the one the PC
approved. On page 8-9:
The Commission's motion included a revision to staff's recommendation by
including the following provisions:
a. New non-hosted short-term rentals be prohibited in the
following residential zoning districts: R1, R3, RE, RS, RM and
RH.
b. The Planning Commission expressed concerns that non-hosted
STRs are incompatible in residential zones and the city should
limit the number of nonhosted properties in residential zoning
districts. Rather than phase out the existing 327 non-hosted STRs
located in residential zoning districts, the Commission suggested
grandfathering in the existing and prohibiting any new non-hosted
STRs from locating in residential zones.
Staff Response: At this time, staff does not recommend prohibiting
new nonhosted STRs. Rather, staff recommends implementing the
proposed STR ordinance and GNP. Staff plans to review and
monitor the STR program, report to Council on a regular basis,
My question to all listed in this email, is quite simple. Does the Staff work for the
Planning Commission or does the Staff have their own agenda. Is this the Wild
Wild West of Oceanside?
The proposed Staff ordinance does not include the PC's recommendation. It also
ignores the Economic Development Committee recommendation (see pp. 9 and
pp. 51-52):
After a thorough discussion, the EDC voted 4-2-2 (two
commissioners abstained from voting and two commissioners were
absent) to not recommend moving forward staff recommendations
regarding potential STR regulations commenting that the proposed
regulations do not sufficiently address the impacts STRs have on
the community. [page 9]

Other than the 2 person per room and 3 strikes policy, this does nothing
about major STR operators. No parking, no strikes for noise, etc.
There is no 3 strikes policy in the ordinance, only in the staff report (see page 18
of the PDF). We were told to trust the City Attorney who will be stricter than the
3

law, but there seems no reason to do so. Because lies and misleading answers I
personally have received from the Staff. I must say this is not even practical or a
reasonable response.

Public Comments
The agenda points to the Public Comments, which are up on their website in five
PDF files that cover comments from June 28 2018 to April 1 2019, totalling 262
pages. I don't think anyone (other than maybe Shannon) has read them.
It is clear that the STR owners are better organized than we the homeowners are.
The STR owners all got a notice to send an email and sample talking points. Yet
as a homeowner effected by this, I received no such request from the staff.
Besides property owners, many of these are from vacationers coming from out of
town.
For example, a Vista property owner, Kathleen Lightfoot, wrote in Aug 2018 at
the beginning of File 2
"I was just informed the City Council is holding a meeting
tomorrow to ban Coastal Short Term Rentals.
I fail to understand the basis in thinking banning Beach Rentals is
good for our city or people. Coastal Rentals provide the access to
beaches, recreation for all people, and tourism revenue for our city.
If not for Beach Rentals, most families could not afford these types
of vacations. Hotels provide beds only not family vacations as
experienced with rental in Beachfront home. I believe our city
along with the Coastal Commission want all persons to have access
to our beaches. In renting coastal homes, they can!"
Something is very upsetting in this whole process. People from out of town tell
the City of Oceanside Planning Staff how to allow their access to rental properties
in Oceanside.
I personally believe the City of Oceanside's Planning Staff, is simply spitting in
the eye of the Hotel/Motel Industry who have spent millions of dollars in the
community while siding with the prolific STR operators, which continue to skim
the cream of this lodging revenue from the Hotel/Motel Industry, who are heavily
invested in the Oceanside infrastructure. I believe this is also true that Oceanside's
Planning Staff treats the local, taxpayer and home owners with the same
disregard.
The Council members, and staff have been presented with a packet
containing a 1 page recommendation and 4 Exhibits, by our spokesman
for the many residents that attended these numerous Planning
Commission meetings. The one page memorandum and exhibits are
attached.
After viewing the pictures and reading the memo, I ask only if you would
tolerate this occurring constantly next door to your home, and how can
you justify the city's current inaction of enforcement of existing ordinances.
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Because of this gross negligence. It is ultimately leading to the destruction
of family oriented communities within the City of Oceanside.
Respectfully
Steve Parker
Home owner, taxpayer, citizen and contributor to political campaigns
>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>
>>>>>>>>>

WELCOME TO MAXIMUM REAL
ESTATE SERVICES
Trusted Choice in North San Diego for
Real Estate and Property Management!
We Love to serve our community and hope you enjoy our simple approach
to Real Estate, Property Management and Lending. We are committed to
providing you with the very best North San Diego County has to offer. Our
Agents, Officers and Staff hold to the highest ethical standards of Integrity,
professionalism and dependability which is the backbone of our working
environment and success.

ABOUT US
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>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>
GOVERNMENT CODE - GOV
TITLE 9. POLITICAL REFORM [81000 - 91014]
( Title 9 added June 4, 1974, by initiative Proposition 9. )
CHAPTER 7. Conflicts of Interest [87100 - 87505]
( Chapter 7 added June 4, 1974, by initiative Proposition 9. )
ARTICLE 1. General Prohibition [87100 - 87105]

( Article 1 added June 4, 1974, by initiative Proposition 9. )
87100.

No public official at any level of state or local government shall make, participate
in making or in any way attempt to use his official position to influence a
governmental decision in which he knows or has reason to know he has a
financial interest.
6

(Added June 4, 1974, by initiative Proposition 9.)
87100.1.

(a) A registered professional engineer or licensed land surveyor who renders
professional services as a consultant to a state or local government, either directly
or through a firm in which he or she is employed or is a principal, does not have a
financial interest in a governmental decision pursuant to Section 87100 where the
consultant renders professional engineering or land surveying services
independently of the control and direction of the public agency and does not
exercise public agency decision making authority as a contract city or county
engineer or surveyor.
(b) For purposes of this section, the consultant renders professional engineering or
land surveying services independently of the control and direction of the public
agency when the consultant is in responsible charge of the work pursuant to
Section 6703 or 8703 of the Business and Professions Code.
(c) Subdivision (a) does not apply to that portion of the work that constitutes the
recommendation of the actual formula to spread the costs of an assessment
district’s improvements if both of the following apply:
(1) The engineer has received income of two hundred fifty dollars ($250) or more
for professional services in connection with any parcel included in the benefit
assessment district within 12 months prior to the creation of the district.
(2) The district includes other parcels in addition to those parcels for which the
engineer received the income.
The recommendation of the actual formula does not include preliminary site
studies, preliminary engineering, plans, specifications, estimates, compliance with
environmental laws and regulations, or the collection of data and information,
utilized in applying the formula.
(Added by Stats. 1991, Ch. 887, Sec. 1. Effective October 14, 1991.)
87101.

Section 87100 does not prevent any public official from making or participating
in the making of a governmental decision to the extent his participation is legally
required for the action or decision to be made. The fact that an official’s vote is
needed to break a tie does not make his participation legally required for purposes
of this section.
(Added June 4, 1974, by initiative Proposition 9.)
87102.

The requirements of Section 87100 are in addition to the requirements of Articles
2 (commencing with Section 87200) and 3 (commencing with Section 87300) and
any Conflict of Interest Code adopted thereunder. Except as provided in Section
87102.5, the remedies provided in Chapters 3 (commencing with Section 83100)
and 11 (commencing with Section 91000) shall not be applicable to elected state
officers for violations or threatened violations of this article.
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(Amended by Stats. 1990, Ch. 84, Sec. 6. Note: This section was added on June 4, 1974,
by initiative Prop. 9.)
87102.5.

(a) The remedies provided in Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 83100) shall
apply to any Member of the Legislature who makes, participates in making, or in
any way attempts to use his or her official position to influence any of the
following governmental decisions in which he or she knows or has reason to
know that he or she has a financial interest:
(1) Any state governmental decision, other than any action or decision before the
Legislature, made in the course of his or her duties as a member.
(2) Approval, modification, or cancellation of any contract to which either house
or a committee of the Legislature is a party.
(3) Introduction as a lead author of any legislation that the member knows or has
reason to know is nongeneral legislation.
(4) Any vote in a legislative committee or subcommittee on what the member
knows or has reason to know is nongeneral legislation.
(5) Any rollcall vote on the Senate or Assembly floor on an item which the
member knows is nongeneral legislation.
(6) Any action or decision before the Legislature in which all of the following
occur:
(A) The member has received any salary, wages, commissions, or similar earned
income within the preceding 12 months from a lobbyist employer.
(B) The member knows or has reason to know the action or decision will have a
direct and significant financial impact on the lobbyist employer.
(C) The action or decision will not have an impact on the public generally or a
significant segment of the public in a similar manner.
(7) Any action or decision before the Legislature on legislation that the member
knows or has reason to know will have a direct and significant financial impact on
any person, distinguishable from its impact on the public generally or a significant
segment of the public, from whom the member has received any compensation
within the preceding 12 months for the purpose of appearing, agreeing to appear,
or taking any other action on behalf of that person, before any local board or
agency.
(b) For purposes of this section, all of the following apply:
(1) “Any action or decision before the Legislature” means any vote in a
committee or subcommittee, or any rollcall vote on the floor of the Senate or
Assembly.
(2) “Financial interest” means an interest as defined in Section 87103.
(3) “Legislation” means a bill, resolution, or constitutional amendment.
(4) “Nongeneral legislation” means legislation that is described in Section
87102.6 and is not of a general nature pursuant to Section 16 of Article IV of the
Constitution.
(5) A Member of the Legislature has reason to know that an action or decision
will have a direct and significant financial impact on a person with respect to
which disqualification may be required pursuant to subdivision (a) if either of the
following apply:
(A) With the knowledge of the member, the person has attempted to influence the
vote of the member with respect to the action or decision.
8

(B) Facts have been brought to the member’s personal attention indicating that the
action or decision will have a direct and significant impact on the person.
(6) The prohibitions specified in subdivision (a) do not apply to a vote on the
Budget Bill as a whole, or to a vote on a consent calendar, a motion for
reconsideration, a waiver of any legislative rule, or any purely procedural matter.
(7) A Member of the Legislature has reason to know that legislation is nongeneral
legislation if facts have been brought to his or her personal attention indicating
that it is nongeneral legislation.
(8) Written advice given to a Member of the Legislature regarding his or her
duties under this section by the Legislative Counsel shall have the same effect as
advice given by the commission pursuant to subdivision (b) of Section 83114 if
both of the following apply:
(A) The member has made the same written request based on the same material
facts to the commission for advice pursuant to Section 83114 as to his or her
duties under this section, as the written request and facts presented to the
Legislative Counsel.
(B) The commission has not provided written advice pursuant to the member’s
request prior to the time the member acts in good faith reliance on the advice of
the Legislative Counsel.
(Amended (as added by Stats. 1990, Ch. 84) by Stats. 1990, Ch. 1075, Sec. 2.)
87102.6.

(a) “Nongeneral legislation” means legislation as to which both of the following
apply:
(1) It is reasonably foreseeable that the legislation will have direct and significant
financial impact on one or more identifiable persons, or one or more identifiable
pieces of real property.
(2) It is not reasonably foreseeable that the legislation will have a similar impact
on the public generally or on a significant segment of the public.
(b) For purposes of this section and Section 87102.5, all of the following apply:
(1) “Legislation” means a bill, resolution, or constitutional amendment.
(2) “Public generally” includes an industry, trade, or profession.
(3) Any recognized subgroup or specialty of the industry, trade, or profession
constitutes a significant segment of the public.
(4) A legislative district, county, city, or special district constitutes a significant
segment of the public.
(5) More than a small number of persons or pieces of real property is a significant
segment of the public.
(6) Legislation, administrative action, or other governmental action impacts in a
similar manner all members of the public, or all members of a significant segment
of the public, on which it has a direct financial effect, whether or not the financial
effect on individual members of the public or the significant segment of the public
is the same as the impact on the other members of the public or the significant
segment of the public.
(7) The Budget Bill as a whole is not nongeneral legislation.
(8) Legislation that contains at least one provision that constitutes nongeneral
legislation is nongeneral legislation, even if the legislation also contains other
provisions that are general and do not constitute nongeneral legislation.
(Amended by Stats. 2006, Ch. 538, Sec. 334. Effective January 1, 2007.)
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87102.8.

(a) No elected state officer, as defined in subdivision (f) of Section 14 of Article
V of the California Constitution, shall make or participate in the making of, or use
his or her official position to influence, any governmental decision before the
agency in which the elected state officer serves, where he or she knows or has
reason to know that he or she has a financial interest.
(b) An elected state officer knows or has reason to know that he or she has a
financial interest in any action by, or a decision before the agency in which he or
she serves where either of the following occur:
(1) The action or decision will have a direct and significant financial impact on a
lobbyist employer from which the officer has received any salary, wages,
commissions, or similar earned income within the preceding 12 months and the
action or decision will not have an impact on the public generally or a significant
segment of the public in a similar manner.
(2) The action or decision will have a direct and significant financial impact on
any person, distinguishable from its impact on the public generally or a significant
segment of the public, from whom the officer has received any compensation
within the preceding 12 months for the purpose of appearing, agreeing to appear,
or taking any other action on behalf of that person, before any local board or
agency.
(c) The definitions of “public generally” and “significant segment of the public”
contained in Section 87102.6 shall apply to this section.
(d) Notwithstanding Section 87102, the remedies provided in Chapter 3
(commencing with Section 83100) shall apply to violations of this section.
(Amended by Stats. 1991, Ch. 674, Sec. 5.)
87103.

A public official has a financial interest in a decision within the meaning of
Section 87100 if it is reasonably foreseeable that the decision will have a material
financial effect, distinguishable from its effect on the public generally, on the
official, a member of his or her immediate family, or on any of the following:
(a) Any business entity in which the public official has a direct or indirect
investment worth two thousand dollars ($2,000) or more.
(b) Any real property in which the public official has a direct or indirect interest
worth two thousand dollars ($2,000) or more.
(c) Any source of income, except gifts or loans by a commercial lending
institution made in the regular course of business on terms available to the public
without regard to official status, aggregating five hundred dollars ($500) or more
in value provided or promised to, received by, the public official within 12
months prior to the time when the decision is made.
(d) Any business entity in which the public official is a director, officer, partner,
trustee, employee, or holds any position of management.
(e) Any donor of, or any intermediary or agent for a donor of, a gift or gifts
aggregating two hundred fifty dollars ($250) or more in value provided to,
received by, or promised to the public official within 12 months prior to the time
when the decision is made. The amount of the value of gifts specified by this
subdivision shall be adjusted biennially by the commission to equal the same
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amount determined by the commission pursuant to subdivision (f) of Section
89503.
For purposes of this section, indirect investment or interest means any investment
or interest owned by the spouse or dependent child of a public official, by an
agent on behalf of a public official, or by a business entity or trust in which the
official, the official’s agents, spouse, and dependent children own directly,
indirectly, or beneficially a 10-percent interest or greater.
(Amended by Stats. 2000, Ch. 130, Sec. 7. Effective January 1, 2001. Note: This section
was added on June 4, 1974, by initiative Prop. 9.)
87103.5.

(a) Notwithstanding subdivision (c) of Section 87103, a retail customer of a
business entity engaged in retail sales of goods or services to the public generally
is not a source of income to an official who owns a 10-percent or greater interest
in the entity if the retail customers of the business entity constitute a significant
segment of the public generally, and the amount of income received by the
business entity from the customer is not distinguishable from the amount of
income received from its other retail customers.
(b) Notwithstanding subdivision (c) of Section 87103, in a jurisdiction with a
population of 10,000 or less which is located in a county with 350 or fewer retail
businesses, a retail customer of a business entity engaged in retail sales of goods
or services to the public generally is not a source of income to an official of that
jurisdiction who owns a 10-percent or greater interest in the entity, if the retail
customers of the business entity constitute a significant segment of the public
generally, and the amount of income received by the business entity from the
customer does not exceed one percent of the gross sales revenues that the business
entity earned during the 12 months prior to the time the decision is made.
(c) For the purposes of subdivision (b):
(1) Population in a jurisdiction shall be established by the United States Census.
(2) The number of retail businesses in a county shall be established by the
previous quarter’s Covered Employment and Wages Report (ES-202) of the
Labor Market Information Division of the California Employment Development
Department.
(Amended by Stats. 2002, Ch. 654, Sec. 1. Effective January 1, 2003.)
87103.6.

Notwithstanding subdivision (c) of Section 87103, any person who makes a
payment to a state agency or local government agency to defray the estimated
reasonable costs to process any application, approval, or any other action,
including but not limited to, holding public hearings and evaluating or preparing
any report or document, shall not by reason of the payments be a source of
income to a person who is retained or employed by the agency.
(Added by Stats. 1991, Ch. 887, Sec. 2. Effective October 14, 1991.)
87104.
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(a) No public official of a state agency shall, for compensation, act as an agent or
attorney for, or otherwise represent, any other person by making any formal or
informal appearance before, or any oral or written communication to, his or her
state agency or any officer or employee thereof, if the appearance or
communication is for the purpose of influencing a decision on a contract, grant,
loan, license, permit, or other entitlement for use.
(b) For purposes of this section, “public official” includes a member, officer,
employee, or consultant of an advisory body to a state agency, whether the
advisory body is created by statute or otherwise, except when the public official is
representing his or her employing state, local, or federal agency in an appearance
before, or communication to, the advisory body.
(Amended (as added by Stats. 1994, Ch. 414) by Stats. 1997, Ch. 145, Sec. 1. Effective
January 1, 1998.)
87105.

(a) A public official who holds an office specified in Section 87200 who has a
financial interest in a decision within the meaning of Section 87100 shall, upon
identifying a conflict of interest or a potential conflict of interest and immediately
prior to the consideration of the matter, do all of the following:
(1) Publicly identify the financial interest that gives rise to the conflict of interest
or potential conflict of interest in detail sufficient to be understood by the public,
except that disclosure of the exact street address of a residence is not required.
(2) Recuse himself or herself from discussing and voting on the matter, or
otherwise acting in violation of Section 87100.
(3) Leave the room until after the discussion, vote, and any other disposition of
the matter is concluded, unless the matter has been placed on the portion of the
agenda reserved for uncontested matters.
(4) Notwithstanding paragraph (3), a public official described in subdivision (a)
may speak on the issue during the time that the general public speaks on the issue.
(b) This section does not apply to Members of the Legislature.
(Added by Stats. 2002, Ch. 233, Sec. 1. Effective January 1, 2003.)
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Shannon Vitale
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

randocmndo1@yahoo.com
Tuesday, June 11, 2019 2:36 PM
Shannon Vitale
Fw: Short Term Rental Ordinance

Warning: External Source
----- Forwarded Message ----From: "randocmndo1@yahoo.com" <randocmndo1@yahoo.com>
To: "svitale@ci.oceanside.ca.com" <svitale@ci.oceanside.ca.com>; "pweiss@oceansideca.org"
<pweiss@oceansideca.org>
Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2019, 2:32:58 PM PDT
Subject: Short Term Rental Ordinance
Dear Mayor Weiss and Councilpersons,
I have had a residence in Oceanside for over 30 years. Our property is in a condominium complex at 804 N. The
Strand. During the past several years, short term rentals in our complex has seen a rise in occurrence by new owners
speculating on rental income from this property. There are numerous problems that have arisen from this practice which
have grave security issues and has eroded the quality of life for the long time residents. I will incorporate into this letter
parts of another letter to you from another resident in our complex which illuminates actual problems:
There is no on-site supervision, the renter has access to the rental unit simply by pressing a code into the lock box on
the door. No one really knows who is checking in. There is no way to prevent renters from spreading the pass code to
anyone.
No one is there upon arrival to see how many people are entering and using the unit. All too often, there are four or five
adults plus children, and frequently it includes one or two dogs, which is overcrowding.
The renters often forget the access code for the entry gate and then end up jumping the fence or handing the children
over the fence to push the release button.
When renters only stay one or two days, the rest of our property owners never know who really belongs inside our
property or who does not belong. It ends up, that we start seeing people off the beach coming onto our private area to
use our outside shower or have attempted to enter private units.
The property owners that own the units that are being used as short-term rentals live in Los Angeles, Nevada, San
Francisco, and the closest owner lives in Encinitas.
I would encourage the City Council to pass ordinances that would restrict short term rentals in properties that have
common areas with other property owners in setting such as condominium complexes.
Thank you for you consideration,

Randall Shue
randocmndo1@yahoo.com
804 N. The Strand #4
Oceanside, CA 92054
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