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AGENDA REPORT 

Public Hearing | Action 
 
 
October 7, 2024 
 
TO:  Commissioners  
 
FROM:  Keene Simonds, Executive Officer 

Michaela Peters, Local Government Analyst II 
Adam Wilson, LAFCO Consultant   

 
SUBJECT:  Proposed Final Report and Related Actions | 
                            Municipal Service Review on the Oceanside Region   
                 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
SUMMARY 
 
The San Diego County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) will receive a proposed 
final report prepared as part of the scheduled municipal service review on the Oceanside 
region.  The report addresses the Commission’s task in statute to independently evaluate 
the availability and performance of public services relative to community needs and make 
related determinations.     Three  local agencies under LAFCO oversight are covered  in the 
report  –  City  of  Oceanside,  Oceanside  Small  Craft  Harbor  District,  and  Morro  Hills 
Community Services District – and collectively serve approximately 180,000 residents.  The 
report  returns  to  the Commission  largely  intact  from  its draft presentations  in June and 
August 2024 and a subsequent 45‐day public review period.  Revisions are shown in track‐
change  format.   Material changes apply  to  the Executive Summary and outlining of key 
conclusions and recommendations.  The report also incorporates additional environmental 
justice analysis as required under local policy.  It is recommended the Commission formally 
accept the proposed final report as presented and take ancillary actions as detailed.  
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BACKGROUND 
 

Municipal Service Reviews | 
Purposes and Uses  
 

State  law  directs  San  Diego  LAFCO  to  regularly  prepare  municipal  service  reviews  in 
conjunction with updating each local agency’s sphere of influence.  The legislative intent of 
the municipal  service  review  and  its  five‐year  study  cycles  is  to  proactively  inform  the 
Commission regarding the availability and sufficiency of governmental services relative to 
community needs.  Municipal service reviews statutorily inform required sphere of influence 
updates and may also lead the Commission to take other actions under its authority, such 
as forming, consolidating, or dissolving one or more special districts.  These documents also 
serve  as  an  opportunity  for  the  Commission  to  telegraph  and  encourage  community 
discussion and/or action on future jurisdictional changes.  
 

Adopted Workplan | 
Municipal Service Review on the Oceanside Region   
 

San Diego LAFCO’s 2024‐2025 workplan outlines 30 special projects set in priority order.  One 
of  the  “high”  priority  projects  involves  completing  a municipal  service  review  on  the 
Oceanside region and three local agencies under LAFCO oversight – the City of Oceanside, 
Oceanside Small Craft Harbor District, and Morro Hills Community Services District.  
 

June and August 2024 Meetings | 
Presentation of Draft + Revised Draft Reports   
 

San Diego LAFCO received a draft report on its scheduled municipal service review of the 
Oceanside region as part of a noticed public hearing on June 3, 2024.   Testimony included 
comments  from  the Mayor and City Manager with  the City of Oceanside  requesting  the 
Commission allow City staff the opportunity to respond to the Executive Summary and its 
conclusions and recommendations before LAFCO proceeds with circulating the document 
for formal review and comment.   The Commission agreed to the request and continued the 
hearing to August 5th with staff presenting a revised draft report addressing – and among 
other  topics  –  additional  input provided by Oceanside.     The Commission proceeded  to 
authorize staff to initiate a formal 45‐day public comment period following the presentation 
on August 5th and return with a final version at a future hearing for formal action. 
 

DISCUSSION  
 

This item is for San Diego LAFCO to complete its scheduled municipal service review on the 
Oceanside region.  This includes accepting a proposed final report prepared by LAFCO staff 
with key conclusions and recommendations provided  in the Executive Summary.   Written 
determinations addressing all factors required under LAFCO statute are also detailed in the 
Executive  Summary  and  referenced  in  a  draft  resolution  separately  presented  to  the 
Commission for adoption.   Additional discussion on comments received during the public 
review period and changes made to the report follows.  
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Public Review Period on Revised Draft Report  
 
San Diego LAFCO staff  initiated a formal 45‐day public review period of the revised draft 
report  following  the  August  5th  presentation  to  the  Commission.    The  review  period 
commenced with staff circulating notices to all three affected agencies, publishing a 1/8‐
page advertisement  in  the Coastal News, and posting online  (website and social media). 
Staff also attended meetings for all three affected local agencies and welcoming comments 
through the September 20th deadline.  A total of 51 written comments were received by the 
deadline. This includes written comments from three agencies – City of Oceanside, Morro 
Hills Community Services District, and City of Vista – and 52 members of the general public.   
All written comments have been reviewed by LAFCO staff and provided as an appendix to 
the proposed final report.  Any additional written comments received up and through the 
close of the public hearing will be subsequently added to the appendix.  
 
Key Changes Reflected in the Proposed Final Report  
 
The proposed final report covering the municipal service review on the Oceanside region 
before San Diego LAFCO  remains  largely  intact  relative  to  the  revised draft presented  in 
August 2024.  All subsequent changes made and reflected in the proposed final version are 
shown in track format and largely tie to addressing comments received during the 45‐day 
review period.  Staff also expanded the document as previously telegraphed in the drafts by 
completing  the  environmental  justice  analysis  as  required  under  local  LAFCO  policy.   A 
summary of key changes reflected in the proposed final report’s Executive Summary with 
respect to conclusions and recommendations follows.  
 

 Revised Conclusions:  
Describing Recent Population Growth in Oceanside  
Conclusions No. 2 and No. 3 in the revised draft report described recent population 
changes  in  Oceanside  as  “slower  growth”  relative  to  earlier  trends.      These 
descriptions have been rephrased in the proposed final report as “adjusting growth” 
and done so to strike any unintended policy inferences given concerns expressed by 
the City of Oceanside.  

 

 New Conclusion:  
Addressing Community Needs + Oceanside Small Craft Harbor District  
A new conclusion – listed as No. 7 – has been added to the proposed final report in 
response to public comments received during the 45‐day review period advising of 
community needs for changes in financial management and public safety involving 
the  Oceanside  Small  Craft  Harbor  District.    This  addition  relatedly  syncs with  a 
recommendation  in  the  draft  and  final  reports  for  LAFCO  to  consider  allocating 
resources to prepare a governance study on the District to assess available options 
as part of a future workplan and in doing so inform future decision‐making.    
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 Revised Conclusion: 
Creating a Special Study Area for the City of Oceanside 
An existing conclusion – previously No. 7 and now No. 8 – has been expanded in the 
proposed  final  report  regarding a  statement  supporting  the  creation of a  special 
study  area  for  the  City  of  Oceanside’s  sphere  of  influence  involving  an 
unincorporated area  in the Sunset Drive/Melrose Way area.     This area has been  in 
the  Vista  sphere  for  decades  and  includes  two  distinct  disadvantaged 
unincorporated  communities  (DUCs)  as  defined  under  local  LAFCO  policy.      The 
expansion  details  LAFCO’s  prompt  in  statute  and  local  policy  to  consider 
environmental justice and its relevance to supporting the creation of a special study 
area  for Oceanside’s sphere with  regards  to providing  flexibility  in  facilitating  the 
equitable delivery of  elevated municipal  services  (water,  sewer,  fire,  etc.)  to  the 
DUCs.  This expansion responds to comments by both the City of Oceanside and the 
City of Vista seeking additional justification and/or reasoning for the conclusion.  
 

 Revised Recommendation: 
Directing Future Growth to the City of Oceanside as a Long‐Term Policy Objective  
An existing  recommendation  – No.  1  – has been expanded  in  the proposed  final 
report regarding a statement for LAFCO to pursue a long‐term objective to prioritize 
future development in the greater region – including growth that would otherwise 
occur  in  surrounding  unincorporated  areas  –  to  the  City  of  Oceanside.      The 
statement has been expanded  to pair  this  long‐term policy objective  in step with 
continuing to coordinate and support the Oceanside General Plan.   This expansion 
responds to comments provided by the City of Oceanside.  
 

 Revised Recommendation:  
Status of Oceanside Small Craft Harbor District’s Patrol + Rescue Function  
An existing recommendation – No. 11 – has been revised in the proposed final report 
from determining to suggesting Oceanside Small Craft Harbor District’s patrol and 
rescue  function  has  been  informally  deactivated  by  the  Board.  The  revised 
recommendation now advises the District to make a formal determination on the 
topic, and if applicable request deactivation approval from LAFCO as required under 
statute and  in doing so clarify service  responsibilities  for patrol and  rescue  in  the 
Habor and mitigate potential  liabilities.   This revision responds to communications 
received from Oceanside and their understanding the District is contracting for the 
service function with the City, although no actual agreement has been sourced.  
 

 New Recommendation: 
Revisiting the 1984 Wastewater Agreement Between the Cities of Oceanside + Vista  
A new recommendation – No. 13b – has been added to the proposed final report to 
encourage the Cities of Oceanside and Vista to revisit a 1984 wastewater agreement 
that  permits  each  agency  to  gravity  flow  certain  daily  amounts  to  the  others’ 
collection system.   This agreement would notionally apply  to any potential sewer 
flows  from  Vista  to Oceanside  involving  new  connections  or  growth within  the 
separately proposed special study area covering the Sunset Drive/Melrose Way area.   
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This  addition  responds  to  related  communications with developers  in  identifying 
their challenges to proceed with any new developments in the area.  
 

 New Recommendation: 
Deferring a Comprehensive Sphere Update for the City of Oceanside  
A new  recommendation – No.  13c – has been added  to  the proposed  final  report 
specific to justifying the deferral of a comprehensive sphere of influence update for 
the  City  of  Oceanside.    The  added  recommendation  augments  a  related 
recommendation (No. 13) and makes explicit reference to the benefit of allowing the 
City to first complete its pending General Plan Update.   
 

 New Recommendation: 
Promoting Environmental Justice in the Oceanside Region  
A new recommendation – No. 19 – has been added to the proposed final report and 
follows  the  additional  analysis  performed  by  staff  on  environmental  justice 
considerations as required under LAFCO policy.     The new recommendation states 
LAFCO  should  prioritize  proposals  in  the  Oceanside  region  going  forward  that 
promote  environmental  justice  and  provide  benefits  (direct  and  indirect)  to 
marginalized communities –  including DUCs.      It also commits LAFCO  to draw on 
information from the California Environmental Protection Agency as well as climate 
action plans adopted by Oceanside and the County of San Diego in considering the 
promotion of environmental justice.  
 

ANALYSIS  
 

The proposed final report before San Diego LAFCO representing the scheduled municipal 
service review on the Oceanside region has been prepared consistent with local policy and 
the scope of work approved by the Executive Officer.       Staff believes the proposed final 
report  provides  the  Commission  –  and  by  extension  the  general  public  –  a  relatively 
complete  and  independent  assessment  of  all  three  local  agencies  relative  to  LAFCO’s 
growth management duties and interests.     Staff relatedly believes the document provides 
sufficient  information  for  the  Commission  to  proceed with  future  sphere  of  influence 
updates for all three local agencies as well as inform any future jurisdictional changes to be 
proposed over the next five years.     An abbreviated version of the Executive Summary and 
its key conclusions and recommendations are provided in the attached prospectus.  
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 

It  is  recommended San Diego LAFCO accept  the proposed  final  report on  the municipal 
service  review  on  the  Oceanside  region  and  adopt  a  resolution  to  codify  the  written 
determinations.  This recommendation is consistent with Alternative One as outlined in the 
proceeding section. 
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ALTERNATIVES FOR ACTION 

The following alternative actions are available to San Diego LAFCO and can be accomplished 
through a single‐approved motion. 

Alternative One (recommended):  

a) Accept  the attached proposed  final  report  representing  the scheduled municipal
service review on the Oceanside region and in doing so attest to its completeness.

b) Adopt  the  attached  resolution making  the  requisite  determinations  as  required
under statute as part of the municipal service review on the Oceanside region.

c) Authorize  the  Executive  Officer  to make  non‐substantive  edits  as  needed  and
publish and circulate the final report representing the scheduled municipal service
review on the Oceanside region.

Alternative Two:  
Continue the item and request additional information from staff as needed. 

PROCEDURES 

This item has been placed on San Diego LAFCO’s agenda for action as part of a noticed public 
hearing. The following procedures are recommended in the consideration of this item:  

1) Disclose any material ex‐parte communications.
2) Receive verbal presentation from staff unless waived.
3) Open the hearing and invite comments.
4) Discuss the item and consider the staff recommendation.

On behalf of the Executive Officer,  

Michaela Peters  
Local Government Analyst II 

 
 
 
 

Attachments: 

1) Prospectus on the Proposed Final Report
2) Proposed Final Report on Scheduled Municipal Service Review Report on the Oceanside Region

‐ Public Comments Received in Preparing Document Provided as Appendix
3) Draft Resolution Making Determinations Under Government Code
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General Themes and Conclusions

No. 5
Adequate Municipal Service Capacities 
with a Qualifier…
All three affected agencies in the Oceanside region have 
established sufficient and excess capacities involving 
their core municipal functions to meet both current and 
anticipated demands through the report’s timeframe – 
at least on a macro level and irrespective of any micro 
limitations for specific areas. This overall sufficiency is 
reflected with the region’s principal service provider – City 
of Oceanside – and its available resources involving water 
and wastewater, which traditionally represent the services 
most closely affiliated with either supporting or hindering 
new development. Markedly, and based on current demand-
to-capacity ratios for the reporting period, it estimated by 
LAFCO the water and wastewater systems can accommodate 
buildout populations of 970,000 and 275,000, respectively.

A material qualifier applies, nevertheless, to Oceanside’s 
other services that are dependent on General Fund monies 
and the uncertain status of Measure X and its critical 
revenue enhancement beyond the current sunset date in 
2026. This latter variable suggests added caution in the 
interim for LAFCO in considering boundary actions and their 
potential impact – advantageous and disadvantageous – on 
the Oceanside General Fund.

No. 6
City of Oceanside’s Role as an Urban 
Center + LAFCO Support
The City of Oceanside is favorably positioned to plan and 
accommodate additional growth and become a focal urban 
center for North County. This opportunity ties to Oceanside’s 
role as a full-service municipality and the controls it provides 
paired with its physical location along existing major 
transportation corridors as well as planned expansions – 
including the modernization of rail (Metrolink and Amtrak) 
linking Oceanside throughout Southern California. This 
opportunity further ties and can be supported by LAFCO’s 
own interests and duties to facilitate orderly and city-
centered growth in step with providing housing for families 
at all income levels.

No. 7
Unease within the Oceanside Small Craft 
Harbor District
The Oceanside Small Craft Habor District’s core constituency 
– nearly 1,000 boat slip users collectively generating more 
than four-fifths of all yearly revenues collected during the 
five-year report period – is increasingly communicating their 
unease with decision-making most notably regarding public 
safety and financial management.   While the origins of the 
unease predate the reporting period and the current SCHD 
administration, it has amplified and may be approaching a 
tipping point where a majority of the core contingency feels 
disenfranchised in District decision-making.  This unease 
merits LAFCO attention and may warrant future resources 
to help inform decision-making.

No. 8
Proceeding with Limited Sphere Updates 
+ Telegraphing Potential Changes with 
Special Study Areas
It would be appropriate for LAFCO to proceed with limited 
sphere of influence updates for all three affected regions 
in the Oceanside region and defer consideration of more 
comprehensive actions to the next municipal service cycle. 
The approach would involve proceeding with affirming 
all three agencies’ current designations without changes.  
This approach, however, would also incorporate the 
establishment of one or more special study areas to all three 
agencies to memorialize areas the Commission would allow 
to come forward over the next five-year period without 
requiring a new municipal service review.  A key example 
includes establishing dual study areas for Oceanside and 
Oceanside SCHD (and their matching spheres) to include an 
approximate 250-acre area immediately to the southwest 
near Sunset Drive and Melrose Way that includes two 
qualifying disadvantaged unincorporated communities 
(DUCs) totaling 121 acres under local policy.  The addition 
of these dual study areas, notably, provides municipal 
flexibility and would memorialize LAFCO’s environmental 
justice interest in statute to help ensure equitable service 
levels are available to DUC residents consistent with 
neighboring lands. 2

2  �With respect to this conclusion, the City of Oceanside opposes the establishment of a special study area for the Sunset Drive/Melrose 
Way area and – among other items – asserts “the City does not need this area to meet any of its housing obligations as evidenced by our Certified 
Housing Element.” The City of Vista separately opposes the establishment of the proposed study area and states the City is “unclear of the benefits 
for either city.”
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CHAPTER ONE  
INTRODUCTION 

1.0 LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSIONS 

1.1   Authority and Objectives  

Local Agency Formation Commissions (LAFCOs) 
were established in 1963 as political subdivisions of 
the State of California responsible for providing 
regional growth management services in all 58 
counties.  LAFCOs’ authority is currently codified 
under the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local 
Government Reorganization Act of 2000 (“CKH”) with 
principal oversight provided by the Assembly 
Committee on Local Government.1  LAFCOs are 
comprised of locally elected and appointed officials 
with regulatory and planning powers delegated by 
the Legislature to coordinate and oversee the 
establishment, expansion, and organization of cities, 
towns, and special districts as well as their municipal 
service areas. LAFCOs’ creation was engendered by 
Governor Edmund “Pat” Brown Sr. (1959-1967) to 
address the needs of California’s growing and 
diversifying population more effectively with an 
emphasis on promoting governmental efficiencies.   

Guiding LAFCOs’ regulatory and planning powers is to fulfill specific purposes and objectives 
that collectively construct the Legislature’s regional growth management priorities outlined 
under Government Code (G.C.) Section 56301. This statute reads: 

“Among the purposes of the commission are discouraging urban sprawl, preserving open 
space and prime agricultural lands, efficiently providing governmental services, and 
encouraging the orderly formation and development of local agencies based upon local 
conditions.  One of the objects of the commission is to make studies and furnish information 
to contribute to the logical and reasonable development of local agencies in each county 
and to shape the development of local agencies so as to advantageously provide for the 

1  Reference California Government Code Section 56000 et. seq.  
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1.5   Prescriptive Funding    
 

CKH prescribes local agencies to fully fund LAFCOs’ annual operating costs. Counties are 
generally responsible for funding one-third of LAFCO’s annual operating costs with the 
remaining one-third portions allocated to the cities and independent special districts.  The 
allocations to cities/towns and special districts are calculated based on a standard formula 
using total revenues as reported by the State Controller’s Office unless an alternative method 
has been approved by most of the local agencies. The funding proportions will also differ 
should the LAFCO have additional representation as a result of special legislation. LAFCOs 
are also authorized to collect proposal fees to offset local agency contributions.  
 
2.0 SAN DIEGO LAFCO  
 

2.1   Adopted Policies and Procedures   
 

Most of San Diego LAFCO’s (“Commission”) existing policies and procedures were 
established in the 1970s and subsequently updated in the 2000s in step with CKH’s 
enactment. These policies and procedures collectively guide the Commission in 
implementing LAFCO law in San Diego County in a manner consistent with regional growth 
management priorities as determined by the membership with discretion to address local 
conditions. The Commission has also established pertinent policies and procedures specific 
to preparing sphere updates and municipal service reviews. This includes direction to the 
Executive Officer to regularly prepare municipal service reviews in appropriate scope and 
level to inform the Commission in updating spheres in regular five-year intervals (L-106). 
 

2.2  Commission Information   
 

San Diego LAFCO is governed by a 13-member “Commission” comprised of county, city, 
special district, and public members. The Commission is further distinguished between eight 
regular or voting members and five alternates.  All Commissioners are appointed elected 
officials, except for the two public members. The Commission holds regular meetings on the 
first Monday of each month at the County of San Diego Administration Center located at 1600 
Pacific Highway in San Diego, California.  Meetings start at 8:00 A.M in Room 302 and live 
streamed at www.sdlafco.org.  Video recordings of past meetings are also online. 
 
 
 
 



San Diego LAFCO   
Oceanside Region Municipal Service Review   Proposed Final Report | September 2024 

   

15 | P a g e 
 

The Commission roster as of September 2024 follows.  

 
2.3   Administration Information       
 
San Diego LAFCO’s administrative office is located in the Bankers Hill section of San Diego at 
2550 Fifth Avenue, Suite 725.  Street parking is readily available. While LAFCO is open to the 
public Monday through Friday during normal business hours (8:00 A.M. to 5:00 P.M.), 
appointments to discuss proposals, studies, or other matters are encouraged to ensure staff 
availability and can be scheduled ahead by calling 619.321.3380.  Communication by e-mail 
is also welcome and should be directed to lafco@sdcounty.ca.gov.  Additional information 
regarding San Diego LAFCO’s programs and activities is also available online at 
www.sdlafco.org.  LAFCO is also available on most social media platforms.  
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2.0 REPORT ORGANIZATION 
 
This chapter serves as the Executive Summary and outlines the key conclusions, 
recommendations, and determinations generated within the report.5  This includes 
addressing the mandatory service and governance factors required by the Legislature 
whenever San Diego LAFCO performs a municipal service review.  The Executive 
Summary is proceeded by individual agency profiles (Chapter Three) of the three 
affected local agencies covered in this report that provide one or more municipal 
service functions in the Oceanside region. The profiles transition between narrative 
descriptions of the background and development of these agencies’ service areas to 
quantifying specific data‐driven categories.    This includes quantifying demographic 
trends, service capacities, and financial standing. 
 
3.0 GEOGRAPHIC AREA  
 
The geographic area designated for this municipal service review is approximately 48 
square miles in total size.  The geographic area has been purposefully designated by 
the Executive Officer to cover all three affected local agencies’ jurisdictional 
boundaries and existing spheres of influence in the Oceanside region along with the 
surrounding 1.0-mile buffer zone to capture immediately adjacent areas only for 
purposes of covering potential sphere and/or boundary changes in the next five year 
period.  An illustration of the geographic area is provided in Map No. ES-1 on the 
preceding page.  
 
4.0 REPORT SUMMARY   

 
4.1  Central Themes and Conclusions  
 

The Oceanside region serves as a historical flagship community anchoring northern 
San Diego County with a current estimated population approaching 180,000 -  making 
it the third largest municipal footprint behind only San Diego and Chula Vista.  The City 
of Oceanside – both as a municipality and at-large community – is the economic and 
social epicenter. It accounts for nearly all residents and jobs in the region.  This also 
includes serving as a daily host to an additional 70,000 residents, workers, and visitors 
associated with Marine Corps Base Camp Pendelton to the immediate north.  

 
5  The Executive Summary purposefully distinguishes between “conclusions,” “determinations,” and “recommendations.” 

Conclusions refer to general policy takeaways.  Determinations address specific legislative factors. Recommendations address 
specific actions that are drawn from the determinations. 
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Oceanside SCHD overlaps all of Oceanside with service functions focused on the 
approximate 100-acre Oceanside Harbor and its role as a micro hub for marine and 
pleasure activities serving locals and tourists.    
 
The physical setting of the Oceanside region largely reflects a traditional suburban 
layout.  Smaller single-family and multi-family residential lots dominate the older 
neighborhoods in the City of Oceanside west of I-5 paired with local serving 
commercial corridors and headlined by Old Coast Highway.  Densities gradually 
decrease eastward towards increasingly larger single-family residences via a series of 
subdivisions constructed between the 1950s and 2000s.  The suburban layout cedes 
at South Morro Hills, which serves as Oceanside’s unofficial greenbelt and remains  – 
at least to date – largely agricultural with rural single-family residential uses.   Morro 
Hills CSD lies immediately to the east of Oceanside’s unofficial greenbelt and has 
already experienced its own transition away from largely commercial agricultural uses 
and ancillary residences to now mostly upscale residential estates paired with ancillary 
small husbandry (crop and animal production) activities.  
 
A review of the Oceanside region relative to San Diego LAFCO’s growth management 
tasks and interests produces eight central themes or conclusions. These conclusions 
collectively address core policy considerations and related growth and development 
factors present in the region. The conclusions also address potential sphere of 
influence changes among the three affected local agencies. The conclusions are 
independently drawn and sourced to information collected and analyzed by the 
Commission between 2018 and 2022 with limited exceptions and detailed within each 
of the agency profiles provided in the next chapter.  
 

 No. 1 | Introductory Municipal Service Review  
This report represents the first comprehensive municipal service review 
dedicated to the Oceanside region and three affected local agencies under 
LAFCO oversight – City of Oceanside, Oceanside SCHD, and Morro Hills CSD.  
(Earlier municipal service reviews covering one or more of the affected agencies 
were part of countywide reports prepared in 2007 and 2009 and were more 
cursory in scope).  The report consequently serves as a dual introduction. This is 
marked by introducing the affected agencies and their constituents in real-time 
to an otherwise unfamiliar and relatively detailed outside planning process. The 
introduction similarly introduces the Commission to the affected agencies and 
their service functions at depths previously unvisited with the underlying goal of 
establishing baseline information to track and measure going forward. 
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 No. 2 | Adjusting Growth: Changes in Demographics, Market Conditions, 
and Community Empowerment 
The City of Oceanside – as an at-large community and as the epicenter of the 
region’s economic and social well-being – has experienced a significant 
adjustment in growth starting in 2000 with the annual population change 
averaging 0.4% through the end of the five-year report period – or the net 
addition of two persons each day.    This period change marks a five-fold 
decrease over the prior 20-year span (1980-2020) in which Oceanside averaged 
the net addition of 12 persons each day.   This relatively seismic  adjustment 
appears largely attributed to changing resident demographics (e.g., older 
residents with higher incomes), market conditions – including decreasing infill 
opportunities, and the accompanying community empowerment to more 
directly influence development decisions; the latter reflected in a successful 
2020 ballot referendum overturning the City  Council’s 2019 approval of a 585-
unit residential project in South Morro Hills (North River Farms).  Although the 
referendum was subsequently overturned and a smaller project approval 
followed, the referendum marks a new level of community empowerment not 
previously exercised over land use decisions.6 

 
 No. 3 | Adjusting Growth: Effects on Housing Affordability 

The adjusting growth within the City of Oceanside starting in 2000 has 
contributed to a sizable acceleration in housing prices over the last 20 years and 
through the end of the five-year report period with the median home sale 
increasing from $195,800 to $784,800 – an average annual change of 14%.  This 
period change marks a 50% rise over the prior 20-year span (1980 to 2020) in 
which median home sales experienced an average annual rise of 10%.    The 
acceleration of home prices in Oceanside – among other outcomes – has 
noticeably impacted the private market’s ability to construct new affordable 
workforce housing at the traditional entry levels – i.e., starter homes.   This 
dynamic ties to multiple factors – including supply constraints and homeowners 
not upsizing – and is reflected in the most recently completed housing element 
cycle (2013 to 2021) where only 23% of Oceanside’s assigned housing share at 
moderate or lower levels received building permits.  Permits issued through the 
first quarter of the current housing cycle (2021-2029) suggest housing 
affordability at the moderate or lower categories will similarly fall substantively 

 
6   With respect to this conclusion, the City of Oceanside asserts the primary reasons for the adjustment in growth ties to the City 

largely being built-out and rising interest rates.   Oceanside also disagrees with the significance of the North River Farms 
referendum as an indicator of an overall change in community engagement as presented by LAFCO staff.    
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short of goals, albeit at improved levels with current projections showing the 
attainment level reaching 36%.  
 

 No. 4 | Variations in Fiscal Health + Navigating Related Stresses 
A prominent schism exists among the three affected agencies in the Oceanside 
region involving their fiscal well-being and navigating financial stresses.  The 
City of Oceanside has steadied its financial position after several years of 
operating shortfalls in the General Fund in large part to successfully making the 
case to voters in 2018 to approve a seven-year one-half cent sales tax.  Measure 
X reset Oceanside’s overall sales tax rate to 8.25% with the additional revenue 
broadly earmarked to improve City infrastructure and public safety. Measure X 
has been a clear success; it has reversed shortfalls into surpluses and underlies 
a significant two-thirds increase in General Fund reserves ($66.5 to $112.5 
million) over the reporting period. Nonetheless, the extension of the one-half 
cent sale tax beyond its current sunset date in 2026 remains a pronounced 
variable in Oceanside’s near-term health and is expected to be taken up by 
voters in late 2024.   While Oceanside’s fiscal health largely ties to the present 
and near-term status of Measure X, the other two agencies’ standing is 
comparatively more opaque, although for entirely different reasons.  Oceanside 
SCHD, similar to its parent governing body, has steadied its actual expense-to-
revenue relationship through incremental budgeting true-ups. These budgeting 
actions have contributed to a helpful increase of nearly one-fourth in SCHD’s 
unassigned fund balance ($3.7 to $4.6 million) over the reporting period.   
However, the budgeting true-ups have not addressed decades of deferred or 
otherwise neglected maintenance.  This qualifier is illustrated in capital assets 
(docks, pilings, piers, etc.) having surpassed their expected useful lives by more 
than two-fold and serves as a critical stress test for SCHD going forward.   Unlike 
the other two agencies in the region, Morro Hills CSD has maintained a positive 
actual revenue-to-expense relationship through the reporting period without 
any hardships; at least that are known.  The CSD operates entirely within the 
confines of the annual collection of its 1% property tax share, which netted 
$0.090 million at the end of the reporting period.  Although CSD has been 
effective in keeping expenses in line with annual revenues – which is also 
reflected in an unassigned fund balance increasing by more than four-fifths 
($0.142 to $0.267 million) during the period – less is known regarding pending 
costs.  Specifically, no pavement rating has been performed on CSD’s 6.0-mile 
roadway system nor has a capital improvement plan been prepared.  These 
factors directly contribute to a subtle – but real and emerging – stress test.   



San Diego LAFCO   
Oceanside Region Municipal Service Review   Proposed Final Report | September 2024 

   

26 | P a g e  
 

 

 
 No. 5 | Adequate Municipal Service Capacities with a Qualifier… 

All three affected agencies in the Oceanside region have established sufficient 
and excess capacities involving their core municipal functions to meet both 
current and anticipated demands through the report’s timeframe – at least on a 
macro level and irrespective of any micro limitations for specific areas.  This 
overall sufficiency is reflected in the region’s principal service provider – City of 
Oceanside – and its available resources involving water and wastewater, which 
traditionally represent the services most closely affiliated with either supporting 
or hindering new development.  Markedly, and based on current demand-to-
capacity ratios for the reporting period, it is estimated by LAFCO the water and 
wastewater systems can accommodate buildout populations of 818,000 and 
275,000, respectively.   A material qualifier applies, nevertheless, to Oceanside’s 
other services that are dependent on General Fund monies and the uncertain 
status of Measure X and its critical revenue enhancement beyond the current 
sunset date in 2026.    This latter variable suggests added caution in the interim 
for LAFCO in considering boundary actions and their potential impact – 
advantageous and disadvantageous – on the Oceanside General Fund. 
 

 No. 6 | City of Oceanside’s Role as an Urban Center + LAFCO Support 
The City of Oceanside is favorably positioned to plan and accommodate 
additional growth and become a focal urban center for North County. This 
opportunity ties to Oceanside’s role as a full-service municipality and the 
controls it provides paired with its physical location along existing major 
transportation corridors as well as planned expansions – including the 
modernization of rail (Metrolink and Amtrak) linking Oceanside throughout 
Southern California. This opportunity further ties and can be supported by 
LAFCO’s own interests and duties to facilitate orderly and city-centered growth 
in step with providing housing for families at all income levels. 
 

 No. 7 | Unease within the Oceanside Small Craft Harbor District   
The Oceanside Small Craft Habor District’s core constituency – nearly 1,000 boat 
slip users collectively generating more than four-fifths of all yearly revenues 
collected during the five-year report period – is increasingly communicating 
their unease with decision-making, most notably, regarding public safety and 
financial management.   While the origins of the unease predate the reporting 
period and the current SCHD administration, it has amplified and may be 
approaching a tipping point where a majority of the core contingency feels 
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disenfranchised in District decision-making.  This unease warrants LAFCO 
attention and may merit future resources to help inform decision-making. 
 

 No. 8| Proceeding with Limited Sphere Updates + Telegraphing Potential 
Changes with Special Study Areas 
It would be appropriate for LAFCO to proceed with limited sphere of influence 
updates for all three affected regions in the Oceanside region and defer 
consideration of more comprehensive actions to the next municipal service 
cycle. The approach would involve proceeding with affirming all three agencies' 
current designations without changes.  This approach, however, would also 
incorporate the establishment of one or more special study areas to all three 
agencies to memorialize areas the Commission would allow to come forward 
over the next five-year period without requiring a new municipal service review.  
A key example includes establishing dual study areas for Oceanside and 
Oceanside SCHD (and their matching spheres) to include an approximate 250-
acre area immediately to the southwest near Sunset Drive and Melrose Way that 
includes two qualifying disadvantaged unincorporated communities (DUCs) 
totaling 121 acres under local policy.  The addition of these dual study areas, 
notably, provides municipal flexibility and would memorialize LAFCO’s 
environmental justice interest in statute and policy to help ensure equitable 
service levels are available to DUC residents consistent with neighboring lands.7   

 

4.2  Recommendations   
 

The following recommendations call for specific action either from San Diego LAFCO 
and/or one or more of the three affected agencies in the Oceanside region based on 
information generated as part of this report.   The recommendations are ordered in 
sequence to their placement in Section 5.0 (Written Determinations). 
Recommendations for LAFCO action are dependent on a subsequent directive from 
the Commission and through the annually adopted work plan. 
 

1. As a long-term principle, LAFCO should prioritize and direct growth in the 
region to the City of Oceanside – including development that would otherwise 
occur in the surrounding unincorporated areas – and its appropriate role to 
serve as an urban center in San Diego County.   LAFCO should pair this long-

 
7  With respect to this conclusion, the City of Oceanside opposes the establishment of a special study area for the Sunset 

Drive/Melrose Way area and – among other items – asserts “the City does not need this area to meet any of its housing 
obligations as evidenced by our Certified Housing Element.”   The City of Vista separately opposes the establishment of the 
proposed study area and states the City is “unclear of the benefits for either city.”  
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term policy principle with continued coordination – and deference whenever 
appropriate – in support of the Oceanside General Plan.8 

 
2. LAFCO – and for its own benefit under statute – should coordinate with SANDAG 

to develop current buildout estimates within the Oceanside region – including 
potential lot-splitting as allowed under Senate Bill 9 (Weiner) and incorporate 
the information into the next scheduled municipal service review.  

 
3. LAFCO should coordinate with the County of San Diego to identify and map 

active wells and septic systems within the Oceanside region and incorporate the 
information into the next scheduled municipal service review.  

 
4. Should Measure X’s ½ cent sales tax expire during the timeframe of the report, 

all jurisdictional changes involving the City of Oceanside shall demonstrate de 
minimis impacts on the City General Fund unless overriding policy 
considerations are made by the Commission on a case-by-case basis.  
 

5. It is appropriate for LAFCO to defer the identification and evaluation of mutual 
water companies in the Oceanside region as otherwise prompted in the LAFCO 
statute to a future informational report.  

 
6. The City of Oceanside should revisit its arrangement with Oceanside SCHD 

involving the payment plan associated with the SCHD patrol vessel to account 
for the City’s usage of the capital asset outside of Oceanside Harbor. 

 
7. Morro Hills CSD should explore options to contract with the City of Oceanside 

or the County of San Diego to provide road maintenance services at a pre-
agreed hourly rate to help protect the CSD from variables (costs and availability) 
associated with the current practice to utilize private contractors as needed.  

 
8. As the City of Oceanside proceeds to implement the initial phases of its novel 

Re-Beach program, it would be pragmatic to explore opportunities to enlist 
other local agencies in consolidating efforts (functional or political) given 
inescapable impacts and interests in beach restorations along the greater 
coastline.   LAFCO should assist if Oceanside and/or other stakeholders wish to 
explore a political model to organize sand nourishment on a larger scale.  

 
8  With respect to the recommendation, the City of Oceanside states it has been “… offered without consultation with Oceanside 

staff or its elected officials.   Such a statement and recommendation Is contrary to the ideals of local control.”    
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9. Efforts should be taken by Oceanside SCHD to publicly distinguish its role as a 

stand-alone governmental entity separate from the City of Oceanside.  
 
10. Oceanside SCHD should formalize its existing relationship with the City of 

Oceanside through an official memorandum of understanding to clearly outline 
roles and responsibilities as well as associated costs in utilizing City staff, 
supplies, and resources in carrying out District duties.    

 
11. It appears Oceanside SCHD informally deactivated its previously authorized and 

active patrol and rescue municipal function in 2009 in step with these 
responsibilities being directly assumed by the City of Oceanside.   SCHD’s legal 
authorization to provide patrol and rescue, however, remains active under State 
law absent LAFCO action.  To clarify decision-making and service expectations 
as well as mitigate potential liabilities, SCHD should make a formal 
determination on whether it is responsible for patrol and rescue, and – if 
applicable - formally request divestiture approval under Government Code 
56824.10. 

 
12.  LAFCO is aware there is community interest in exploring the reorganization of 

Oceanside SCHD into an independent agency to provide direct constituent 
influence on decision-making, specifically regarding public safety and financial 
management.  It would be appropriate for the Commission to consider 
authorizing a future governance study to assess alternatives (functional and 
political) for the benefit of both agencies and their shared constituents with the 
understanding any actual change to the governance structure would be subject 
to protest proceedings and potentially an election. 
   

13. It appears appropriate for LAFCO to proceed with limited spheres of influence 
updates for both the City of Oceanside and Oceanside SCHD to affirm the 
existing designations with one or more common special study areas.  
 
(a) One special study area has been identified to date and spans nearly 250 

acres located immediately southwest of the agencies near Sunset Drive and 
Melrose Way.  This proposed study area currently lies within the Vista 
sphere and includes two non-contiguous DUCs under local adopted policy.  
Establishing this special study area would help facilitate the extension of 
urban-supporting services via annexation and/or out-of-agency service 
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agreements by Vista and/or  Oceanside without the burden of preparing a 
new municipal service review.  It would also – materially – memorialize 
LAFCO’s interest in environmental justice by removing barriers to 
advancing service equity to DUC lands and their residents.  
 

(b) Relatedly, the City of Oceanside and City of Vista should revisit an existing 
wastewater agreement from October 1984 providing for the transfer of up 
to 2.15 million gallons of sewage daily between the two agencies to allow 
for additional flows at designated collection points – including flows from 
Vista to Oceanside involving the Sunset Drive/Melrose Way special study 
area.   This would – among other benefits – help eliminate an existing 
impediment to developing and/or connecting lands within the proposed 
special study area identified under (a).   
 

(c) Deferring a more comprehensive sphere of influence update to a future 
cycle concurrently provides LAFCO the benefit to incorporate information 
associated with the City of Oceanside’s active General Plan Update.    

 
14. It appears merited for LAFCO to partner with the Morro Hills CSD in sponsoring 

or otherwise supporting a legislative change to the principal act to reduce the 
number of Board members from five to three consistent with existing special 
provisions in State law.  Although the current board has expressed disinterest, 
pursuing this change remains an appropriate option going forward in 
minimizing turnover and facilitating competitive elections.  
 

15. The Morro Hills CSD Board should revisit conditions on Sleeping Indian Road 
and its most recent traffic assessments and the analysis therein that appears to 
support a significant increase in the speed limit.  This includes assessing whether 
the Board’s ability to retain a speed under the 85th percentile standard under the 
recent passage of AB 43 is either available or appropriate.9 

 
16. It would be advantageous for Morro Hills CSD to explore interest among 

adjacent landowners that presumably benefit and use the road system to annex 
and have direct participation in Board decision-making while concurrently 

 
9  In response to this recommendation, Morro Hills CSD has stated “…the District has received overwhelming support and seen a 

significant reduction in severe violations as seen on the previous traffic study that was performed at the height of COVID-19 
pandemic during which, nationwide, there was a significant reduction in traffic volume and an inverse in speed. The study period 
and data is an aberration.” 
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1. With respect to full-time resident population totals within the Oceanside region, 

LAFCO independently makes the following statements.  
 
(a) The total resident population in the City of Oceanside and Oceanside 

SCHD and their matching jurisdictional boundaries is estimated at 174,615 
at the end of the five-year report period.   This amount represents 4% of the 
overall resident population estimate in San Diego County.  

 
(b) The total resident population in Oceanside SCHD’s core service area – 

Oceanside Harbor – is 151 at the end of the five-year report period and 
entirely associated with the 86 permitted liveaboards.    

 
(b)  The total resident population in the Morro Hills CSD jurisdictional boundary 

is estimated at 1,001 at the end of the five-year report period.  This amount 
represents less than 0.1% of the overall resident population estimate in San 
Diego County.   

 
2. With respect to full-time resident population trends within the Oceanside 

region, LAFCO independently makes the following statements.   
 

(a) The total change in the resident population within the City of Oceanside 
and Oceanside SCHD and their matching jurisdictional boundaries during 
the five-year report period is estimated at 2.0% - or 0.4% annually.  This 
estimate – which translates to an average increase of 522 residents annually 
or 1.4 daily – falls one-fifth below the countywide growth rate of 0.6% and 
reflects a more recent gravitation towards slower growth in Oceanside.  

 
(b) LAFCO defers from making any estimates on resident population changes 

within Morro Hills CSD during the five-year report period.  This deferral is 
appropriate given earlier census information is not readily available for the 
two affected block groups underlying the jurisdictional boundary.    

 
 

3. It is reasonable to assume recent population growth trends for the City of 
Oceanside and Oceanside SCHD and their matching jurisdictional boundaries 
will continue forward through the timeframe of this report.  This assumption 
generates a shared population projection of 178,165 by 2027 via the average 
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net addition of 2.0 residents each day over the succeeding 60 months. 
 
4. It is reasonable to assume Morro Hills CSD’s resident population growth in the 

near term will generally match the recent countywide rate of 0.6% annually.   This 
assumption supports a population projection for the CSD of 1,031 by 2027.    It 
is relatedly reasonable to assume the majority of the additional population will 
be generated from accessory dwelling unit construction.  
 

5. The Oceanside region’s physical setting near existing and planned public 
transportation corridors coupled with ready access to urban-supporting services 
suggest substantive growth will occur given the insistent demand for housing in 
the greater San Diego metropolitan area.   
 

6. Proportionally directing more growth towards the City of Oceanside – and by 
extension, Oceanside SCHD - merits policy consideration by LAFCO and other 
regional planning bodies.  This policy orientation relatedly serves as additional 
justification for the Commission to facilitate or otherwise accommodate 
jurisdictional changes to Oceanside that would otherwise occur in the county 
while concurrently deferring to the City General Plan as appropriate in 
considering appropriate and compatible uses.  
 

7. With respect to housing supply and related growth issues within the Oceanside 
region, LAFCO independently makes the following statements. 

 
(a) It is estimated the housing stock within the City of Oceanside and 

Oceanside SCHD and their matching jurisdictional boundaries 
experienced a net increase of 1,625 units – or 325 annually – during the five-
year reporting period.   This results in an overall (historical) unit-to-resident 
ratio of 1.0 to 2.6. 

 
(b) It is estimated the unit-to-resident ratio within the City of Oceanside and 

Oceanside SCHD and their matching jurisdictional boundaries generated 
during the five-year report period has been 1.6 to 1.0.  This ratio marks a 
two-fifth improvement over the historical ratio of 2.6. 

(c) It is estimated the total housing stock within the Morro Hills CSD 
jurisdictional boundary tallies 396.    This results in an overall (historical) 
unit-to-resident ratio of 2.5.  
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(d) LAFCO defers from making any estimates on additional housing 
construction within the Morro Hills CSD jurisdictional boundary during the 
five-year report period.  This deferral is appropriate given earlier census 
information is not readily available for the two affected block groups 
underlying the jurisdictional boundary.    
 

8. With respect to housing costs and related growth issues within the Oceanside 
region, LAFCO independently makes the following statements. 
 
(a)  It is estimated the average five-year mean housing cost (mortgage and rent) 

within the City of Oceanside and Oceanside SCHD and their matching 
jurisdictional boundaries tallies $2,248.  This represents a one-fifth increase 
over the prior five-year average.  

 
(b) It is estimated households in the City of Oceanside and Oceanside SCHD 

and their matching jurisdictional boundaries are spending 28% of their pre-
tax income just on rent or mortgage payments.  This estimate increases to 
36% (renters) and 45% (homeowners) when adding ancillary housing costs.   

 
(c) The average home value in the City of Oceanside and Oceanside SCHD 

and their matching jurisdictional boundaries has separately increased by 
60% over the five-year report period from $522,082 to $831,328.   This 
generates a home price-to-income ratio estimate of 8.6.   
 

(d) It is estimated the average five-year mean housing cost (mortgage and rent) 
within the Morro Hills CSD’s jurisdictional boundary tallies $2,939.  This 
represents a 14% increase over the prior five-year average.  

 
(e) It is estimated households in the Morro Hills CSD jurisdictional boundary 

are spending 24% of their pre-tax income just on rent or mortgage 
payments.  This estimate increases to 30% (renters) and 36% (homeowners) 
when adding ancillary housing costs.   

 
(f) The average home value in the Morro Hills CSD jurisdictional boundary has 

increased by 58% over the five-year report period from $550,771 to 
$872,987.   This generates a home price-to-income ratio estimate of 6.0.   
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9.   LAFCO should coordinate with SANDAG to develop current buildout estimates 
within the Oceanside region and incorporate the information into the next 
scheduled municipal service review. This should include assessing potential 
impacts tied to the recent passage of Senate Bill 9 (Weiner) and allowance for 
additional lot splitting. 

 
10. A review of demographics shows substantive distinctions in the Oceanside 

region between residents within the City of Oceanside and Oceanside SCHD 
versus residents within the Morro Hills CSD with respect to age, income, and 
education.   These distinctions are detailed as follows: 
 
(a) It is estimated residents within the City of Oceanside and Oceanside SCHD 

and their matching boundaries finished the five-year report period with a 
median age of 39 and an average household income of $97,238.  The 
portion of residents 25 or older with four-year degrees totals 37%. 
 

(b) It is estimated residents within the Morro Hills CSD boundary finished the 
five-year report period with a median age of 43 and an average household 
income of $146,289.  The portion of residents 25 or older with four-year 
degrees totals 52%.   
 

11.  Based on recent annual counts, the number of homeless in the City of Oceanside 
and Oceanside SCHD and their matching boundaries has increased during the 
five-year report period from 483 to 514 – a difference of 6%. The most recent 
count also shows 62% – or 318 – of the total being unsheltered and residing in 
cars, public places, or the street. 

 
12.  At the end of the five-year report period, there was one counted homeless in the 

City of Oceanside and Oceanside SCHD and their matching boundaries for 
every 340 housed residents – i.e., 1-to-340.  This reflects a relative intensity in 
homelessness of 5% over the prior 60-month ratio of 1-to-355. 

 
13.  The number of shelter beds (emergency, transitional, etc.) in Oceanside at the 

end of the five-year report period tallies 378.  This capacity generates a baseline 
shortage of (136) beds to accommodate all counted homeless.  

 
14.  No information readily exists to estimate homelessness in Morro Hills CSD. 
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5.2 Location and Characteristics of Any Disadvantaged Unincorporated 
Communities and Relevant Information on Water, Wastewater, and Fire 
Protection Services.   

 
1. None of the three affected agencies in the Oceanside region – City of Oceanside, 

Oceanside SCHD, and Morro Hills CSD – have lands within their existing 
boundaries or spheres of influence qualifying as disadvantaged unincorporated 
communities – or DUCs – under LAFCO policy.     

 
2. Camp Pendelton lies immediately adjacent to all three affected agencies’ 

boundaries and spheres of influence in the Oceanside region.   These adjacent 
lands qualify as DUCs under LAFCO policy with water, wastewater, and fire 
protection services currently provided by internal Marine Corps operations.  The 
adequacy of these services has not been analyzed.  

 
3. Approximately 150 acres of additional DUC lands under LAFCO policy lie 

immediately adjacent to the City of Oceanside and Oceanside SCHD and their 
matching boundaries.  These additional DUCs are located to the immediate 
southeast of the agencies near Sunset Drive and Melrose Way; they are also within 
the Vista sphere of influence.   
 
(a) Given annexation to Vista remains uncertain and potentially improbable, 

LAFCO should consider the merits of the above-referenced DUCs to the 
Oceanside sphere as a special study area.   

 
5.3    Capacity of Public Facilities and Infrastructure Needs and Deficiencies 

 
1. The following statements apply to the City of Oceanside and address the 

availability, adequacy, and performance of the five targeted municipal service 
functions underlying Oceanside’s growth and development evaluated in this 
report: (a) potable water; (b) wastewater; (c) integrated fire protection, 
emergency medical, and ambulance; (d) parks and recreation; and (e) 
community development. 
 
(a) With respect to the City of Oceanside’s potable water function: 

 
i. Oceanside’s potable water services extend throughout the 

jurisdictional boundary except for rural and agricultural uses in the 
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South Morro Hills area.  Oceanside self-attests it does not provide any 
out-of-agency potable water services at the end of the reporting period.   

 
ii. Oceanside’s potable water service operates as an enterprise and the 

total per household net revenue at the end of the five-year report period 
is estimated at $190. 

 
iii. Approximately 90% of Oceanside’s potable water supplies retailed 

during the five-year report period have been imported through the 
County Water Authority.  The remaining 10% are local and involve 
pumped subterranean flows from the San Rey Luis River. 
 

iv. Oceanside’s average potable water demand during the five-year report 
period equals 59.4 acre-feet daily.  This amount translates to estimated 
daily averages for each resident and household of 112 gallons and 330 
gallons, respectively.  

 
v. Oceanside’s overall potable water demands have decreased by (4%) 

during the five-year report period despite a corresponding increase in 
the estimated population of 2,611 or 2%.   

  
vi. The average potable water demand generated during the five-year 

report period for the entire distribution system (annual and daily) is 
estimated to equal 12% of Oceanside’s maximum available supplies 
based on infrastructure capacities.   This measurement estimate rises to 
22% when applying Oceanside’s average peak-day demands. 

 
vii. It is estimated Oceanside’s available potable water storage capacity can 

accommodate up to 2.6 days of normal usage based on average 
demands generated over the five-year report period without requiring 
recharge   This amount falls below the industry standard of maintaining 
no less than 3.0 days of potable supply.   

viii. LAFCO should coordinate with the County of San Diego to identify 
active groundwater wells within Oceanside and incorporate the 
information into the next scheduled municipal service review.  

 
(b) With respect to the City of Oceanside’s wastewater function: 

 



San Diego LAFCO   
Oceanside Region Municipal Service Review   Proposed Final Report | September 2024 

   

38 | P a g e  
 

 

i. Oceanside’s wastewater function and related classes (collection, 
treatment, and discharge) extends throughout most of the jurisdictional 
boundary except for rural and agricultural uses in the City’s South Morro 
Hills neighborhood.  

 
ii. Oceanside maintains two grandfathered out-of-agency wastewater 

service agreements that involve collecting, treating, and discharging 
flows from Rainbow MWD and portions of the City of Vista.  Oceanside 
attests to no other out-of-agency wastewater services.   

 
iii. Oceanside’s wastewater services operates as an enterprise and the total 

per household net revenue at the end of the five-year report period is 
estimated at $279.  

 
iv. Oceanside’s wastewater service is divided between two distinct service 

areas based on directing flows to one of two City-owned treatment 
facilities: San Luis Rey and La Salina.  The current split in wastewater 
customers between these two facilities is estimated at 75-25.  

 
v. Oceanside’s average wastewater demand during the five-year report 

period within the La Salina service area equals 2.5 million gallons daily.   
This measurement has decreased by (7.3%)  

 
vi. Oceanside’s average wastewater demand during the five-year report 

period within the San Luis Rey service area equals 7.9 million gallons 
daily. This measurement has increased by 3.5%. 

 
vii. The combined average day flow generated in Oceanside’s two 

wastewater service areas during the five-year report period equals 10.5 
million gallons with an overall period change of 0.7%. 

 
 

viii. The combined average day wastewater flow within Oceanside during 
the five-year report period on a per capita measurement is estimated at 
60 gallons.  This translates to an average household wastewater 
demand estimate of 177 gallons.  

 
ix. Oceanside’s two treatment facilities at San Luis Rey and La Salina are 
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operating with excess daily capacities of no less than 42% of their 
permitted allowances under normal conditions based on average 
demands during the five-year report period.    

 
x. It is estimated Oceanside’s excess daily discharge capacity via the 

Oceanside Ocean Outfall is 37% based on average demands during the 
five-year report period.  This available capacity translates to 6.1 million 
gallons and serves as a relatively fixed cap with respect to 
accommodating future growth and development. 

 
xi. It is estimated Oceanside has available wastewater infrastructure – 

including outfall capacity – to accommodate up to 34,223 additional 
households assuming the demand-to-capacity ratio for the five-year 
report period holds.  This translates to a wastewater-system buildout 
population estimate of 275,592. 
 

xii. LAFCO should coordinate with the County of San Diego Environmental 
Health to identify active septic systems in Oceanside and incorporate 
this data into the next scheduled municipal service review.  

 
(c) With respect to the City of Oceanside’s integrated fire protection, 

emergency medical, and ambulance functions: 
 

i. Oceanside’s General Fund monies have covered 98% of the integrated 
fire protection function and related classes’ actual expenses during the 
five-year period.  The total per capita General Fund expense at the end 
of the five-year report period is $206. 

 
ii. Personnel serves as the primary infrastructure resource for Oceanside’s 

integrated fire services with total budgeted positions rising by 14% to 
136 full-time equivalents through the end of the five-year report period   
The ending amount translates to 0.8 fire personnel for every 1,000 
residents. 

 
iii. Actual onsite demands for Oceanside’s integrated fire services during 

the five-year report period have increased by one-fifth from 44 to 47 per 
day.  This latter amount equals one onsite response every 30 minutes 
over 365 days over 60 months.  
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iv. Calls resulting in ambulance transport in Oceanside have averaged 26 

daily during the five-year report period with an overall increase of 15%.    
The average translates to more than one-half of all onsite fire service 
responses now requiring ambulance transport.  

 
v. Oceanside’s integrated fire service capacities appear sufficiently sized 

to readily accommodate demands through the timeframe of the report.  
This statement is reflected in – and among other measurements – 
Oceanside’s ability to respond exclusively to 82% of all onsite incidents 
within its boundary during the five-year report period while 
concurrently absorbing an 18% increase in demands.  

 
(d) With respect to the City of Oceanside’s parks and recreation function: 
 

i. Oceanside’s General Fund has covered 95% of its parks and recreation 
function and related classes’ (aquatics, parks and open space, and 
community recreation classes) actual expenses during the five-year 
report period.  The total per capita General Fund expense at the end of 
the period is estimated at $32. 

 
ii. Oceanside’s aquatics and parks and open space classes have 

experienced substantive capacity expansions during the five-year 
report.  These expansions are marked by completing two planned 
capital improvements that collectively elevate the El Corazon complex 
as a regional recreational hub. 

 
iii. Although Oceanside’s community recreation class did not experience a 

capacity expansion during the five-year report period, ongoing 
adaptions continue to better align resources with needs with an 
increasing focus on seniors.  This includes starting and expanding a 
senior nutrition program and establishing a variety of senior classes.  

 
iv. Oceanside’s 426 acres of beach and parkland acreage at the end of the 

five-year report period translates to 2.4 acres for every 1,000 residents.   
(Ratio does not count acreage of Oceanside’s two municipal golf 
courses.)  This ratio is  nearly one-fifth – or the equivalent of 98.2 acres – 
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below the minimum municipality standard of 3.0 acres of parkland for 
every 1,000 residents in State law (Quimby Act).  

 
v. Oceanside maintains a joint-use agreement with Oceanside Unified 

School District that provides the City access to an additional 115 acres 
of parkland.  This agreement – and among other benefits – bridges the 
existing gap under the Quimby Act and raises Oceanside’s parkland 
ratio to 3.1 acres for every 1,000 residents.   

 
vi. Oceanside General Plan includes a policy directive to “strive” to achieve 

5.0 acres of parkland acreage for every 1,000 residents.   Oceanside 
would need to add 447 acres to meet this marker based on the 
estimated population at the end of the five-year report period.  

 
(e) With respect to the City of Oceanside’s community development function: 
 

i. Oceanside’s General Fund has covered 8% of the community 
development function and associated classes’ (planning, building, code 
enforcement, engineering, and housing assistance) actual expenses 
during the five-year report.  The total General Fund per capita expense 
at the end of the period is estimated at $70. 

 
ii. The average annual volume of development application filings 

transacted through Oceanside and its planning class has been 183 with 
an overall change of (5%) in the five-year report period.  Resources have 
trailed demands with the annual ratio of submittals-to-actions rising 
three-fourths from 2.5 to 4.3.   The period average is 3.0.   

 
iii. The average annual volume of permit issuances transacted by 

Oceanside and its building class has been 4,395 with an overall change 
of 97% in the five-year report period. Additional analysis is needed to 
provide a meaningful comparison between resources and demands 
relative to turnaround.    

 
iv. The average annual number of case openings by Oceanside and its 

code enforcement class has been 5,425 with an overall change of (11%) 
in the five-year report period.  Resources have kept pace with demands 
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with the average annual ratio of case openings to case closures of 1.0 
with minimal changes during the period.   

 
v. The average annual volume of filings received by Oceanside and its 

engineer class involving landscape plans and grading permits has been 
71 with an overall change of 47% in the five-year report period. 
Resources have trailed demands with an annual ratio of submittals to 
actions increasing three-fold from 1.2 to 4.7.  The period average is 2.2.      

 
vi. The housing voucher program administered by Oceanside and its 

housing assistance class finished the five-year report period with 1,341 
participants - an amount that has remained relatively fixed with nearly 
4,800 on a waiting list.  It is estimated the time to transition from waitlist 
to participant is approximately 10 years based on recent trends.  
Additional analysis is needed to assess and compare the turnaround 
relative to other jurisdictions.  

 
2. The following statements apply to the Oceanside SCHD and address the 

availability, adequacy, and performance of its two active municipal functions as 
categorized by LAFCO: marina and dredging. 

 
(a) With respect to Oceanside SCHD’s marina function: 

 
i. SCHD’s marina function and related classes (wharf, pier, harbor basins, 

boat launch, beach and camping, streets and sidewalks, and parking 
classes) serve as the agency’s core public-facing activity.  It also 
accounts for 100% of all budgeted and actual resources transacted 
during the five-year report period. 

 
ii. SCHD’s marina services operate as an enterprise with actual revenue 

averaging $8.3 million during the five-year report period with four-fifths 
coming from boat slip fees.   Actual expenses have averaged $9.9 
million resulting in a total margin of (20%). 

 
iii. The wharf class involves operating approximately 350,000 square feet 

of commercial spaces along Oceanside Harbor.   SCHD reports a 100% 
lease occupancy rate at the end of the five-year report period. There 
have been no substantive class changes. 
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iv. The pier class involves operating an approximate 50-foot pier at the 

center of Oceanside Harbor.   The pier is dedicated to fishing and can 
accommodate up to 12 users. SCHD does not track usage. There have 
been no substantive class changes during the five-year report period.  

 
v. The harbor basin class involves operating 26 piling docks and 954 boat 

slips with 890 dedicated to monthly permittees.  All 890 leasable boat 
slips are taken with a total waiting list of 210 at the end of the five-year 
report period. There have been no substantive class changes. 

 
vi. The boat launch class involves operating a single concrete pad with four 

boarding floats.  The boat launch can accommodate up to six vessels at 
any one time.  SCHD does not track usage. There have been no changes 
to this class during the five-year report period.   

 
vii. The beach and camping class involves operating Harbor Beach and its 

related amenities – including 24-hour public restrooms.  Vehicle 
camping is allowed year-round in the Harbor Beach parking lot with a 
five-night limit in any 30-day period.  SCHD does not actively track 
usage.  There have been no substantive changes to this class during the 
five-year report period.  

 
viii. The parking class involves operating 15 surface lots with a combined 

capacity of 1,690 spaces.   Exactly three-fourths – or 1,277 – of all parking 
spaces are unreserved with two-thirds of this portion being free with 
specified hour limitations.  SCHD does not actively track usage.  There 
have been no changes to this class during the five-year report period.   

 
 

ix. Relative to overall considerations, the marina function appears to be 
performing satisfactorily in balancing community needs with available 
resources through the end of the five-year report period.  This statement 
is reflected in – among other measurements – constant demand for its 
two primary revenue sources: boat slips and commercial leases.  

 
x. Notwithstanding the preceding statement, the ability of SCHD to 

continue to balance community needs and available resources 
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underlying the marina function is increasingly stressed due to years of 
under-prioritized maintenance and improvements.   This historical 
practice has left an estimated $28.0 million in needed improvements to 
stabilize core infrastructure in the Oceanside Harbor over the next 15 
years; an amount more than three times greater than the average 
annual revenue collection during the five-year report period.  

 
(b) With respect to the Oceanside SCHD’s dredging function:  

 
i. SCHD’s dredging function and related classes (channel clearing and 

beach restoration classes) has been limited to an advisory and related 
sponsorship role with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  

 
ii. SCHD does not own, lease, or otherwise have any infrastructure or 

equipment in support of dredging.  Further, SCHD has not budgeted, 
collected, or expended any resources in support of the dredging 
function during the five-year report period.  

 
iii. SCHD indirectly supports its dredging function administratively via its 

budgeted marina function by advising with the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers and their annual commitment to clear the Oceanside Harbor 
inlet given its shared use by Camp Pendelton.    

 
iv. The annual dredging performed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

generally takes place in late spring and takes two to four weeks to 
complete at an approximate cost of $6.5 million.    This amount equals 
nearly two-thirds of SCHD’s average actual expenses during the five-
year report period.  

 
v. The average yearly volume of sand dredged from the inlet during the 

five-year report period has been 257,019 cubic yards, which translates 
to covering approximately 160 acres at a one-foot depth (dry sand).   

 
vi. Sand dredged by the U.S. Corps of Engineering as part of the annual 

channel clearing is pumped onto the beaches north and south of the 
Oceanside Pier as part of a sand renourishment program.    Oceanside 
– and not SCHD – budgets approximately $0.600 million annually to 
support the federal dredging program.  
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vii. Despite the annual replenishment performed by the U.S. Corps of 

Engineering, Oceanside estimates Harbor Beach is currently losing 2.4 
feet a year to drift erosion.  

 
3. The following statements apply to Morro Hills CSD and address the availability, 

adequacy, and performance of its lone active municipal function: streets.  
 
(a) With respect to the street function: 

 
i. CSD’s street function and related classes (signage, drainage, and traffic) 

tie to maintaining a 6.0-mile roadway network via routine paving, 
patching, and signage upkeep.    CSD also periodically prepares traffic 
assessments to help inform calming measures.  

 
ii. CSD’s street function operates as a non-enterprise and is dependent on 

all-purpose revenues given all deliverables (i.e., roads) do not readily 
tie to collecting user fees.    

 
iii. CSD’s allocation of the 1% in property taxes – averaging $0.091 million 

over the five-year report period – serves as the dominant funding 
resource for the street function and defines capacity limitations.  

 
iv. There have been no expansions to CSD’s roadway network in terms of 

scale since the late 1960s.  No expansions are anticipated within the 
report’s timeframe.  

 
v. CSD’s focus over the last two decades and through the five-year report 

period has been to maintain existing service levels and explore traffic 
calming measures.  These latter efforts are marked by periodically 
contracting with engineers to prepare traffic assessments on volume 
and speed conditions within the CSD.  The last two assessments were 
completed in 2008 and 2021. 

 
vi. No significant infrastructure needs or deficiencies were identified in 

either of CSD’s  2008 and 2021 traffic assessments with one material 
exception.  This exception dates to the 2008 assessment and 
recommendation based on traffic conditions that the speed limit along 
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one of CSD’s three primary roads – Sleeping Indian Road – should be 
increased from 35 to 45 mph.   This recommendation has not been 
addressed despite data in the most recent assessment confirming the 
merit and need to raise the speed limit.  

 
4.  Additional information is needed to determine the number of mutual water 

companies and associated infrastructure conditions in the Oceanside region as 
prompted under the LAFCO statute.   The Commission defers this analysis to a 
future informational report. 

 
5.4   Agencies’ Financial Ability to Provide Services  
 

1. All three affected agencies in the Oceanside region operate with significantly 
different financial means and resources in providing municipal services.  

 
2. The following determinations are specific to the City of Oceanside.   

 
(a) The City of Oceanside’s average actual annual costs during the five-year 

report period tallies $492.9 million with an ending amount of $570.8 
million.  The overall period change is 31%.  It is estimated the average total 
actual per capita cost over the 60-month period is $2,850. 

 
i.  Actual annual General Fund expenses for Oceanside are on the rise and 

marked by the annual per capita share increasing by 25% from $947 to 
$1,179 over the five-year report period year.  

 
(b) Measure X’s ½ cent sales tax starting in April 2019 has been a success in 

balancing the City of Oceanside’s General Fund.   Markedly, Measure X has 
reversed a prior actual General Fund deficit and has generated a positive 
actual annual per capita revenue-to-expense difference each year post 
implementation with an average net of $63.    Measure X’s scheduled 
expiration in 2026 merits attention with Oceanside sponsoring an 
extension for voter approval in November 2024.  
 

(c) The City of Oceanside’s average actual annual revenues during the five-
year report period tallies $530.5 million with an ending amount of $620.6 
million.   The overall period change is 38%.  It is estimated the average total 
actual per capita cost over the reporting period is $3,067. 
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i.  Actual annual General Fund revenues for Oceanside are on the rise and 

marked by the annual per capita share rising by 35% from $903 to 
$1,223 over the five-year report period year.  

 
(d) The City of Oceanside’s spendable unrestricted reserves within its General 

Fund totals $96.8 million at the end of the five-year report period and is 
equal to five months of operating expenses. 

    
i.   Oceanside met its adopted General Fund reserve policy to maintain no 

less than amounts equal to 12% of operating expenses in all five years 
covering the reporting period.  

 
(e) The City of Oceanside’s audited net position covering all City funds has 

increased over the five-year report period by one-fourth from $909.6 
million to $1.136 billion. This change tracks with a per capita measurement 
and its estimated 23% increase from $5,275 to $6,507. 

 
i.  Oceanside’s audited and accrued unrestricted fund balance less 

pension and related liabilities at the end of the five-year report period 
is sufficient to cover 12.0 months of total actual expenses.  

 
ii. Oceanside’s liquidity levels are considered high as measured by a days’ 

cash ratio – or burn rate – of 691 at the end of the five-year report period.  
This measurement improved by one-fifth and positions Oceanside to 
readily cover short-term obligations without concern.  

 
 

iii. Oceanside’s capital levels are considered average as measured by an 
otherwise moderate debt ratio of 24% at the end of the five-year report 
period.   This measurement has improved by one-fifth and positions 
Oceanside with up to three-fourths of its assets to leverage toward 
financing big-ticket improvements going forward.  

 
iv. Oceanside’s average annual total margin – or bottom line – during the 

reporting period has been 14% with positive closings in all five years.   
This measurement shows Oceanside has been effective in the bottom-
line management of its resources throughout the reporting period.  
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v. Oceanside’s accumulated depreciation ratio at the end of the five-year 

report period shows its capital assets – at least on an accounting basis – 
have collectively exceeded their expected usefulness (lifespan) by 39%.  
This deficiency merits attention going forward.     

    
(f) The City of Oceanside’s total employer pension contribution paid to 

CalPERS at the end of the five-year report period totals $30.2 million and 
equals 37% of payroll – an increase of more than one-fifth.  

 
i.  Oceanside’s total funded pension ratio at the end of the five-year report 

period is 74% and reflects an overall change of less than (1%).     This 
ratio is considered average relative to other local agencies.  

  
(g) The City of Oceanside’s pay-as-you-go annual OPEB expense totals $1.063 

million at the end of the five-year report period.   This amount represents a 
net increase of $0.552 million – or 108% – over the preceding 60 months.   

 
i.  Oceanside’s accrued liability for OPEB totals $9.706 million at the end 

of the five-year report period. This amount represents a net increase of 
$3.917 million – or 68% – over the preceding 60 months.  

 
3. The following determinations are specific to the Oceanside SCHD.   

 
(a) Oceanside SCHD’s total actual expense at the end of the five-year report 

period equals $8.750 million with 80% covering staff support services with 
Oceanside.   Overall, the variance between actual and budgeted expenses 
during the reporting period falls slightly higher at 3.3%. 

(b) Oceanside SCHD’s total actual revenue at the end of the five-year report 
period equals $8.963 million with 74% generated from boat slip fees.   
Overall, the variance between actual and budgeted revenues during the 
reporting period is slightly lower at (3.5%). 

 
(c) Oceanside SCHD finished the five-year report period with an unassigned 

fund balance of $4.600 million.  This amount is sufficient to cover 6.3 
months of actual costs.  
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(d) Oceanside SCHD’s audited net position has increased during the five-year 
report period by one-tenth from $13.360 to $14.931 million. This change 
parallels the difference in the per capita measurement and its own 10% 
increase from $78 to $86. 

 
i. SCHD’s liquidity levels are considered relatively high as measured by a 

days’ cash ratio – or burn rate – of 256 at the end of the five-year report 
period.  Although this measurement experienced an overall decline of 
(one-fifth) over the preceding 60 months, it continues to position the 
SCHD to readily cover short-term obligations without concern.  

 
ii. SCHD’s capital levels are considered high as measured by a low debt 

ratio of 4% at the end of the five-year report period.  This measurement 
incorporates a three-fifths improvement over the preceding 60 months 
and positions SCHD with significant capital resources to finance big-
ticket improvements going forward. 

 
iii. SCHD’s average annual total margin during the five-year report period 

has been 5% with positive closing amounts in all five years.   This 
measurement shows the SCHD has been effective in bottom-line 
management of its resources throughout the reporting period.   

 
iv. SCHD’s accumulated depreciation ratio at the end of the five-year 

report period shows its capital assets – at least on an accounting basis – 
have collectively exceeded their expected usefulness (lifespan) by 
nearly three-fold – i.e., more than 300%.  This measurement undercuts 
the otherwise positive liquidity and capital levels and underscores the 
need for capital improvements.  

 
(e) Oceanside SCHD does not have any recorded pension or other post-

employment benefit obligations.    
 

4. The following determinations are specific to the Morro Hills CSD.   
 

(a) LAFCO staff requested but did not receive copies of budget materials or 
quarterly financial reports covering the five-year report period from Morro 
Hills CSD.   These materials are also not available on the CSD website, 
although they should be.    
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(b) Morro Hills CSD finished the five-year report period with an unassigned 

fund balance of $0.267 million.  This amount is sufficient to cover 134 
months of recent actual costs.  

 
(c) Morro Hills CSD’s audited net position mirrors asset holdings and has 

increased during the five-year report period by more than one-fourth from 
$0.454 million to $0.579 million.    

 
(d) Analysis of the standard fiscal measurement categories – liquidity, capital 

margin, and asset management – regarding Morro Hills CSD has limited 
value given the agency’s relatively stagnant fiscal activity during the five-
year report period.  The lone exception involves CSD’s total margin ratios 
and its value as a bottom-line accounting measurement tool.   
 

i. CSD’s overall average total margin during the reporting period has 
been 39% with positive year-end amounts achieved in four of the five 
years.  This measurement shows the CSD has ultimately been effective 
in bottom-line management of its available resources.  

 
(e) Morro Hills CSD does not have any recorded pension or other post-

employment benefit obligations.    
 
5.5 Status and Opportunities for Shared Facilities & Resources 
 

1. The City of Oceanside and – albeit to a lesser degree – Oceanside SCHD have 
established responsive shared facilities and resources with other agencies and 
organizations in fulfilling their responsibilities to provide specified municipal 
functions to their common constituents.    

2. The City of Oceanside and Oceanside SCHD mutually benefit from their existing 
relationship specific to their joint economic and social interest in promoting the 
Oceanside Harbor.  The relationship harmonizes the planning and use of the 
Oceanside Harbor while helping to economize costs for the mutual benefit of 
the agencies’ shared constituency.  

 
3. The City of Oceanside has been proactive in economizing all of the five targeted 

municipal service functions evaluated in this report through various 
collaborations and partnerships.     
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(a) The City of Oceanside maintains nine interconnections that can be used to 

cross-share potable water with neighboring agencies during short-term 
emergencies or planned shutdowns involving the San Diego Aqueduct.  
Three of these connections are with Rainbow MWD, two are with Carlsbad 
MWD, three are with Vista ID, and one is with Camp Pendleton. Oceanside 
also has the ability to treat water at its Reese facility and provide back to the 
Vallecitos WD, Vista ID, and County Water Authority. 

 
(b) The City of Oceanside and Rainbow MWD mutually benefit from a cost-

sharing arrangement involving wastewater dating back to 1973 marked by 
economizing public facilities and avoiding duplicative infrastructure.  
Through this arrangement, Rainbow contributed to Oceanside’s share of 
construction costs for the Oceanside Ocean Outfall while providing an 
ongoing compensated relationship for the City to collect, treat, and 
discharge up to 1.5 million daily gallons of flows from Rainbow.  

 
(c) The City of Oceanside is part of a joint-powers authority known as “North 

Comm” and includes the Cities of Vista, San Marcos, Solana Beach, 
Encinitas, and Carlsbad as well as the North County FPD. This arrangement 
provides efficiencies for the member agencies and their constituents by 
providing coordinated dispatching emergency communication services for 
public safety within the member agencies’ boundaries. 

 
(d) The City of Oceanside maintains a joint-use agreement with Oceanside 

Unified School District to cross-share public resources for mutual citizenry 
benefit involving parks and recreation.  This agreement – pertinently – 
bridges the existing gap for Oceanside in meeting the statewide ratio 
standard of making available 3.0 acres of parklands for every 1,000 
residents.   The agreement conversely provides the District with facility 
maintenance from Oceanside as well as access to City swimming facilities. 
 

(e) The City of Oceanside and Carlsbad share community development 
resources in establishing a joint-power authority to cooperatively advance 
and guide the State’s otherwise stalled restoration of the Buena Vista 
Lagoon – an approximate 220-acre freshwater body located in between the 
two municipalities.  The Buena Vista Lagoon is California’s first designated 
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ecological reserve dating back to 1968 and its restoration has stalled over 
several years due to a lack of community consensus on the next steps.      
 

4. Oceanside SCHD makes effective use of Oceanside’s Harbor and Beaches 
Advisory Committee in vetting and developing consensus in guiding resources 
at the Oceanside Harbor.  This includes creating a regular opportunity for wharf 
tenants, slip permittees, and liveaboards to identify volunteer opportunities for 
the mutual benefit of all Harbor users.  
 

5. Oceanside SCHD continues to effectively partner in an advisory role with the 
U.S. Corps of Engineering in organizing the Corps’ annual dredging of the 
Oceanside Habor.   This partnership provides SCHD and its constituents the 
equivalent of an annual $3.5 million benefit that would otherwise necessitate an 
approximate one-third increase to the operating budget.  

 
6. Notwithstanding other statements, additional cost-sharing resources between 

the City of Oceanside and Oceanside SCHD merit consideration involving 
SCHD’s patrol boat; the latter having been purchased by SCHD in 2016 for 
$0.500 million through funds advanced by the City as part of a long-term 
payment plan.  Since the patrol boat is periodically used by Oceanside outside 
the Oceanside Harbor, it seems appropriate for SCHD to receive a proportional 
credit against its annual repayments based on actual City usage going forward.  

 
7. It would be beneficial for Morro Hills CSD to explore a service agreement with 

the City of Oceanside to provide contract road maintenance at a pre-agreed 
hourly rate.   This type of arrangement could help protect the CSD from variables 
– costs and availability – associated with current practice to utilize private 
contractors as needed.  

 
 
5.6 Local Accountability and Government Restructure Options  

 
1. All three affected agencies in the Oceanside region are led by responsive 

officials – elected and appointed – and illustrated by holding regular meetings, 
timely posting of agendas and minutes online, and being accessible to the 
public – including readily responding to LAFCO inquiries throughout the 
preparation of this report. These measurables help maintain public trust to 
ensure constituents’ ongoing financial investment via property taxes, special 
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assessments, and/or user charges are warranted. 
 
2. The City of Oceanside is the principal local agency in the region with elevated 

responsibilities given its decisions – directly and indirectly – materially affect and 
influence the other two local agencies.   The City Council has met these elevated 
responsibilities during the five-year report period by practicing measured 
decision-making processes that actively draw on the input of 15 standing 
committees along with empowering a capable senior management team.  
 

3. The City of Oceanside has taken a leadership role recently in the greater San 
Diego metropolitan region to restore and retain sand along City beaches.   
Recent measures taken up during the five-year report period include 
establishing and filling a Coastal Zone Administrator position to oversee 
Oceanside’s “Re-Beach” program to design and implement a phased project 
estimated to total up to $50.0 million and in doing so mitigate the significant 
threat of sand losses to Oceanside’s beach-centric economic and social welfare.  
 
(a) As the City of Oceanside proceeds to implement the initial phases of its 

otherwise novel Re-Beach program, it would be pragmatic to explore 
opportunities to enlist local coastal agencies in consolidating efforts - 
functional or political - given inescapable impacts and interests in beach 
restorations.   LAFCO should offer its assistance should Oceanside and/or 
other stakeholders wish to explore a political model to organize sand 
nourishment on a larger scale.  

 
4. Additional efforts should be taken by Oceanside SCHD to distinguish its role as 

a stand-alone governmental entity separate from the City of Oceanside. This 
includes developing stand-alone contracting arrangements with Oceanside 
outlining specific services and costs therein with respect to the existing use of 
City staff, supplies, and resources in carrying out District duties.   Establishing a 
dedicated website is also merited to provide the public with direct and easy 
access to SCHD information that is otherwise obscured on the Oceanside site.   

 
5. It appears Oceanside SCHD informally deactivated its previously authorized and 

active patrol and rescue municipal function starting in 2009 by de-budgeting its 
Harbor Patrol in line with the City of Oceanside assuming these responsibilities 
and associated employees.   SCHD’s legal authorization to provide patrol and 
rescue – however – remains active under State law.  Accordingly, to clarify service 
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expectations and mitigate potential liabilities, it would be prudent for SCHD to 
formally clarify its existing role – if any – in delivering patrol and rescue service, 
and if needed request LAFCO approval to divest this municipal function under 
Government Code 56824.10. 

 
6. Oceanside SCHD’s role as a dependent special district of the City of Oceanside 

benefits both agencies and their joint economic and social interest in Oceanside 
Harbor.  This relationship, most notably, harmonizes the planning and use of the 
Oceanside Harbor while helping to economize costs for the mutual benefit of 
the agencies’ shared constituency.   

 
7. LAFCO is aware there is community interest in exploring the reorganization of 

Oceanside SCHD into an independent agency to provide direct community 
influence on decision-making.  Accordingly, and based on available resources, 
it would be appropriate for the Commission to consider authorizing a future 
governance study to assess available alternatives – functional and political – for 
the benefit of both agencies and their shared constituents.  
 

8. The accumulated depreciation ratio for Oceanside SCHD at the end of the five-
year report period is concerning in showing capital assets (docks, pilings, etc.) 
have exceeded their useful life by more than three-fold.    This poor ratio is the 
result of decades of deferred maintenance and has left the CSD increasingly 
vulnerable to significant infrastructure failures.   
 

10. 9.   It appears appropriate for LAFCO to proceed with a limited sphere of 
influence update for both the City of Oceanside and Oceanside SCHD to affirm 
the existing designations with the addition of a common special study area.   The 
proposed special study area – which is currently within Vista’s sphere – spans 
nearly 250 acres and includes two non-contiguous DUCs located immediately 
southwest of the agencies near Sunset Drive and Melrose Way.   Establishing the 
special study area provides LAFCO the opportunity to discuss the potential 
annexation and/or authorization of out-of-agency service with both Vista and 
Oceanside with particular emphasis to help facilitate greater service equity 
within the DUCs  consistent with neighboring lands. There appears to be some 
interest in Morro Hills CSD to expand its powers to include police protection for 
the benefit of directly enforcing traffic laws within the jurisdictional boundary.  
Discussions are merited and LAFCO should help coordinate with County Sherriff 
in assessing options.  For purposes of managing community expectations, 



San Diego LAFCO   
Oceanside Region Municipal Service Review   Proposed Final Report | September 2024 

   

55 | P a g e  
 

 

LAFCO's consideration of this type of proposal would be largely premised on 
CSD expanding its financial resources to support this additional function and 
presumably through a voter-approved tax.  

 
11. Morro Hills CSD’s Board of Directors is entirely appointed due to a series of 

uncontested elections.  This propensity for uncontested elections and the 
presumed disinterest of local registered voters to serve leaves CSD increasingly 
vulnerable in making mid-term appointments when members resign – which has 
been a common occurrence during the five-year report period.    
 
(a) It appears merited for LAFCO to partner with the Morro Hills CSD in 

sponsoring or otherwise supporting a legislative change to the principal 
act to reduce the number of Board members from five to three consistent 
with existing special provisions in State law.11  

 
12. Morro Hills CSD’s decision to not act on a 2008 recommendation by an outside 

traffic consultant to raise the speed limit on Sleeping Indian Road from 35 to 
45mph appears arbitrary and inconsistent with the Board’s duty to its 
constituents to set speeds accepted as reasonable to a majority of road users.  
A review of a more recent traffic assessment performed in 2021 justifies the 
speed limit on Sleeping Indian Road to be set now to 55mph.  
 
(a) The Morro Hills CSD Board should revisit the preceeding topic and ensure 

an objective and data-supported speed limit is set to Sleeping Indian Road.  
 

13. Morro Hills CSD’s jurisdictional boundary to some extent appears disorderly 
along its northern and eastern perimeter with these adjacent non-jurisdictional 
lands that otherwise make use of the CSD roadway system.    
 
(a) It would be advantageous for the CSD to explore interest among these 

adjacent landowners to annex and have direct participation in the Board’s 
decision-making while concurrently expanding the CSD property tax base.  
  

14. It appears appropriate for LAFCO to proceed with a limited sphere of influence 
update for Morro Hills CSD to affirm the existing designation with the addition 
of a special study area.  The special study area represents the notional expansion 

 
11  Reference to California Government Code Section 61040.1.  
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of the CSD to capture adjacent lands that presumably use and benefit from the 
roadway system.   
 

5.7 Environmental Justice (Adopted Policy)   
 

1. LAFCO recognizes the connected and disproportionate effects of climate and 
environmental changes on marginalized – socially or economically – 
communities in San Diego County.  Among other outcomes, marginalized 
communities have historically been the first to experience displacement, illness, 
and death resulting from climate and environmental changes with the former 
headlined by weather and the latter marked by pollutants.    

 
2. LAFCO should prioritize future proposals within the Oceanside region that 

promote environmental justice and provide benefits - direct and indirect – to 
marginalized communities.   Among other resources, LAFCO shall draw on 
information available through the California Environmental Protection Agency 
as well as local jurisdictions’ climate action plans in considering the promotion 
of environmental justice.  

 
3. The following determinations are specific to the City of Oceanside and/or 

Oceanside SCHD and their shared jurisdictional boundaries and draw from data 
provided by the California Environmental Protection Agency:   
 
 
 
(a) The overall pollution burden ranking and its measurement of exposures 

and effects across Oceanside and Oceanside SCHD boundaries fall in the 
41st percentile relative to all of California.  This ranking falls above the 38th 
percentile for San Diego County and shows residents are statistically 
exposed to more pollutants than others in the county.   None of the overall 
measurements within Oceanside and Oceanside SCHD exceed the 66th 
percentile and its significance threshold.  
 

(b) A more micro-review of pollution burdens within Oceanside SCHD’s core 
service area – Oceanside Harbor – shows an overall ranking in the 21st 
percentile.  However, within this core service area, five pollution burden 
measurements exceed the 66th percentile and are considered significant 
and involve all of the following: 
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i. Air quality – diesel particulates (72nd percentile) 

ii. Drinking water containments (70th percentile)  
iii. Hazardous clean-up sites (86th percentile) 
iv. Groundwater threats (90th percentile)  
v. Impaired water bodies (92nd percentile) 
 

(c) The overall at-risk ranking and its measurement of sensitive populations 
and socioeconomic factors across Oceanside and Oceanside SCHD 
boundaries fall in the 32nd percentile relative to all of California. This ranking 
falls below the 37th percentile ranking for all of San Diego County and 
shows residents are statistically less susceptible to pollutants given their 
health and/or economic means than the rest of the county.  None of the 
overall measurements within Oceanside and Oceanside SCHD exceed the 
66th percentile and its significance threshold.  
 

(d) A more micro-review of at-risk populations within Oceanside SCHD’s core 
service area – Oceanside Harbor – shows an overall ranking in the 12th 
percentile.  None of the measurements within the core service area exceed 
the 66th percentile and its significance threshold.  

 
4. The following determinations are specific to the Morro Hills CSD and draw from 

data provided by the California Environmental Protection Agency:   
 
(a) The overall pollution burden ranking and its measurement of exposures 

and effects across the Morro Hills CSD boundary falls in the 52nd percentile 
relative to all of California.  This ranking falls above the 38th percentile 
ranking for San Diego County and shows residents are statistically exposed 
to more pollutants than others in the county.   Four measured pollutants  
exceed the 66th percentile and its significance threshold and involve all of 
the following: 

 
i. Pesticides (97th percentile) 

ii. Drinking water containments (71st percentile)  
iii. Hazardous clean-up sites (69th percentile) 
iv. Impaired water bodies (67th percentile) 
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(b) The overall at-risk ranking and its measurement of sensitive populations 
and socioeconomic factors across the Morro Hills CSD boundary falls in the 
20th percentile relative to all of California.  This ranking falls below the 37th 
percentile ranking for all of San Diego County and shows residents are 
statistically less susceptible to pollutants given their health and/or 
economic means than the rest of the county.  None of the overall 
measurements within Morro Hills CSD exceed the 66th percentile and its 
significance threshold.  

 
5. Other relevant environmental justice factors within the Oceanside region are 

informed by the Climate Action Plans (CAPs) adopted by the City of Oceanside 
and the County of San Diego and specific to the cascading effects of greenhouse 
gas emissions.  A review of these documents are headlined by the following 
considerations.  

 
(a) Oceanside’s current CAP was adopted in May 2019 and estimates the total 

carbon footprint generated in the incorporated boundary at 984,012 
metric tons using 2013 as its baseline year.  This total amount is equivalent 
to 5.8 metric tons per person based on the corresponding population 
estimate.  This latter estimate is the lowest among all five northern cities in 
San Diego County (Carlsbad, Escondido, San Marcos, and Vista). 

  
(b) The County’s current CAP was adopted in September 2024 and estimates 

the total carbon footprint generated in the unincorporated boundary – 
including Morro Hills CSD – at 2,984,000 metric tons using 2019 as its 
baseline year.  This total amount is equivalent to 6.2 metric tons per person 
based on the corresponding population estimate.  This latter estimate is 
the third lowest among all six counties in southern California (Imperial, Los 
Angeles, Orange, Riverside, and San Bernadino).  

 
6. Future LAFCO reports should revisit and expand analyses on the City of 

Oceanside and the County of San Diego’s policy efforts to reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions and related efforts to address and promote environmental justice.  
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next several decades with allowances made to increasing numbers of migrants from 
the east to settle and begin making basic improvements to the land and establishing 
various crops and livestock activities.  In 1883, the area established rail connectivity 
with San Diego and its harbor with subsequent track extensions splitting and heading 
either east towards Escondido, northeast towards San Bernardino, and north towards 
Los Angeles.    
 
Once rail came to the area in the early 
1880s, homesteaders – like Andrew 
Jackson Meyers – arrived and began 
building year-round homes and local-
serving storefronts immediately south 
of Rancho Margarita y. Las Flores.  
Going to the "ocean side" became a 
regional moniker for rancho families 
living inland and quickly formalized 
into the newfound title of “Oceanside.”  
John Chauncey Hayes emerged as a 
prominent figure in Oceanside’s 
transition towards cityhood through his land holding company and began acquiring 
and reselling lots between $50 and $100 with loans provided by his own bank.3   The 
framework for current-day downtown was established soon afterward with early 
businesses in Oceanside settling along Hill Street (Coast Highway) and the 
construction of an initial pier out to the Pacific Ocean completed by 1888.   
 
2.2  Incorporation Proceedings  
 
Interest in incorporating Oceanside paralleled Andrew Jackson Meyers’ recording of 
the first survey map with the County of San Diego in 1883.   At the time of the recording, 
it was estimated Oceanside’s permanent population was approaching 300.  The 
incorporation of National City in 1887 and the announcement by Escondido to do the 
same presumably provided momentum for community leaders to petition the Board 
of Supervisors and a vote on cityhood was held in May 1888.  The vote to incorporate 
Oceanside passed 74 to 53 with the effective date set as July 3, 1888.   A five-member 
board of trustees was also voted to serve as the inaugural City Council and consisted 
of C.W Maxson, John Schuyler, J.V. Hicks, F.S Trumbower, and Daniel Horne.    

 
3  The adjusted price of lots sold in 1885 for $50 to $100 translates to $1,500 to $3,000 in 2022.  

Initial Oceanside Pier  
Oceanside, California (1890) 

Photo Credit: San Diego History Center    
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the Cities of Carlsbad and Vista. These involve (a) pollution burdens  (exposures and 
environmental effects) and (b) at risk population characteristics (sensitive populations 
and socioeconomic factors) and are summarized below. Consideration of 
environmental justice draws on staff analyzing data available from the California 
Environmental Protection Agency through its online assessment tool (CalEnviroScreen 
4.0).  Two composite percentile rankings for territory within the City of Oceanside and 
overlapping adjacent areas – including inhabited portions within the Cities of Carlsbad 
and Vista – are generated based on a weighted calculation involving all underlying 
census tracts.  This involves pollution burdens (exposures and environmental effects) 
and at-risk population characteristics (sensitive populations and socioeconomic factors) 
relative to all census tracts in California.  Key results are summarized below and detailed 
in Table A – 4.6a.  
 

 Oceanside’s composite pollution burdens ranking falls in the 41st percentile 
relative to the rest of California.  It separately falls above the 38th percentile 
ranking for all of San Diego County.  Three of Oceanside’s pollution burden 
measurements exceed the 50th percentile and are considered relatively high.  
These involve exposures to (a) traffic impacts and (b) drinking water 
containments as well as (c) effects from impaired water bodies.   None of the 
pollution burdens exceed the 66th percentile and its significance threshold.10     
 
The following distinctions appear noteworthy with respect to comparing 
Oceanside’s percentile rankings to all of San Diego County.  
 
- Exposures to pesticide uses in Oceanside is comparatively high with a 

percentile ranking more than two times above the percentile for San Diego 
County.  Exposure to drinking water contaminants is similarly approaching a 
doubling of the percentile for all of San Diego County.  

 
- Exposures to toxic releases in Oceanside is comparatively low with a percentile 

ranking more than two times below the percentile for San Diego County.  
 
 

 
10    The effects on impaired water bodies scored somewhat high at the 62 percentile and ties to a clean-up order is by the State 

Regional Water Quality Control Board.  The order is part of a regional order assigned to the “Carlsbad Watershed 
Management Area.”  The Loma Alta Creek is one of six hydrologic areas in the affected watershed.   The Loma Alta Creek 
drains through a slough into the Pacific Ocean.  According to the clean-up order, portions of the Loma Alta Creek have been 
subject to human modifications; namely, the construction of concrete-lined channels. These alterations, among others, have 
contributed to the degradation and fragmentation of riparian habitat corridors and a reduction in the value of critical 
ecosystem services previously offered by the natural channel and wetlands. 
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Additional considerations of environmental justice factors can be found by analyzing 
elements from the City of Oceanside’s Climate Action Plan (CAP).  This document 
serves as Oceanside’s roadmap to reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions as 
required under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) with the societal 
understanding the negative effects therein – at least historically – disproportionally 
harm socially or economically disadvantaged communities.  
 
Oceanside adopted its first CAP in May 2019, and in doing so established its’ most 
public- facing policy document to address the effects of climate change and advance 
environmental justice.   Oceanside’s CAP includes more than twenty emission 
reduction strategies to streamline environmental reviews for growth and development 
projects, specifically in relation to reducing GHG emissions through 2050 as set by the 
State with an emphasis limiting carbon output – or CO2.12 13  These elements include:  
 

 Energy and Buildings 
 Water and Wastewater 
 Solid Waste 
 Transportation and Land Use 
 Agriculture and Forestry  

 
Oceanside’s CAP uses 2013 as its baseline inventory year with a community wide 
source contribution estimate of 984,012 metric tons of carbon emissions with 2.5% - or 
24,828 metric tons – attributed to City activities.   This amount translates to a per capita 
production amount of 5.8 metric tons based on an estimated population of 170,361 in 
2013.  Oceanside’s estimated per capita carbon footprint – notably – is the lowest 
among the five “north county” cities in San Diego as detailed below.  
 
 
 
 

 
12  State sets the following GHG emission reduction standards for California: a) reduce to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 

and b) reduce to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050.  The State translates these reduction goals by requiring local 
jurisdictions to meet per capita GHG emissions of no more than 6 metric tons by 2030 and 2 metric tons by 2050.  

13  CEQA Section 15183.5 (1) states that a plan for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions should do all of the following. (A) 
Quantify greenhouse gas emissions, both existing and projected over a specified time period, resulting from activities within 
a defined geographic area. (B) Establish a level, based on substantial evidence, below which the contribution to greenhouse 
gas emissions from activities covered by the plan would not be cumulatively considerable. (C) Identify and analyze the 
greenhouse gas emissions resulting from specific actions or categories of actions anticipated within the geographic area. (D) 
Specify measures or a group of measures, including performance standards, that substantial evidence demonstrates, if 
implemented on a project-by-project basis, would collectively achieve the specified emissions level. (E) Establish a 
mechanism to monitor the plan’s progress toward achieving the level and to require amendment if the plan is not achieving 
specified levels. (F) Be adopted in a public process following environmental review. 
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 The Downtown Advisory Committee makes advisory recommendations to the 
Community Development Commission to facilitate best development practices 
specific to the downtown area and related topics. The composition includes nine 
members.  This Committee has held a total of 25 meetings during the review 
period for an annual average of 5.0 meetings a year. 
 

 The Economic Development Commission makes advisory recommendations to 
the City Council on economic growth opportunities with a focus on jobs.  The 
composition includes 11 members.  This Committee has held a total of 11 
meetings during the review period for an annual average of 2.2 meetings a year. 

 
 The Harbor and Beaches Advisory Committee makes advisory 

recommendations to the City Council and Harbor Board of Directors on 
commercial and public uses within and along the harbor.  The composition 
includes nine regular voting members. This Committee has held a total of 35 
meetings during the review period for an annual average of 7.0 meetings a year. 

 
 The Historic Preservation Advisory Commission makes advisory 

recommendations to the City Council on identifying, protecting, and enhancing 
historical areas and sites.  The composition includes seven regular voting 
members. This Committee has held a total of 23 meetings during the review 
period for an annual average of 4.6 meetings a year. 

 
 The Housing Commission makes advisory recommendations to the City Council 

on policies in support of low-income housing and related resources for the 
homeless. The composition includes nine regular voting members.  The 
Commission has held a total of 51 meetings during the review period for an 
annual average of 10.2 meetings a year. 
 

 The Library Board of Trustees is delegated policy-making powers to set rules 
and regulations involving library services.  The composition includes five 
members.  The Trustees have held a total of 57 meetings during the review 
period for an annual average of 11.4 meetings a year. 
 

 The Manufactured Home Fair Practices Commission approves potential rent 
increases for mobile home park spaces.  The composition includes five regular 
voting members and two alternates.  The Commission has held a total of 35 
meetings during the review period for an annual average of 7.0 meetings a year. 
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 The Measure X Citizens Oversight Committee reviews expenses transacted with 
monies collected as part of Oceanside’s voter-approved half-cent sales tax 
program.  The composition includes seven regular members plus the City 
Manager serving as a non-voting member. The Committee has held a total of 11 
meetings during the review period for an annual average of 2.2 meetings a year. 

 
 The Parks and Recreation Commission makes advisory recommendations to the 

City Council involving the acquisition, development, operation, and 
maintenance of recreation and leisure resources. The composition involves nine 
regular voting members and two alternate members.   The Commission has held 
a total of 31 meetings during the review period for an annual average of 6.2 
meetings a year. 
 

 The Planning Commission is delegated powers to approve and/or disapprove 
discretionary development projects ranging from conditional use permits to 
zoning changes and related environmental compliance.   Commission actions 
are appealable to the City Council.    The composition involves seven regular 
voting members.   The Commission has held a total of 149 meetings during the 
review period for an annual average of 29.0 meetings a year. 

 
 The Police and Fire Commission makes advisory recommendations to the City 

Council on police and fire services and related resources. The composition 
involves nine regular voting members. The Commission has held a total of 31 
meetings during the review period for an annual average of 6.2 meetings a year. 

 

 The Rehabilitation Loan Review Committee makes advisory recommendations 
to the Community Development Commission on housing rehabilitation loan 
applications. The composition involves three regular voting members. The 
Committee has held a total of 6 meetings during the review period. 

 

 The Utilities Commission makes advisory recommendations to the City Council 
on water, wastewater, solid waste, recycling, and  service watershed protection 
activities. The composition involves seven regular voting members and two 
alternate members.  The Commission has held a total of 36 meetings during the 
review period.  
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function is operated as a dedicated division within Oceanside’s Water Utilities 
Department. Budgeted staffing totals 95 full-time equivalent employees at the end of 
the report period.  This amount reflects an overall addition of 15 full-time positions over 
the preceding 60 months.   Overall, budgeted staffing dedicated to water service 
equals 6.9% of the Oceanside total in 2022.   
 
Prominent characteristics underlying Oceanside’s potable water system follow.    
 

 The potable water system at the end of the five-year reporting period spans 662 
miles of distribution mains and lines and covers 28 connected pressure zones.  
 

 The distribution system has expanded by 71 miles – or 12.0% – during the 
reporting period.  
 

 Topography in the distribution system ranges from 10 to 720 feet above sea 
level and is managed through nine public pump stations and twelve public 
storage reservoirs.  
 

 The water service area generally aligns with the incorporated boundary with the 
notable exception of excluding portions of the South Morro Hills neighborhood.  
Oceanside reports it does not have any active out-of-agency service customers.   
 

 The total number of active connections at the end of the reporting period is 
44,458 and represents an overall increase of 0.9% during the preceding 60 
months.    The total number of equivalent metered units – which converts each 
meter to an equivalent dedicated use, household, etc. – is 58,289.  
 

An expanded description of the potable water service function’s capacities, demands, 
and performances follows. 
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through 2027.  This includes referencing California’s Waterworks Standards (Title 22) 
and its requirements, among other benchmarks, that all public community water 
systems have sufficient source, treatment, and storage capacities to meet peak day 
demand system-wide.    LAFCO’s focus – notably – is premised on assessing demands-
to-capacities under normal conditions.  It also addresses water quality and rates. 

 
With Respect to Supplies: 

 

 The average potable water demand generated during the reporting period 
for the entire distribution system (annual and daily) equals 11.7% of 
Oceanside’s maximum available potable supply based on current 
infrastructure capacities.   This measurement adjusts to 16.9% when 
comparing demand to available treated potable water supply. 
 

 The average peak-day potable water demand estimated during the 
reporting period – albeit abbreviated to cover only the first four years – for 
the entire distribution system equals 22.4% of Oceanside’s maximum 
available potable supply based on current infrastructure capacities.  This 
measurement adjusts to 32.4% when comparing demand to available 
treated potable water supply. 

 
With Respect to Potable Treatment: 
 

 The average day potable water demand generated during the reporting 
period for the entire distribution system represents 61.8% of Oceanside’s 
available combined capacities at its two treatment facilities (Weese and 
MBGPF).   This measurement decreases to 16.9% when accounting for 
treated supplies available from the County Water Authority.  
 

 The average peak-day potable water demand estimated during the 
reporting period – albeit abbreviated to cover only the first four years – for 
the entire distribution system represents 118.4% of Oceanside’s available 
combined capacities at its two treatment facilities (Weese and MBGPF).  This 
measurement decreases to 32.4% when accounting for treated supplies 
available from the County Water Authority.  
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With Respect to Potable Storage: 
 

 The average peak-day potable water demand estimated during the 
reporting period – albeit abbreviated to cover only the first four years – for 
the entire distribution system equals 73.4% of Oceanside’s existing online 
storage capacity.    
 

 Online storage capacity can accommodate up to 2.6 days of average day 
demands generated over the reporting period without recharge.   

 

With Respect to Water Quality: 
 

 A review of records maintained by the State Water Quality Control Board 
shows there have been no violations or enforcement orders issued for 
drinking water standards to Oceanside during the reporting period.  
 

 Oceanside’s most recent water quality report covers 2021.   No excessive 
primary or secondary contaminants were reported. 

 
With Respect to Potable Water Rates: 
 

 Oceanside ratepayers are billed two sets of monthly charges for potable 
water: (a) fixed availability fees and (b) variable usage fees with the former 
including pass-throughs from the County Water Authority and Metropolitan 
Water District.  Rates have increased for most customers (single-family) by 
6.4% during the report period.   
 

 Oceanside’s average monthly potable water service charge for most 
customers (single-family) at the end of the reporting period is $100. 

 
With Respect to Contingencies:  

 
 Oceanside maintains nine interconnections that can be used to share 

supplies during short-term emergencies or planned shutdowns.  Three of 
these connections are with Rainbow Municipal Water District (MWD), two are 
with Carlsbad MWD, three are with Vista Irrigation District, and one is with 
U.S. Marines Camp Pendleton.  
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 The wastewater system spans 595 miles of collection lines at the end of the 
reporting period.  The collection system has not expanded during the period.  
 

 Close to four-fifths of the collection system – 460 miles – operates on gravity.  
The remainder of the collection system – 135 miles – involves force mains and is 
assisted by 33 public lift stations.   
 

 Oceanside’s collection system receives untreated flows from Rainbow MWD by 
contract as well as raw flows from portions of the City of Vista associated with its 
Sunridge and Peacock neighborhoods.  
 

 Oceanside’s total number of active connections to the wastewater system within 
its two service areas (La Salina and San Luis Rey) is 42,619 at the end of the 
reporting period.   The estimated equivalent dwelling unit total is 55,879.22 

 
 Over nine-tenths of Oceanside’s active connections are classified as residential 

(single-family and multi-family).   The total change in active connections during 
the reporting period is 0.7%.  
 

 The collection system spans most of Oceanside except agricultural and rural 
residential uses in the northeastern section of the City.    The exact number of 
active septic systems on file with the County Department of Environmental 
Health and Quality (DEHQ) (permitted or unpermitted) is unknown. However, 
DEHQ oversees the layout review, installation, and repairs of septic systems 
which presently represent a total of thirty-one23.  

 
 LAFCO estimates the average single-family residential customer in Oceanside 

at the end of the reporting period is billed $47 monthly for wastewater services. 
 
An expanded description of Oceanside’s wastewater service function in terms of 
capacities, demands, and key performance measurements follows. 
 
  

 
22  Estimate premised on one connection equaling 0.7627 equivalent dwelling unit consistent with the potable water system.  
23    DEHQ does not maintain a record for Oceanside’s active septic systems but rather, they track septic system installations and 

repairs from 2002 to present-day,  
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.   

Supplementary micro measurements of recent wastewater demands for the San Luis 
Rey service area are summarized below and further reflected in Table A – 6.2d  

 
 Average daily dry-weather wastewater flows over the five years have been 7.790 

million gallons.  This flow is typically recorded between May and October and 
assists in measuring household demands entering the collection system.   Daily 
dry-weather flows tallied 7.940 million gallons at the term of the period and 
reflect a net change of 2.6% from the 60-month marker. 

Map No. A-2 
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 Station No. 1 is located in downtown Oceanside at 714 Pier View Way west of 
Interstate 5.  It was built in 1929.   Station No. 1 typically responds to the highest 
number of dispatched calls averaging 9.2 incidents daily.  This average 
represents 19.3% of the daily total demand during the report period.   
Oceanside assigns five public safety personnel every 24 hours. 30 
 

 Station No. 2 is located in southern Oceanside at 1740 South Ditmar Street west 
of Interstate 5.  It was built in 1952.   Station 2 typically responds to the second-
fewest number of dispatched calls averaging 3.7 incidents daily.  This amount 
represents 7.8% of the daily total demand during the report period.   Oceanside 
assigns three public safety personnel every 24 hours.31 

 
 Station No. 3 is located in the El Corazon neighborhood in central Oceanside 

at 3101 Oceanside Boulevard east of Interstate 5.  It was built in 1962 and 
rehabilitated in 2021 following a fire that damaged most of the interior living 
space.  Station No. 3 typically responds to the third-most dispatched calls 
averaging 7.0 incidents daily.  This amount represents 14.7% of the daily total 
demands during the reporting period. Oceanside assigns seven public safety 
personnel every 24 hours.32 

 
 Station No. 4 is located near Tri-City Medical Center in southern Oceanside at 

3990 Lake Boulevard south of Highway 78.  It was built in 1990.  Station No. 4 
typically responds to the second-most dispatched calls averaging 7.3 incidents 
daily.  This amount represents 15.3% of the daily total demands during the 
period. Oceanside assigns five public safety personnel every 24 hours.33 

 
 Station No. 5 is located in the San Luis Rey neighborhood in north Oceanside 

at 4841 North River Road north of Highway 76.  It was built in 1973. Station 5 
responds to the fifth-most dispatched calls averaging 5.8 incidents daily.  This 
amount represents 12.2% of the daily total demands during the period.  
Oceanside assigns three public safety personnel every 24 hours.34   
 

 
30  Station No. 1 operates a Type 1 paramedic engine and a paramedic ambulance and is staffed with a captain, engineer, two 

firefighter-paramedics, and a single-role EMT.   
31  Station No. 2 operates a Type 1 paramedic engine and is staffed with a captain, engineer, and one firefighter-paramedic.  
32  Station No. 3 operates a Type 1 paramedic engine, a paramedic ambulance, and a basic life support EMT ambulance and is 

staffed with a captain, engineer, two firefighter-paramedics, and three single-role EMTs. 
33  Station No. 4 operates a Type 1 paramedic engine, a paramedic ambulance, and cross-staffs a Type 3 brush fire engine with 

a captain, engineer, two firefighter-paramedics, and a single-role EMT. 
34  Station No. 5 operates a Type 1 paramedic engine and is staffed with a captain, engineer, and one firefighter-paramedic. 
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Map No. A-3 
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John Landes Park 10.9 Community Yes Yes Yes  Yes  
Libby Lake Park  27.6 Community No No No No 
Luiseno Park  10.0 Community  No No Yes Yes 
Buchanan Park  29.0 Community  No No Yes Yes 
Marshall Park  4.0 Community No No Yes Yes 
MLK Jr. Park 15.0 Community  No Yes Yes Yes 
Oak Riparian Park  26.7 Community  No Yes Yes Yes 
Jim Wood Park 16.5 Community  No No Yes Yes 
Ron Ortega Park  15.3 Community  No Yes No Yes 
Joe Balderrama Park 3.9 Community Yes No Yes Yes 
Melba Bishop Park 17.6 Community Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Linear Park 12.0 Community n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Alamosa Park  7.0 Neighborhood No No Yes Yes 
Buccaneer Park 6.4 Neighborhood Yes No Yes Yes 
Cesar Chavez Park 0.1 Neighborhood Yes No No No 
Fireside Park  4.0 Neighborhood Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Heritage Park 4.0 Neighborhood No No No Yes 
Ivey Ranch Park  11.1 Neighborhood No No No No 
Carrasco Park 3.4 Neighborhood No No Yes No 
Lake Park 10.0 Neighborhood No Yes No Yes 
Lion’s Club Park  0.5 Neighborhood No No Yes No 
Marlando Park  6.0 Neighborhood No No Yes No 
Palisades Park 6.4 Neighborhood No Yes Yes No 
Oceanside Park 4.0 Neighborhood No Yes Yes No 
Spring Creek Park 3.0 Neighborhood No No Yes No 
Strand Beach Park 0.6 Neighborhood No No No No 
Tyson Street Park  1.6 Neighborhood No No Yes Yes 
Women’s Club Park  0.5 Neighborhood No No No No 

 

 
In addition to the 44general-use parks and open space resources summarized above, 
Oceanside also offers specialty sports parks dedicated to golf, skateboarding, and 
biking.  Oceanside’s two municipal golf courses – Oceanside (1972) and Goat Hill 
(1952) – are both 18-holes and collectively add another 219.5 acres of publicly 
accessible park/recreation acres – albeit through user fees.  Oceanside’s lone 
dedicated skatepark – Prince Memorial – was opened in 2013 and is approximately 0.5 
acres in size.  Oceanside also operates five other skateboard facilities – Landes, Libby, 
Lake, MLK, and Melba Bishop – that have been added to existing park sites between 
2003 and 2008.    Oceanside’s San Luis Rey River Trail separately provides bicyclists 18 
miles (round-trip) of paved trails along the San Luis Rey River and is free of any stop 
signs or signals.   
 
With respect to actual service demands, and as reflected in Table A – 6.4e, the average 
annual rentals for Oceanside’s baseball/softball fields (diamonds) – which historically 
generate the most rentals among the City’s parks and open space class – during the 
five-year report period has been 36.  This amount generates a per capita ratio of 0.21 

                  Acreage Totals:                425.7             
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continue to self-pay for this coverage as long as Oceanside continues to offer this 
benefit. Benefit provisions are established through negotiations between Oceanside 
and the non-OFA employee associations and are renegotiated periodically. 
 
Additional OPEB plan details follow.52 
 

 Eligible non-OFA retirees and their covered dependents receiving benefits 
contribute 100% of their premium costs.  While Oceanside does not directly 
contribute toward the cost of premiums for non-OFA retirees, the ability to 
obtain coverage at an active employee rate constitutes a significant economic 
benefit to the non-OFA retirees, call an “implicit subsidy.”  
 

 Oceanside is currently funding its OPEB obligation on a pay-as-you-go basis, 
meaning only the cost associated with current retirees is paid for by the City.   
This also means Oceanside does not have OPEB assets.  

 
 Oceanside’s OPEB plan has 94 total retirees enrolled at the end of the five-year 

report period.   This amount represents a net increase of 27 – or 40.3% – since 
2018.   Oceanside also finished the period with 850 active employees and/or 
their beneficiaries currently receiving healthcare benefits.  

 
 Oceanside’s pay-as-you go annual OPEB expense totals $1.063 million at the 

end of the five-year report period.   This amount represents a net increase of 
$0.552 million – or 107.9% – since 2018. 
 

 Oceanside’s accrued liability for OPEB totals $9.706 million at the end of the 
five-year report period. This amount represents a net increase of $3.917 million 
– or 67.7% – since 2018. 

  

 
52  OPEB information is drawn from the City of Oceanside’s Annual Comprehensive Financial Reports, Fiscal Years 2018-2022. 
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B.  OCEANSIDE SMALL CRAFT HARBOR DISTRICT  
 
1.0  OVERVIEW  
 
Oceanside Small Craft Harbor District 
(SCHD) is a dependent special district 
associated with the City of Oceanside.  
Formation proceedings were 
completed in January 1960 and done 
so under the promotion of Mayor Erwin 
Sklar toto establish community access 
to additional public funding to 
construct and operate the planned 
development of the Oceanside Harbor.  
Formation proceedings were also 
focused on an Oceanside-only 
proposal after civic leaders declined an 
offer to join a separate regional effort underway at the same time to form the Carlana 
Habor District, which was tentatively envisioned to cover a 100-square mile area from 
Carlsbad to Solana Beach.  While actual services are contained within the approximate 
100-acre Oceanside Harbor complex, .  SCHD’s Materially, SCHD was created as an 
independent special district at the time of formation before transitioning in 1995 to 
dependent as part of a series of coordinated boundary changes approved by LAFCO.  
Accordingly, while focusing its activities within the 100-acre Oceanside Habor, 
SCHD’soverall jurisdictional boundary matches Oceanside and spans 42.2 square 
miles and covers nearly 27,000 acres.1   
 
Decision-making is governed by the Oceanside City Council with Councilmembers 
concurrently serving as the SCHD Board and holding regular joint meetings.  The 
Board also utilizes Oceanside’s nine-member Harbor and Beaches Advisory 
Committee to help inform decisions – including budget and capital improvements.   
Actual administrative services of SCHD are delegated to Oceanside’s Harbor Division 
and its head – Harbor Manager Joseph Ravitch – within the Public Works Department.   

 
1  Consequently, and like Oceanside, nearly three-fourths of SCHD’s jurisdictional boundary is under private ownership with one-

third of this amount – or 5,303 acres and divided into 3,701 parcels – remaining entirely undeveloped without any assessed 
structures or improvements.   

Oceanside Harbor  
View of North Basin  

Photo Credit: Google Maps  
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Marketing for the creation of the Oceanside 
Harbor advanced into the 1950s with local 
leaders taking several trips to Washington 
D.C. to solicit lawmakers to support the 
project.   These efforts proved successful with 
the Department of Defense eventually 
agreeing by the end of the decade to make 
available approximately 70 acres from Camp 
Pendleton on the north side of the San Luis 
Rey River mouth for the project once it was 
determined there would be no interference 
with the Marine Corps’ own Del Mar Harbor.  
This created momentum for the project to secure another 30 acres on the south side 
of the San Luis Rey River mouth through a purchase agreement with Beachlake Trailer 
Park.  At the same time, State legislation was added beginning in 1959 to allow cities 
and certain special districts to finance harbor improvements with revenue bond funds.    
 
2.2   Formation Proceedings 
 
Oceanside SCHD’s formation was sponsored by the City of Oceanside with the explicit 
intention of providing a separate and dedicated means for the community to fund, 
organize, and operate a planned pleasure harbor without encumbering City resources.   
Formation proceedings were also focused on an Oceanside-only proposal after civic 
leaders declined an offer to join a separate regional effort underway at the same time 
to form the Carlana Habor District, which was expected to cover a 100-square mile area 
from Carlsbad to Solana Beach.  (Voters proceeded to reject the formation of the 
Carlana Habor District in October 1960.)   Oceanside voters approved SCHD’s 
formation in January 1960 along with an approximate $4.5 million revenue bond to 
cover initial development.   
 
2.3  Notable Post Formation Activities + Events  
  
A summary of notable activities undertaken by Oceanside SCHD and/or affecting the 
District’s jurisdictional boundary post-formation in 1960 are as follows. 
 
 
 

 

Early Development of Oceanside Harbor 
Circa 1960s 

Photo Credit: Visit Oceanside 
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These involve (a) pollution burdens  (exposures and environmental effects) and (b) at 
risk population characteristics (sensitive populations and socioeconomic factors) and 
summarized belowLAFCO’s consideration of environmental justice factors relative to 
Oceanside SCHD’s jurisdictional boundary draws from the California Environmental 
Protection Agency and provides percentile rankings relative to all of California as it 
relates to (a) pollution burdens and (b) at-risk population characteristics.  Two 
composite percentile rankings are generated based on a weighted calculation 
involving all underlying census tracts within SCHD.  This involves pollution burdens 
(exposures and environmental effects) and at-risk population characteristics (sensitive 
populations and socioeconomic factors) relative to all census tracts in California.  Key 
results are summarized below with additional details provided in the City of Oceanside 
profile.   
 

 SCHD’s composite pollution burdens ranking falls in the 41st  percentile relative 
to the rest of California.  The overall ranking separately falls slightly above the 
38th percentile ranking for all of San Diego County.  Three pollution burden 
measurements exceed the 50th percentile and are considered relatively high. 
These high measurements comprise two exposures involving (a) traffic impacts 
and (b) drinking water contaminants as well as (c) one environmental effect 
involving impaired water bodies.  None of these three measurements exceeds 
the 66th percentile and its significance threshold.  
 
A more micro-review of pollution burdens within SCHD’s core service area – 
Oceanside Harbor – shows a composite ranking in the 21st percentile, which is 
substantively below the overall boundary ranking.  However, within this core 
service area, five pollution burden measurements exceed the 66th percentile and 
considered significant by LAFCO and involve all of the following with 
descriptions drawn from the California EPA. 
 
-  Air Quality: Diesel Particulates (72nd percentile)  

Exhaust from trucks, buses, trains, ships and other equipment with diesel 
engines contains a mixture of gases and solid particles and can become an 
exposure threat as diesel particulates.  Diesel particulates can reach deep 
into the lung, where they can contribute to health problems including eye, 
throat and nose irritation, heart and lung disease, and lung cancer. Children 
and elderly are most sensitive to these effects. 
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- Drinking Water Contaminants (70th percentile)  
Drinking water can become contaminated with chemicals or bacteria above 
regulatory standards via both natural and human sources and becomes an 
exposure threat. Natural sources include rocks, soil, wildlife and fires. Human 
sources include factories, sewage, and runoff from farms.  A common natural 
contaminant involves arsenic, which occurs in some rocks and soil and can 
cause cancer. Nitrate from fertilizer or manure can commonly leach into 
groundwater and contaminate wells. 

 
- Cleanup Sites (86th percentile)  

Cleanup sites are designated places contaminated with hazardous chemicals 
that can move through the air or groundwater. People living near these sites 
have a greater potential to be exposed to chemicals from the sites than 
people living further away.  Multiple cleanup sites are located nearby in 
Camp Pendleton.  

 
- Groundwater Threats (90th percentile)  

Hazardous chemicals are often stored in containers on land or in 
underground storage tanks. Leaks from these containers can contaminate 
soil and groundwater and pollute soil and groundwater. Common soil and 
groundwater pollutants include gasoline and diesel fuels at gas stations, as 
well as solvents, heavy metals and pesticides. Multiple threat sites are located 
nearby in Camp Pendleton.  

 
- Impaired Water Bodies (92nd percentile)  

Water bodies – like harbors – used for recreation and fishing are at higher risk 
for man-made pollutants and become impaired. These impairments can 
harm wildlife and humans via direct contact. 

 
 SCHD’s composite at-risk population ranking falls in the 32nd percentile relative 

to the rest of California. The overall ranking separately falls below the 37th 
percentile ranking for all of San Diego County.  One at-risk measurement 
exceeds the 50th percentile and is considered relatively high and involves (a) 
unemployment.  This means a proportionally high number of people in 
Oceanside over 16 years old are out of work that are otherwise able to work and 
accordingly more susceptible to stress and its associated illnesses.7  None of the 
at-risk categories exceed the 66th percentile and its significance threshold. 

 
7  Measurement excludes students, active duty, retirees, and people not looking for work. 
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With respect to available capacities and demands underlying SCHD’s marina function 
and the provision of a municipal wharf, fishing pier, berthing basins (docks and slips), 
launch ramp, beaching and camping, streets and sidewalks, and parking: 
 

 Wharf: 
SCHD maintains and operates a municipal wharf in coordination with 
Oceanside’s Real Estate Division (Public Works Department) that frames the 
Oceanside Harbor complex.  The wharf’s leasable commercial spaces span 
approximately 350,000 square feet and are largely divided between four broad 
categories: recreation; marine services; food and beverage; and hotel.    The 
largest lease at the end of the reporting period totals 90,544 square feet 
involving the Oceanside Marina Inn – Pacific Suites.  Nearly all leases pay a 
uniform rental rate plus a percentage of net revenue.   SCHD finished the 
reporting period with a 100% occupancy rate.   
 

 Fishing Pier: 
SCHD maintains an approximate 50-foot length municipal pier at the Oceanside 
Harbor.  The pier was originally built in 1963 and most recently rebuilt in 1987.   
The L-shape pier is dedicated to recreational fishing and made of redwood 
planking that extends over shallow muddy waters with a wrap-around railing at 
44 inches in height.  It is located in the center of Oceanside Harbor overlooking 
the inlet to the Pacific Ocean and divides the north and south berthing basins.  
Up to a dozen anglers can use the pier at any given time with bass, jacksmelt, 
and opaleye being common catches.   Fishing permits are not required. 

 
 Berthing Basins (Boat Slips + Docks):  

SCHD’s basins are divided into two distinct berths – north and south – which were 
established as part of the original construction of the Oceanside Harbor in 1963.  
A third basin was tentatively planned by SCHD beginning in the late 1970s via 
expansion into the adjacent Del Mar Marina (Camp Pendleton) but has not 
materialized to date.11    Additional details follow.  
 
- The combined number of boat slips in Oceanside Harbor totals 954 at the 

end of the reporting period.  This amount has remained unchanged during 
the preceding 60 months. 890 boat slips are dedicated to permittees.  
 

 
11  The Del Mar Marina was constructed in 1942 as a wartime measure.  It lies immediately upcoast from the SCHD boundary and 

designed to serve landing crafts as well as training operators of amphibious vehicles.     These uses continue today. 



































San Diego LAFCO   
Municipal Service Review on the Oceanside Region   Revised DraftProposed Final Report | July September 2024 

178 | P a g e  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Blank for Photocopying 







San Diego LAFCO   
Municipal Service Review on the Oceanside Region   Revised DraftProposed Final Report | July September 2024 

181 | P a g e  

 

Santa Margarita – by Mexico’s California Governor Pío Pico to his brother Andrés Pico 
in the 1840s and thereafter gradually divided and sold into relatively smaller tracts for 
agricultural and ranching uses.   
 
Proceeding into the 1900s, County records indicate the present-day Morro Hills CSD 
jurisdictional boundary remained largely dedicated to agrarian uses with an internal 
network of private roads/paths having developed leading southeast towards Bonsall 
or northeast towards Fallbrook.   A 1938 road survey shows the County having graded 
and extended Olive Hill Road south from Fallbrook and providing direct access to the 
area.  Further, by the late 1940s, parcel maps were beginning to be recorded 
commencing a transition in the area towards residential estates and leading to the 
initial grading and paving of Del Valle Drive.  
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

2.2  Formation Proceedings  
 
The formation of Morro Hills CSD was petitioned by a group of landowners and filed 
with the County Boundary Change Commission – predecessor body to LAFCO 
oversight – in late 1960.  Documents show the petition filing followed discussions with 
the County and done so to assume responsibility for constructing and maintaining 
public roads consistent with community needs and with the aid of receiving a portion 
of local property taxes.    Voters approved the formation of Morro Hills CSD as part of 

Aerial View of Morro Hills (1946) 
 

Photo Credit: San Diego LAFCO  

Aerial View of Morro Hills (1963) 

Photo Credit: San Diego LAFCO  
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relatively high.   These high measurements comprise two exposures – (a) 
pesticide uses and (b) drinking water containments – as well as three effects – (c)  
cleanup sites, (d) impaired water bodies, and (e) solid waste sites.  Four of these 
measurements also exceed the 66th percentile and its significance threshold.  
These are summarized below with descriptions drawn from California EPA. 
 

- Pesticide Uses (97th percentile)  
Pesticides are chemicals used to control insects, weeds and plant 
diseases. Over 1,000 pesticides are registered for use in California. They 
are applied to fields by air, by farm machinery, or by workers on the 
ground.  Exposure to high levels of some pesticides can cause illness right 
away or conditions such as birth defects or cancer later in life. 

 
- Drinking Water Contaminants (71st percentile)  

Drinking water can become contaminated with chemicals or bacteria 
above regulatory standards via both natural and human sources and 
becomes an exposure threat. Natural sources include rocks, soil, wildlife 
and fires. Human sources include factories, sewage, and runoff from 
farms.  A common natural contaminant involves arsenic, which occurs in 
some rocks and soil and can cause cancer. Nitrate from fertilizer or 
manure can commonly leach into groundwater and contaminate wells. 

 
- Cleanup Sites (69th percentile)  

Cleanup sites are designated places contaminated with hazardous 
chemicals that can move through the air or groundwater. People living 
near these sites have a greater potential to be exposed to chemicals from 
the sites than people living further away.  Multiple cleanup sites are 
located near Morro Hills CSD in Camp Pendleton.  

 
- Impaired Water Bodies (67th percentile)  

Water bodies used for recreation and fishing are at higher risk for man-
made pollutants and become impaired. These impairments can harm 
wildlife and humans via direct contact.  The lower San Luis Rey River (west 
of I-15) near Morro Hills CSD is categorized by the State as impaired  

 
 Morro Hills CSD’s composite at-risk population ranking falls in the 20th 

percentile relative to the rest of California. The overall ranking separately is 
substantively below the 37th percentile ranking for all of San Diego County.   One 
pollution burden measurement exceeds the 50th percentile and is considered 
relatively high and involves unemployment.  None of the eight tracked at-risk 
population categories exceed the 66th percentile and its significance threshold.  
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change and advance environmental justice with a time frame through 2045 in line with 
achieving a net zero carbon footprint.5 6  The document focuses on the following five 
emissions reduction sectors and nine specific strategy categories:  
 

Emission Reduction Sectors:  
1. Built Environment and Transportation 
2. Energy 
3. Solid Waste 
4. Water and Wastewater 
5. Agriculture and Conservation 

 
Emission Categories: 
1. On-Road Transportation; 
2. Off-Road Transportation;  
3. Electricity;  
4. Natural Gas;  
5. Propane;  
6. Solid Waste;  
7. Agriculture;  
8. Water; and  
9. Wastewater 

 
The County’s CAP uses 2019 as its baseline inventory year with an unincorporated 
source contribution estimate of 2,984,000 metric tons of carbon emissions.  The CAP – 
notably – does not identify the portion of the overall emission attributed to County 
activities.   The estimated contribution total translates to a per capita production 
amount of 6.2 metric tons of carbon based on a population of 479,844 in 2019.  This 
latter measurement is the third lowest among the six counties in southern California.  
 
 

 
5  State sets the following GHG emission reduction standards for California: a) reduce to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 

and b) reduce to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050.  The State translates these reduction goals by requiring local 
jurisdictions to meet per capita GHG emissions of no more than 6 metric tons by 2030 and 2 metric tons by 2050.  

6  CEQA Section 15183.5 (1) states that a plan for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions should do all of the following. (A) 
Quantify greenhouse gas emissions, both existing and projected over a specified time period, resulting from activities within 
a defined geographic area. (B) Establish a level, based on substantial evidence, below which the contribution to greenhouse 
gas emissions from activities covered by the plan would not be cumulatively considerable. (C) Identify and analyze the 
greenhouse gas emissions resulting from specific actions or categories of actions anticipated within the geographic area. (D) 
Specify measures or a group of measures, including performance standards, that substantial evidence demonstrates, if 
implemented on a project-by-project basis, would collectively achieve the specified emissions level. (E) Establish a mechanism 
to monitor the plan’s progress toward achieving the level and to require amendment if the plan is not achieving specified 
levels. (F) Be adopted in a public process following environmental review. 
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Morro Hills CSD’s roadway system is illustrated as part of Map No. C-2 provided on the 
proceeding page. 
 
With respect to demands, the most recent traffic evaluation performed for Morro Hills 
CSD was completed near the end of the reporting period in August 2021 by The 
Perfect Solution (Mesa, Arizona).  The 2021 evaluation follows earlier studies 
performed in 1989, 2004, and 2008 and similarly covers all three primary roads within 
the CSD – Sleeping Indian, Morro Hills, and Burma – as well as one secondary road, 
Tumbleweed Lane.  The 2021 evaluation quantifies both traffic volumes and speeds 
for purposes of informing potential changes and/or enhancements to the roadway 
system.  Notable takeaways from the 2021 evaluation are summarized below and 
further detailed in Table C-6.1b.  
 

 Total average daily traffic volume measured at the three primary access points 
to the Morro Hills CSD community peaked in 2004 and has continued to level 
off in each of the subsequent counts performed in 2008 and 2021.  
 

 Compared to the preceding evaluation in 2008, the average daily vehicle trips 
at the same three primary access points in 2021 have collectively decreased 
overall by (9.5%).    
 

 Overall average daily traffic volume measured at the three access points to the 
Morro Hills CSD community generates 2,504 trips.   The division of this daily trip 
total to the estimated number of residential units – 396 (2021) – produces an 
average per day household trip generation of 6.3, which is below the industry 
standard planning assumption of 9.4 trips.8  

 

 
8  Reference to the Institute of Traffic Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual (10th Edition).  
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total margin during the reporting period has been  39.2%; i.e., the agency has collected 
$1.39 in total revenue for every $1.00 total expense over each of the five years.   Positive 
total margins were achieved in four of the five years with an ending tallying of 75.2%.  
The overall trend covering the reporting period is 168.2%. 
 
7.5    Pension Obligations 
 
None. 
 
7.6  Other Post-Employment Benefit Obligations 
 
None. 
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August 29, 2024 

Michaela Peters 
Local Government Analyst 
San Diego County 
Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) 
2550 Fifth Avenue, Suite 725 
San Diego, CA 92103 

Subject: Revised Draft Report - Municipal Service Review on the Oceanside 
Region - 45-day public review and comment period 

Dear Michaela: 

Thank you for the opportunity to formally comment on the above subject, which was 
discussed at a regular LAFCO meeting on August 5, 2024 (Public hearing item 6a).  As a 
follow up to your phone conversation with Patsy Chow, Assistant Director of Community 
Development on August 1, 2024, and her subsequent email of August 1, 2024 to your 
attention expressing our position on this topic, please consider this letter as a formal 
response and comment to the 150-acre portion of DUC land that is currently within the 
Vista SOI and that is being proposed as a “Special Study Area” for the Oceanside SOI.  As 
you had indicated to us during our meeting on July 24, 2024 at your LAFCO offices, via a 
map showing the subject area circled in blue, this area is located southwest of the SOI 
near Sunset and Melrose Way (insert below).  You had also mentioned to me in a prior 
email that “labeling this as a Special Study Area provides flexibility to all parties to more 
easily allow for Out-of-Agency services should development occur and require specific 
services available through either agency.” 



Ms. Michaela Peters 
August 29, 2024 
Page 2 
 
The following excerpt from your Agenda Report dated 8/5/24 reads as follows: 

 
In addition, the City of Oceanside provided a comment letter dated 7/26/24 to LAFCO 
(included in your Agenda Report) with their comments on the draft MSR as follows: 
 

 
 
Based on internal discussions with our City Manager and other management staff, along 
with preliminary information received from LAFCO and shared with us regarding this 
“Special Study Area” concept, the City of Vista is still not supportive of this concept, and 
we are unclear on the benefits for either city or necessity for this change at this time to the 
current SOI boundary affecting both Vista and Oceanside.   
 
Please let me know if questions or if we need to discuss this further, feel free to contact me 
at (760) 643-5388 or Patsy Chow, Assistant Director of Community Development at (760) 
643-5390. 
 
Sincerely,  

 
Joseph Vacca 
Director of Community Development 
 
Cc: John Conley, City Manager 
Keene Simonds, Executive Officer 



 

 

SAN DIEGO COUNTY LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 
Oceanside Region Municipal Service Review 
Revised Draft, July 2024 
 
Commentary 
 
Page 27:  … “that qualifies as a DUC …” – DUC is an undefined acronym; the reader is 
uninformed of its meaning. 
 
Page 28: Section 4.2.7 
At the July 1, 2024, Morro Hills CSD Board meeting, the Board agreed to pursue this 
recommendation, with facilitation/introduction from LAFCO. Please assist with this 
recommendation. 
 
Page 29: Section 4.2.14 
At the July 1, 2024, Morro Hills CSD Board meeting, the Board felt reducing the number of 
Board members from five to three would be detrimental for the following reasons. 

 Board members are unpaid volunteers who perform much of the work themselves, 
thereby saving the district expenses. Work includes research, purchasing, and 
installing signage; clearing vegetation; supervising contract work. 

 It has been challenging to keep Board members for full term for various reasons, 
and more challenging to encourage formal candidacy through the electoral process. 
There have been times when it was questionable if a quorum would be present for 
meetings due to simultaneous absences. 

 
Page 29: Section 4.2.15  

 Please refer to earlier correspondence from the District and addressed to LAFCO 
dated July 19, 2024, emailed on July 23, 2024.  

 After the report study dates, the Board addressed growing community concerns 
regarding speeding and unsafe driving on Sleeping Indian Road. In May 2024 the 
District installed a movable, digital speed sign that alerts drivers to their speed vs 
posted speed, and in August 2024 installed four speed tables. Data collected from 
the digital speed sign is retained in the cloud and generates several reports. The 
District has received overwhelming support and seen a significant reduction in 
severe violations as seen on the previous traƯic study that was performed at the 
height of the Covid -19 pandemic during which, nationwide, there was a significant 
reduction in traƯic volume and an inverse in speed. The study period and data is an 
aberration. The digital speed sign and metrics, while not replacing a traƯic study, 
will better inform future road decisions. 

 AB 43 – A browser search for local authorities employing AB 43 is abundant. The 
Board will address AB 43 further. The full text of the bill can be found here: 
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB43 
 



 

 

Page 29: Section 4.2.16 and Section 4.2.18  
At the July 1, 2024, Morro Hills CSD Board meeting, the Board considered that by expanding 
the district boundaries, there is an increased burden on the Board, even with five volunteer, 
unpaid members, to maintain more road. It is not a recommendation the Board wishes to 
pursue, currently. 
 
Page 29: Section 4.2.17 Further discussion and facilitation of this recommendation by 
LAFCO is welcome. 
 
Page 172: Section C.1.0 
“… all services performed by the CSD are done so by contractors.” 
This is inaccurate. Board members, as well as some volunteer community members 
perform some unpaid services, i.e. purchasing and installing signage and vegetation 
cleanup. 
 
Page 184: Section C.5.1  
“… audio and video recording are not provided.” The District is currently in the process of 
researching and employing this technology, including AI for meeting summaries and/or 
Minutes. 
 
Page 188: Section C.6.1 
A footnote is suggested regarding the date of the last traƯic study. See Page 29: Section 
4.2.15 comments above with regard to Covid-19 pandemic. 
 
Page 190: Section C.6.1 
See previous mention of the 85th percentile and AB 43. 
 
 
Submitted By: 
Jeanine A. Roskos 
Board Member, Morro Hills Community Services District 
August 27, 2024 
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Peters, Michaela A

From: Bryan Waggoner 
Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2024 7:41 AM
To: Peters, Michaela A
Subject: [External] Urgent Request for the Return of Harbor Police

Dear Michaela, 

I am writing to express my deep concern regarding the ongoing safety issues at Oceanside Harbor. As a 
long-time slip renter here, I have always valued the sense of community and security that our harbor 
once provided. However, recent events have made it clear that things have drastically changed, and not 
for the better. 

Just recently, my son was assaulted in one of the private restrooms. The suspect forcibly pushed his way 
into the restroom before attacking him. Thankfully, the suspect was apprehended and arrested, but this 
incident is just one example of the lawlessness that has taken hold in our harbor. 

This is not an isolated event. I myself was assaulted here in the past, and it is becoming increasingly 
clear that without the presence of our own private harbor police, these kinds of incidents will only 
continue. The situation has become truly atrocious, and it is unacceptable that we, as residents and 
renters, are left to fend for ourselves in what should be a safe and secure environment. 

I strongly urge you to take immediate action to address this situation. The return of our harbor police is 
not just a matter of convenience; it is a necessity for the safety and well-being of everyone in this 
community.  

Please do not let this situation continue to escalate. We need your support to bring back the security and 
peace of mind that Oceanside Harbor used to offer. 

Thank you for your attention to this urgent matter. 

Sincerely,   
Bryan Waggoner 
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Peters, Michaela A

From: GINNY HERDER 
Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2024 12:25 PM
To: Peters, Michaela A
Subject: [External] Harbor patrol

I own a condo at Marina Del Mar in Oceanside that we are having a lot of trouble with homeless and gangs. We need to 
get back our Harbor patrol as we had for many years and had a lot less problems break-ins people jumping the fence 
please aŌer all the money that we give the city we should be able to have security from the harbor patrol we pay them 
4% on all our rentals. We pay them a large lease agreement. Every Ɵme something is sold here they receive money every 
Ɵme permit to remodel they receive money. It’d be nice to have them start giving us some security for our money.  
Regards, Ginny Boyer, president of Marina Del Mar Sent from my iPhone 
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Peters, Michaela A

From: Karen Kunze 
Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2024 1:04 PM
To: Peters, Michaela A
Subject: Re: [External] Oceanside harbor

Thank you so much. Our condos are next to the boat launch and in front of the huts. Always something 
going on . We have homeless people trying to get in the units etc etc 
Warm Regards, Karen Kunze Owner/Broker.  

 
 

 
 
 

On Aug 20, 2024, at 9:52 AM, Peters, Michaela A <Michaela.Peters@sdcounty.ca.gov> 
wrote: 

  
Hi Karen, 
  
Thank you for your comment. It will certainly be considered in the final draft of the Municipal 
Service Review.  
  
Michaela  
  
From: Karen Kunze <karenyourrealtor@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Monday, August 19, 2024 9:14 PM 
To: Peters, Michaela A <Michaela.Peters@sdcounty.ca.gov> 
Subject: [External] Oceanside harbor 
  
As a property owner in Marina Del Mar  I am very concerned with the safety 
decline since canceling the harbor patrol. Maybe it could be resurrected and include the 
pier .  
Warm Regards, Karen Kunze Owner/Broker.  
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Peters, Michaela A

From: Lori Fisher 
Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2024 1:06 PM
To: Peters, Michaela A
Subject: [External] Oceanside Harbor Security 

Dear Ms. Peters  
I am a homeowner in the harbor and a boat owner. As you probably know Oceanside Harbor collects a “boatload” of fees 
from many enƟƟes. They collect land lease fees, slip renters fees, 4% rental fees from every rental property and 2% 
commission fees on every condo/home that is sold. These are just some of the amounts collected.  
We as homeowners and slip renters have no representaƟon of where our money is being spent.  
We know for a fact that it is not being spent to provide protecƟon for our community.  
Oceanside PD does not patrol the harbor. They come only when 911 is called aŌer an incident has occurred.  
When Harbor Patrol was present our community felt safe and problems that we have recently experienced were not the 
norm. If Harbor Patrol is not likely to be reinstated then Oceanside PD needs to step up and fill the void. If officers 
patrolled the harbor a couple of Ɵmes at night incidents in the harbor like the one that occurred on 8/17/24 could have 
been prevented.  
Please let everyone at LAFCO know that this maƩer is urgent.  
Thank you, 
Dolores Fisher (Lori) 
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Peters, Michaela A

From: ELIZABETH ROLLMAN 
Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2024 7:08 PM
To: Peters, Michaela A
Subject: [External] Fwd: Harbor patrol

 

 

Subject: Harbor patrol 

 
 

I own a condo at Marina Del Mar in Oceanside that we are having a lot of 
trouble with homeless and gangs. We need to get back our Harbor patrol as 
we had for many years and had a lot less problems break-ins people jumping 
the fence please after all the money that we give the city we should be able 
to have security from the harbor patrol we pay them 4% on all our rentals. 
We pay them a large lease agreement. Every time something is sold here 
they receive money every time permit to remodel they receive money. It’d be 
nice to have them start giving us some security for our money.  
Regards,  

   Elizabeth Rollman 
 

Sent from my iPhone 
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Peters, Michaela A

From: Mark Mallaby 
Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2024 12:34 PM
To: Peters, Michaela A
Subject: [External] LAFCO Oceanside Harbor recommendations.

Good morning Michaela  
 
Thanks for your presentation on the 19th, it was enlightening.  
 
In regard to the LAFCO recommendations I have the following comments and suggestions.  
 
Recommendation 6 and 9 appear like they could be rolled into recommendation 10 as a part of an 
ongoing MoU.  
Recommendation 11 should be enacted as the harbor no longer has an independent police presence as 
such is unreasonably exposed.  
 
My thoughts regarding the "status" of the harbor as a dependent or independent district are as follows.  
 

 As a dependent sub-agency, harbor employees enjoy city of Oceanside benefits that may not be 
available to them if the harbor were an independent district. This could make hiring of quality 
individuals and retention of current employees problematic.  

 When the harbor was incorporated into the city in 2009 the harbor had cash reserves of around $5 
Million dollars for future large capital expenses such as dock replacement. This cash reserve was 
rolled into the city budget and simply evaporated largely because the new "harbor district" now 
included all city beach properties, this was a cash grab by the city. The situation of the condition 
of the harbor repairs (up to $28 million in deferred repairs) is accountable to poor planning and 
understanding of marine environment maintenance costs by the SCHD board. As such the burden 
of this poor planning is now carried by the slip renters in the form of significant slip rent increases 
in 2024. To that, In 2022 the HBAC formed an Ad Hoc committee that included 
representatives from the city, The Brady Corporation and HBAC members to define how the 
deferred harbor repair would be enacted. Based on the "absorbed" $5 Million from the long term 
harbor accounts and the obvious inability of the city to manage harbor maintenance funding, the 
Ad Hoc committee recommended separate accounting ledgers for the funds raised by the slip 
rental increases. Keep in mind the city representatives on the Ad Hoc committee agreed to and 
supported this proposal as part of the recommendation to the combined SCHD board and city 
council. In council meetings the SCHD reneged on its commitment and the funds were rolled into 
the general budget with a "promise" that they would be spent only on Brady project repairs. Given 
the SCHD and city councils past inability to manage the harbor, members of the HBAC do not 
think the combined SCHD/City Council have the ability or motivation to act in the best interests of 
the slip renters. There is simply too much internal conflict of interest involved for the city council 
to serve as the SCHD board. 

 In the light of the recent pier fire, it's not unreasonable for the SCHD/city council to roll 
pier repairs into the harbor sector and bill the slip renters accordingly. There is no mechanism to 
stop this type of action currently.  



2

 The slip renters feel abused by the city. Comments from city management such as "they own 
boats, they are rich" do not help and give vindication of our feelings that the city management do 
not have the harbor's best interest in mind. 

 Given the above narrative, I suggest the following. 
o The Harbor District remains dependent within the city to make the best use of the city 

resources for public use of the harbor.  
o The "footprint" of the Harbor District be returned to the pre 2009 boundaries. Beaches and 

assets outside of those boundaries should not be incumbent on the slip renters.    
o The SCHD board should be independent to serve the best interests of the harbor and 

harbor funds. A compromise position would be having the appropriate city 
council members on the SCHD board with independent majority make up.  

o Harbor Lifeguards/Firefighters who work in the "redefined" district should have PC 832 
powers to enforce California laws.  

o Any MoU negotiations with the city should include representation for the slip renters via the 
HBAC. Preferably with an independent SCHD board. 

Again, I do appreciate the work LAFCO has put into our harbor situation and look forward to working with 
you in the future to preserve the "jewel of the North".  
 
Respectfully 
 
Mark Mallaby, HBAC committee member.     
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Peters, Michaela A

From: Les George 
Sent: Monday, August 26, 2024 4:43 PM
To: Peters, Michaela A
Subject: [External] Oceanside harbor LAFACO report

Hello Michaela  
 
  Thanks for coming  and giving your presentation to the Oceanside Harbor and Beaches advisory 
committee (HBAC) Your report was very thorough and well done. Thanks  
 
 First I want you to know who I am. I am a boater, business owner and slip renter. I have been a slip renter 
in Oceanside harbor for over 44 years.  I  was the person that introduced myself to you after the meeting. I 
have been on the HBAC for almost 20 years.  
    I am a retired Fire Captain and currently a USCG licensed Captain 100 ton master.  I have been running 
a small one person charter business in Oceanside harbor for over 20 years. 
  
  The only reason for sharing all this with you is that I have been around long enough to have watched the 
harbor go from a self-sustaining Harbor District to a serious money grab for the City Of Oceanside. After 
reading your report it appears that the information you presented shows you have a good idea of what 
has been going on.  
   I will try to be brief as I know you are being overloaded with information from boaters, and being bullied 
by City Council members. It was very sad watching the two members running for Mayor/ council chase 
you and the other gentleman out to try to bully you when you did your presentation . Please know that the 
truth is the truth and if it is the truth you need to do the right thing as I can see you are trying to do. 
Thank you so much.  
 
    Ok here goes when the harbor was taken over by the city this was done to allow the current Harbor 
patrol to be a part of the Oceanside Police department. This would allow the harbor Patrol to have the 
OPA union represent them and an immediate pay raise. At that time the Harbor Patrol officers were 
staying in the harbor and performing the duties they were hired to do. But the takeover allowed the 
Harbor patrol officers to be able to transfer to other duties in the Oceanside Police department. As time 
went on and the true water persons started retiring the Oceanside police began a much larger roll and 
moved Lieutenants and other staff officers into the harbor budget. This also allowed the existing Harbor 
patrol officers to work overtime outside the harbor, and also to be used outside the harbor leaving the 
Harbor uncovered. This continued for several years with boaters noticing that the protection they were 
paying for was no longer here, but they were now providing regular patrol to the other areas of the city, 
including waiting for prisoners to be booked in Vista county Jail with sometimes hours waiting and away 
from  the harbor leaving it unprotected.  At this time the harbor was being charged $2.8 Million dollars for 
Police/Harbor police protection which came directly from harbor district funds, Slip renters or as the city 
calls us STAKEHOLDERS.  
 
     After years of boaters complaining about this obvious money grab and boaters assets being left 
unprotected. The HBAC requested an ad hoc committee to be put together to look into the obvious 
money grab.  The city solution was to have The fire Department come in with a plan to have a division of 
their department the( lifeguards) take over harbor safety? The cost was going to be a little less and the 
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City agreed to try a new system and at the end of one year a MOU would be worked out. I supported the 
basic plan since I worked in the Fire service and felt this would be better as far as harbor 
stakeholders/boaters safety. Well the one thing that the Fire Department did not want to do is provide 
policing for the harbor neither on the waterways enforcing harbor rules of the road  nor the docks or 
harbor area. IT has been over a year and no MOU has been brought forward to the HBAC . 
 At some point the harbor area  was expanded from the harbor south all the way down to Carlsbad city 
limits. All safety including beach cleaning equipment being paid for by boaters money.   Because the 
Police were replaced they pulled completely out of the harbor and left the Fire Department with 
equipment that had fallen into disrepair and NO Police  protection, not even Patrols. So then the city 
decided to hire a private patrol to work and rattle doors, for a cost of over $150,000 but again no policing 
powers for late night hours. This was a total failure and again the boaters were very unhappy and the 
harbor as described by many boaters to me has become a (War Zone)?  At the meeting you were at you 
heard the City Manager get up and read a prepared  statement that they were looking into a weekend 
attack with a baseball bat by gang members injuring 4 unsuspecting citizens on harbor beach. Seems 
like we are now trying to put out a fire that has started and just keeps getting bigger. We have been trying 
to get some changes to the harbor protection, but it had to come to this before the city even acted like 
they were going to move forward on anything. As you heard they are WORKING ON IT.  
 
 We Currently have the Director of PUBLIC WORKS making decisions for our harbor and to be truthful he 
could not tell the bow from the stern of a vessel. I sat on the ADhoc committee with him when the city 
spent $800,000 dollars on a BRADY report to identify areas of the harbor that are in "desperate need of 
repair." The first thing that the city brought up in our meeting was that ONLY 30% of the boaters live in the 
City Of Oceanside 70% live outside. So in short the others dont have a vote in Oceanside. We also were 
shown documents that the city was taking over $840,000 annually and putting into the general fund and 
in that document it said that not one penny has to be spent in the harbor?, and they have not. The city 
has not saved one dollar for the infrastructure of our harbor.  Any property owner that has a rental knows 
you have to set aside money for repairs. This is criminal if not just unprofessional what the city is doing 
and we need an outside auditor to evaluate where the stakeholders funds that belong to the harbor 
district/ enterprise funds have gone.  Every one of these boaters pay Property tax on the slip and their 
boats yearly in which a portion goes to the city. 
    1. This is why we desperately need to have our own governing body  to oversee the harbor districts' 
money (our Money).  
    2.  We need the harbor footprint to be back to what it was originally.    
    3.The Lifeguards need to have the Police powers PC832 that I had when I was a Firefighter . We need to 
have a MOU with the Fire/lifeguard to know exactly what their duties are. Also the lifeguards need to 
enforce the California boating rules and rules written in the Blue          book rule book that every boater is 
given when they get a slip here. We do not need to seperate from the city, but we do need to be able to 
self manage the harbor.  
   4. The city borrowed $5 million dollars from harbor district funds in the past and that money needs to be 
repaid. This would be a good start on building up a reserve for future needs of our beautiful harbor.  
  
 I can share many other interesting things that the city has brought up to our ad hoc committee as ways 
to raise money. The HBAC committee started out by having its members being boaters and business 
owners and basically stakeholders in the harbor, however now we have chamber members, citizens at 
large beach property owners. That is why they changed the name to reflect the makeup of the 
committee.  Our harbor is a beautiful place and as a past public servant I feel being on a voluntary unpaid 
position to keep our harbor is my way of paying it forward,  
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  I am writing this to you and you may show it to whomever you choose, but the HBAC members are 
appointed by the Mayor and in the past members have been remove from being a member of the HBAC 
when sharing the truth about what has been going on. Our chairperson Liz Rea has been on top of this all 
along and if you want to verify anything I am saying please reach out to her or feel free to callm. Thank you 
again for your time 
                                      
   Respectfully yours  
 
Captain Les George  
Pacific Coast Sail Charters  
   
 
--  
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Peters, Michaela A

From: Kirsten Sandoval 
Sent: Monday, August 26, 2024 6:52 PM
To: Peters, Michaela A
Cc: Artie
Subject: [External] Input from Oceanside Harbor slip renters on Dock D 

Hello Michaela,  
 
My husband and I are slip renters at the harbor.  
 
We’re wriƟng to join in with the majority of harbor slip renters to voice our support for the changes our harbor 
commiƩee is requesƟng to be independent from the city, control our own funds and budget, and be able to direct and 
oversee the the harbor improvements, safety measures, and as our commiƩee and members see fit. 
 
Thank you,  
 
ArƟe & Kirsten Sandoval 
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Peters, Michaela A

From: Darwin Southard <
Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2024 10:02 AM
To: Peters, Michaela A
Subject: [External] Oceanside Harbor

  Hi we are current slip renters at Oceanside Harbor living in north county. We have rented a slip for over 
20 years. I avoid figuring out the total $$ we have spent on slips fees over time because we enjoy boating 
with family and friends. we are concerned but hopeful all those dollars over the years were going to the 
maintenance, security and safety of the harbor. 
We feel good accounting and management of the harbor funds is most important to the future of 
maintaining Oceanside Harbor.  
Our harbor managers and maintenance have  always done a great job around the harbor. 
 
Darwin and Carleen Southard  
Oceanside Harbor 
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Peters, Michaela A

From: Jay Roveda 
Sent: Sunday, September 15, 2024 5:35 PM
To: Peters, Michaela A
Subject: [External] LAFCO

I moved to Oceanside in 2006 after being stationed at Camp Pendleton. I have lived in the harbor. I have 
lived on Pacific Street and on Meyers. I’ve owned a boat, used the harbor camp area, and patronized 
every business in the harbor. I dive, fish and sail out of Oceanside harbor. My father was the passed 
commodore of the Golden Gate Yacht Club in San Francisco and the first place he took me in Oceanside 
was the yacht club.  
 
I maintain my permanent private business address in Oceanside. I exited the Marine Corps as a 100% 
disabled Marine veteran and the fixed income I rely on will never afford me live aboard in Oceanside 
harbor. I had intended to purchase a sailing boat and live aboard in the harbor, but the cost of renting a 
slip for years while waiting on a list for live aboard to be approved by the harbor authorities has prevented 
me from achieving my dreams. Unfortunately, there is no remedy for my income bracket. My father 
taught me to sail at 8 years old. My father was an organizer of the America’s Cup race series out of San 
Francisco. I had dreamed of teaching my children to sail out of Oceanside. In hindsight, it seems that the 
same barriers preventing me from what I know and love, have destroyed the harbor community, 
rendering children’s sailing programs fruitless, or a novelty for the rich. I however will not be investing my 
time, money, nor energy into a city that priced me out as a disabled veteran.  
 
I am very well aware of the politics in the area, which are labeled as “gentrification.” With this 
gentrification comes the disease and pestilence systemically found in other “gentrified” areas. The 
tourism revenue funds the permanent displacement of the locals. The wealth divide grows ever larger. 
The rich have laid claim to the coastline. There is no equality about it. Criminals see the area as 
opportunistic. Just as tourists travel to Oceanside to exploit the amenities, so do criminals. The “city” 
and it’s wealthy elite intend to continue developing with this same intent.  
 
The city which relies upon our veterans discards them without a thought, for tourists, for immigrants and 
for the rich. There is no equality. People talk about fixing things, but the fix is in! As for the recent crime 
spree, I am reminded of a subversive slogan the police in Oceanside allowed our youth to chant in 
protest as they marched across the city down coast highway, “No Justice, No Peace!” And to the un-
enlightened that might appear as a threat, but in reality it is a fact of simple economics.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jay Roveda 
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Peters, Michaela A

From: Steve J 
Sent: Sunday, September 15, 2024 9:24 PM
To: Peters, Michaela A
Subject: [External] Oceanside Harbor

Dear Ms. Peters, 
  
As I am sure you are aware, there have been several violent incidents at the the Oceanside Harbor launch ramp and 
adjacent areas, as well as nightly fireworks. Violence and crime has been escalating recently and from what I have heard, 
the gangs are using this harbor as a means to 'initiate' new members. 
  
Nobody, especially women and children, feel safe anymore, and after dark the uneasiness increases. We have been lucky 
in the past over by the North side of the harbor by the Marine base and the Jolly Roger, yacht club, etc., but that has 
changed with recent thefts, and transients wandering around. 
  
Slip renters and local residents are getting very motivated to get something done, most are sensible, but there is also talk 
about vigilantism, which would be very bad and would most likely add to the problem. 
  
I am asking you to put all your efforts into addressing this problem, and would like to know your thoughts on how to do so. 
  
The current evening security seems to hide from any interactions with illegal activities, and have even been caught sitting 
in a slip renters restroom with a chair and laptop watching a movie. 
  
Another issue I would like to address is in regards to the future power and water metering that will be taking effect in the 
upcoming years. This has high potential of becoming a big waste of money and time (especially as the maintenance and 
replacements costs don't seem to have been budgeted or addressed) to install in relation to the revenue potential. How 
will renters stop other slips from using their water hose or power? On our dock we have kayak/dinghy racks that have 
tenants from other slips, so when they finish their paddling adventures they use my, or my neighbors water to rinse their 
craft when we are not there. So, how will we be able to stop this, but let the other off-dock renters rinse their crafts? Would 
a locking system be installed, which would add to the installment and maintenance costs that have not been mentioned in 
the budget? 
  
Another question that I feel is very important is will there be monthly or annual service or delivery fees, etc. in addition to 
the monthly power and water charges. I, and many of my dock friends rarely use power and only use water to rinse off our 
boats once in a while, these charges would be a game changer for many current and future slip renters. There are large 
boats with one or two a/c units on board as well as being connected directly to the dock water source, so it would seem 
that we have been subsidizing their usage for all these years. 
  
Thank you Michaela for taking the time to read the concerns that I have addressed, and I look forward to hearing your 
comments. 
  
Sincerely, 
Steve Jerromes - Oceanside Harbor slip renter. 
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Peters, Michaela A

From: Patti OFarrell 
Sent: Sunday, September 15, 2024 10:38 PM
To: Peters, Michaela A
Subject: [External] LACK OF SAFETY AT OCEANSIDE HARBOR

Hi, Michaela, 
 
We bought a boat and are in Oceanside Harbor .  The crime and homelessness problem has 
gotten so bad that a frie d of mine who used to come stay the weekend with me periodically is now afraid 
to come.  When is something going to be done, this situation is way out of hand and if it keeps going, I'm 
afraid we're going to have to move our boat.  
 
We really enjoyed being in Oceanside the first 3 years we've had the boat, and felt safe knowing thete 
was a police unit right there.  We bo longer feel safe whatsoever!!! 
 
I pray something is done and done soon.  Had we known the police were going to be pulled out, I doubt 
we would have kept our boat there knowing the history of the past in that area.  
 
PLEASE BRING THE POLICE BACK FOR THE SAKE OF WE CITIZENS!!!  WE'RE BEGGING YOU!!!! 
 
Patti O'Farrell 
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Peters, Michaela A

From: Jodi Farmer Realtor 
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2024 9:30 AM
To: Peters, Michaela A
Subject: [External] Urgent Action Needed for Oceanside Harbor Safety and Maintenance!!

Dear Michaela Peters, 
 
I am wriƟng to express my deep concern regarding recent incidents at Oceanside Harbor. In August, there was a gang-
related assault, and just two days ago, at approximately 2 a.m., two stabbings occurred—both gang-related. These 
events pose a significant threat to public safety, and immediate acƟon is necessary. 
 
In addiƟon to these safety concerns, the buildings housing restaurants and shops are in a state of disrepair. Despite the 
Harbor aƩracƟng hundreds of thousands of tourists each year, it seems that liƩle to no improvements are being made to 
address either the safety or the condiƟon of these faciliƟes. If this trend conƟnues, visitors will begin to avoid the area, 
impacƟng hotel bookings and local businesses. Even local residents, myself included, are becoming hesitant to frequent 
the Harbor, surrounding restaurants, and beaches due to these safety issues. 
 
The city is collecƟng substanƟal revenue from these establishments through rent, yet there appears to be no 
reinvestment to improve safety or maintain the Harbor's infrastructure. As a homeowner and taxpayer in Oceanside, I 
find this unacceptable. I strongly urge the city to take immediate acƟon to improve both the safety and the condiƟons of 
the buildings before it’s too late. Failure to address these issues could result in significant financial losses for the city and 
local businesses. 
 
Thank you for your aƩenƟon to this maƩer. I hope to see prompt and effecƟve changes. 
 
Sincerely,   
Oceanside Homeowner and Taxpayer 
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Peters, Michaela A

From: Richard Farley 
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2024 11:03 AM
To: council@oceansideca.org; Peters, Michaela A
Subject: [External] Oceanside Harbor

To All Concerned 
  The past few years have seen a steady decline at the Oceanside Harbor and especially after the sun 
goes down.You never know what you are going to find when you use the restrooms or the laundry 
facilities.  
   One of the persons who was attacked with a baseball bat, is a good hard working young man 
and fishes at the harbor whenever he has time. He still has the staples in head. I know him personally, a 
hard worker and never misses work. He was able to return to work after a month 
off from his attack. 
   I have lived in Oceanside over 70 years and have seen a lot of changes.The Oceanside 
Harbor at one time was a great place to visit day or night. 
    What bothers me is that the Oceanside City Council has tuned their head and allowed 
this to happen. They should be ashamed of themselves. 
 
Richard 
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Peters, Michaela A

From: Angela Barker 
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2024 12:40 PM
To: Peters, Michaela A
Subject: [External] Oceanside harbor resident 

Writing in regards to making the harbor district its own entity , and not a part of Oceanside city . The 
harbor income it generates is being used in other areas of the city and not the harbor currently. Also as 
far as patrol the gate keepers have not been able to control the crime that had increased in the harbor in 
the past 2 years . It’s becoming an unsafe environment for slip renters and visitors . : 
  

Our own INDEPENDENT HARBOR DISTRICT (separate from a city department’s 
control). 

Have our own HARBOR MASTER (not a  “manager” directed by the city . 

Our own HARBOR PATROL:  Police, patrol and rescue (with guns to provide safety and security). 

Our own  HARBOR  BUD GET, experienced STAFF and ACCOUNTANT under the direction of our Harbor Master. 

 These are just a few pinpoints . But safety in this harbor is my main concern . Thank you Angela Barker Oceanside harbor slip renter  
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Peters, Michaela A

From: Joe Cacciola 
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2024 2:06 PM
To: Peters, Michaela A
Subject: [External] Oceanside Harbor 

I understand the comment period concerning a change to the structure of Oceanside Harbor's 
management is September 18, 2024 therefore I'm submitting my comment at this time. I have not read 
any specifics in regard to what may be proposed for changing the way our harbor is presently managed or 
controlled. I believe this would need to be presented in a more formal manner before any credible 
positions can be taken or suggestions made. As the owner of two businesses within Oceanside Harbor, I 
am very concerned about the ramifications of any changes that may be proposed. Thank you for your 
attention and your assistance. 

Best regards, 
 
Capt. Joe Cacciola 
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Peters, Michaela A

From: Deborah Malotte <
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2024 5:52 PM
To: Peters, Michaela A
Subject: [External] Oceanside Harbor

Hello Michaela, 
I was at the City meeƟng when you spoke and asked Oceanside Harbor slip renters to email you. 
 
I have owned my boat in this harbor since 2004 and have been a liveaboard since 2007. When I bought my boat we sƟll 
had our own Harbor Police Department. They made a point to walk the docks and get to know all the boat owners. We 
knew all their names and we even had their cell numbers. Since they were taken from the harbor, it has just goƩen less 
and less safe each year. At this point in Ɵme, it’s actually dangerous to leave your boat in the evening just to shower or 
use the bathrooms. Now with stabbings and people being beaten with metal baseball bats, I feel like I need something to 
protect myself since we don’t have any police presence in the harbor anymore. The City of Oceanside doesn’t seem to 
want to do anything about it.  
 
I’m not sure what can be done, but it’s awful to discover our slip rent is being used by the City for things outside our 
harbor. We need an actual Harbor Police Unit again. They would never allow this to happen in what used to be known as 
The Jewel of the North. Now it’s gang tagging, homelessness and criminals in a lawless harbor. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Deborah MaloƩe 
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Peters, Michaela A

From: district28usps 
Sent: Tuesday, September 17, 2024 8:27 AM
To: Peters, Michaela A
Subject: [External] Lawless in the harbor

To whom it may concern, 
I've been a long time resident of the harbor close to 30 years and I was around back when we had Harbor 
Patrol we need to go back to those days. 
We need on-site police officers Around the Clock in the harbor no excuses none whatsoever. 
It has become apparent to the thugs in Oceanside that there is no police force in the harbor so they come 
down and do whatever they want to do and there's no one to stop them this is become ridiculous I pay a 
lot of money to have a boat in that Harbor and now I have to put up with this I'm looking at moving my 
boat. 
Sad 

P/R/C Shawn Goit JN-ON 

 

 

 

  
                   

 
 
 
Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone 
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Peters, Michaela A

From: Rebekka Kinder 
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2024 9:04 PM
To: Peters, Michaela A
Subject: [External] City of Oceanside Harbor

Dear Michaela Peters 
I am wriƟng on behalf of the condiƟons in the city of Oceanside Harbor. I own a boat and also a residence in the 
Oceanside harbor district. I have seen the increased need of Police presence due to the homelessness issue, disrupƟve 
tourists and violent gang acƟvity. As a tax paying resident of the Harbor district, I believe we need more input on how our 
district is governed in order to improve safety and security of this Harbor. 
Please feel free to contact me anyƟme, 
Rebekka Kinder 
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Peters, Michaela A

From: allstar00p 
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2024 7:36 PM
To: Peters, Michaela A
Cc:
Subject: [External] Regarding the Oceanside Harbor

September 16, 2024 
 
To whom it may concern; 
 
We are liveaboards on  for the last 8 years & also owned a motor boat for years on the same 
dock.  There was a time when we felt safe & protected & our money was put to good use...Now we have 
zero protection, the non existence of Police presence is well known to the criminals, the Police boats 
have a very distinct sound they use to patrol going up & down each dock checking on boats & people, the 
life guards do not do that & I hardly ever hear their boat, the Oceanside adventure boat is directly behind 
us so we have a pretty good view when they come out. I remember being on our motor boat years ago & 
we started taking on water,  we called on the radio the Police boat was there in just a couple of minutes 
and we were safely brought in....not any more. We use to have Police presence by patrol they would park 
in the lot walk the harbor & docks talking to people & we felt safe.  They no longer do that, I am 
handicapped and can not defend myself & need assistance getting on & off the boat, when Jay is gone I 
am very nervous as people can paddle board or kayak to a dock & get right on.  We are the only 
liveaboards on this dock and we are on our own!  People have said at night it turns into the wild west 
down here & I can tell you it does, the fireworks that sound like cannons have been going on 2 -4 or more 
nights a week even atv1 in the morning for about a year, they were doing it by Joe's crab shack, at night I 
could hear them hitting the water & scaring the life out of me. I was so afraid one would land on a boat & 
start a fire.  When I called the number for the security that WE as slip renters pay for I was informed the 
guards can't even go look to see where they are coming from (they were flameless) so you couldn't see 
them, I was also told the guards can not confront or intervene in any situation as they have no way to 
defend themselves....so why on earth are we continuing to pay them when they are useless & are not 
even on sight every night.  It is ridiculous that our fees go up & we have more & more things taken away 
from us.  This is our home, we should at the least feel safe, going outside after dark is like taking your life 
into your own hands.  Another huge problem being on this Dock our parking lot is over run with non slip 
renters & sometimes we can't even find parking, raise the ticket fees or tow the darn cars, most people 
we warn about the ticket say the convenience to the restaurants, shops & beach are worth the $60 & 
refuse to move their car.   That is not fair to us for what we pay to live here.  Our lives are in danger by 
trying to not let non slip renters in out bathrooms. As a woman I am scared the whole time I am in the 
shower.  I feel like I need to get a German Shepard for protection. Also ealier this year someone 
vandalized, stole & destroyed the Oceanside adventure kiosk right outside our gate. 
 
*We need to be our own governing body away from the city. 
 
*We need to have more control over fees, we are paying for things that do not benefit our Harbor. 
 
Another concern I have which I can not get an answer to is the installation of meters on our docks, as a 
liveaboard we already pay $110 more than slip renters & do not feel we should be charged above that 
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with a meter or do away with the extra fee, that is why we pay extra for the extra things we use as 
liveaboards.  They also made a mistake when they raised our fees this year regarding boat size which 
they will not correct, so the people with a 30 or 32ft boat is paying the same fee as we do for our 28ft 
..they need to fix that, it is not fair, it was brought to their attention they admitted the error & said they 
were not going to fix it. 
 
*We need to improve our safety & security  
*Have more control over fees 
*Be our own governing body awaybfrim the city. 
 

 
Sincerely, 
Jay & Fran Yager  
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Peters, Michaela A

From: leif kellenberger 
Sent: Tuesday, September 17, 2024 9:18 AM
To: Peters, Michaela A
Subject: [External] Oceanside Harbor safety (please help)

Hello Mr. Michaela, 
 
My name is Leif Kellenberger I have been an oceanside resident for 13 years and have a business at the Oceanside 
harbor for 24 years. 
 
Oceanside was heading towards the right direction with safety and police presence until they decided to swap Oceanside 
Harbor police with lifeguards. I respect what lifeguards do on the beach for safety, but in no way are they trained or can 
deal with the volume of boat owners, live aboard, homeless, and safety in the Harbor.  
 
I have seen the Oceanside Harbor decline severely in safety these past years. We just had a stabbing a few days ago and 
a few weeks ago random people were beat up with baseball bats in two different locations. It’s ironic that one happened 
right out in front of the old Harbor police station. At one time you would see multiple cop cars there and all around the 
harbor. If I was one of the victims I would sue the city for the foreseen liability of removing the Harbor Police.  These 
multiple incidents and homeless hitting customers would not occur at this rate. One homeless lady was arrested 4 times at 
the Harbor  and should’ve been escorted off and banned. The last incident she went into the Stratford restaurant and hit a 
13 year old girl in the face assaulting her. The family was visiting from Ohio. I can guarantee if we had Harbor police back 
their presence would improve everyone’s safety here at the Harbor. 
 
Also the Lawlessness of the local every Tuesday and Holidays of this bicycle gang that runs stop signs and street lights, 
take up both lanes(even oncoming traffic), disregard for public safety, very aggressive and wanting to start fights yelling 
and flipping everyone off. They actually surrounded car the other day and wouldn’t let me pass. I was lucky to get away 
this time. 
 
I have had 3 run ins with them already and someone is going to get hurt by them. I spoke to the Sargent and multiple 
officers. They know they are a problem and progressively getting worse, but they don’t have enough officers to confront 
them. So this gang can do want they want and they know it. I told the sergeant imagine a trained cop is intimidating, 
fearful and worried what could happen. Imagine an old man of family visiting with no back up or training when these 
people confront him. 
 
Please help Oceanside Harbor the residents, business owners, visitors and safety overall. We need the Oceanside 
Harbor police back the Oceanside Harbor generates enough revenue to sustain our own governing body. 
 
 

 
 
Thank you, 
Leif Kellenberger  
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Peters, Michaela A

From: Maureen Gahan 
Sent: Tuesday, September 17, 2024 1:55 PM
To: Peters, Michaela A
Subject:

Good AŌernoon 
The crime in the harbor has increased since the Harbor police was replaced. We need to feel safe to use the harbor. As a 
slip renter for 6 years, we pay our slip rent and tax on Ɵme. With those of us who have 51 Ō slips, a 40% increase on our 
slip rent was huge and to not have police present on a regular basis is unfair to slip renters. The money generated should 
only be used to improve the harbor. The fact that we have diferred maintenance and the huge hike in fees leads me to 
believe that our funds have been misused. 
 
I sincerely hope things improve 
 
Thank you, 
Maureen Johnson 
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Peters, Michaela A

From: Mark Rubins 
Sent: Wednesday, September 18, 2024 7:00 AM
To: Peters, Michaela A
Subject: [External] Oceanside Harbor Current State of Affairs

Greetings, 
 
The City has essentially abandoned the Harbor Slip renters. Seems all they want to do is collect our slip fees and keep us 
quiet. The harbor has become a dangerous place to visit. People are getting beaten, stabbed and stuff is getting stolen.   
 
Something needs to change.  
 
1.    Enforcement of Harbor rules is not apparent.  
2.    Absent Law enforcement. 
3.    No police presence. 
4.    Lifeguards are the only presence, they can't / don't enforce anything.  
 
The Harbor Police Department was a much better way to go. They were well trained, sworn officers who were also skilled 
watermen.  
 
 
Mark   
Slip L - 24  
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Peters, Michaela A

From: Adriane S 
Sent: Wednesday, September 18, 2024 6:58 AM
To: Peters, Michaela A
Subject: [External] Oceanside Harbor district boundaries

Dear Michaela, 
I am a slip renter at Oceanside Harbor.  I understand that at some time in the past the SCHD was enlarged to 
include all of the beach to the Carlsbad border.  I am writing to provide support for a governance study to 
determine the actual boundaries of the harbor district.  I do not want my slip fees to pay for the maintenance 
of the entire Oceanside beach area, there is enough work to be done in the harbor alone.  I am concerned 
about the recent increase in slip fees, and do not want them to continue to rise.   
 
Sincerely, 
Adriane Stebbins 
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Peters, Michaela A

From: Lauren Chandler 
Sent: Tuesday, September 17, 2024 8:43 PM
To: Peters, Michaela A
Subject: [External] Oceanside Harbor: we need harbor please ASAP

Hi Michaela, 
 
It has been brought to my aƩenƟon that the harbor lacks its own police and safety. As a female in the harbor, I do fear for
my safety. Especially at night when accessing the faciliƟes. What would stop a homeless man from entering the women’s 
restroom and assaulƟng women? That has already happened here where a woman was raped in the bathroom because a 
homeless man obtained the key. Please consider harbor police and acƟve patrol because criminals are aware there lack 
police resulƟng in shading things happening.  
 
As this can be resolved and us women can be safer here.  
 
Thank you.  
 
Lauren Chandler  
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Peters, Michaela A

From: Artie Sandoval 
Sent: Tuesday, September 17, 2024 7:30 PM
To: Peters, Michaela A
Subject: [External] Input from Oceanside Harbor Slip renters on Dock D 

Hello Michaela Peters,  
 
I'm a slip renter at the Oceanside Harbor and I'm concerned with the recent events from this summer 
involving safety.   I would like to be involved in voting or supporting the following initiatives that include the 
Harbor having the following:  
 

 Independent Harbor District separate from a city department control. 
 Harbor Master not a manager directed by a city bureaucrat. 
 Harbor Police patrol and rescue with guns to provide safety and security. 
 A Harbor Budget, experienced Staff, and accountant under direction of our Harbor Master.   

 
Respectfully Submitted,  
 
Artie Sandoval 
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Peters, Michaela A

From: kirkplehn
Sent: Tuesday, September 17, 2024 7:25 PM
To: Peters, Michaela A
Subject: [External] Harbor Conditions

To whom it may concern, Over the past few years it seams like the Harbor district is getting the short end of the 
stick as far a Policing goes. We have more crime, homelessness, vandals, graƯiti etc. Please put more resources 
to help out the Harbor district of Oceanside. 
 

Sincerely,  

Kirk Plehn Board Member MDM 

 



1

Peters, Michaela A

From: glendasmith
Sent: Tuesday, September 17, 2024 6:08 PM
To: Peters, Michaela A
Subject: [External] Oceanside Harbor Slip Renter

To the LAFCO board, 
 
We have been a citizen of Oceanside for over 40 years. Our family has enjoyed the town, beaches, 
ocean, and the harbor. 
 
10 years ago we purchased a 36' boat in Oceanside Harbor.  For the past six years we live-aboard.  
 
We have been through changes in Harbor Masters.  Changes in rules and regulations.  Rules about 
what the Police can, and can  
 
not do in the harbor.  Who is protecting us in the water?. Who is protection us on the land. I'm older and 
don't feel safe going to the 
 
restrooms after dark.  Our slip fees keep increasing and I don't see much in improvements the City takes 
the money meant for 
 
use in the Harbor and puts it into other funds and accounts. 
 
I feel that we need and deserve: 
 
                Our own Independent Harbor District 
                A Harbor Master not a manager assigned by the City 
                Our own Harbor Budget that is managed by Our Harbor Master along with experienced Staff and 
Accountants 
                Harbor Police - that patrol and rescue ( that can provide safety and security) 
                  
I sincerely hope you give a strong report and opinion regarding these issues. 
 
Thank you for your time and hard work. 
 
Glenda Smith 
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Peters, Michaela A

From: Carleen Southard 
Sent: Tuesday, September 17, 2024 12:23 PM
To: Peters, Michaela A
Subject: [External] Oceanside Harbor LAFCO Comments

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Michaela, 
Thank you for giving the stakeholders in the Oceanside Harbor Community a place to comment. 
 
My husband and I have been slip renters in Oceanside Harbor since 2002.  We have seen many changes 
in the management of the harbor in this time.  My hat is off to the volunteer members of the Harbor and 
Beaches Committee because they have continuously met with and worked with the City representatives 
over the years. I have been trying to understand how this is all set up, I read the minutes, attend meetings 
(via Zoom) and try and stay current on the governing structure of our Harbor and Beaches.  The members 
of the Harbor and Beaches Committee have gone above and beyond and all of their hard work is 
appreciated. 
 
My primary concern as a slip renter is Safety, both on and off the water. There needs to be trained 
watermen/women staffed to be able to patrol the harbor by water and be able to rescue boaters, 
swimmers, kayakers, paddlers and all other stakeholders and users of the beautiful resources.   
 
When we first had our slip in the early 2000, the Harbor Patrol was staffed by individuals who would 
patrol the water and stop users for not wearing lifejackets on kayaks, speeding in the harbor, or other 
things mentioned in the bluebook. They were also trained in on the water rescues for boating accidents 
ie; crashing into the jetty, grounding, or flipping in the entrance due to the swells.  I am not an expert in 
the training this group received but it was my understanding that they had more on the water training 
than the most recent group of OPD in the harbor (before the Lifeguards).  
 
Currently the Lifeguards are more of a presence than OPD was on the water.  We see the patrol boats out 
and see them doing practice drills.  The Lifeguards also took part in a local CPR class and educated 
everyone in attendance not only CPR skills but in local knowledge on lifesaving and getting emergency 
help in the harbor. 
 
There is no doubt the Harbor needs trained professionals both on the water and on land patrolling the 
harbor and beaches.  
 
Please consider the very well thought out recommendations by the Harbor and Beaches 
Committee.  These people have worked tirelessly and have a thorough understanding of the structure 
most benefitting the way our harbor should be set up.   
 
The Harbor definitely needs to improve Safety and Security.  Recent violent  events in the harbor have 
been very concerning and I am afraid they will escalate.  Personal injury with bats and a knifing have been 
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the most recent incidents in the news. In addition, we have had tagging on our boats, slip renters mugged 
by the restrooms and intruders boarding our boats and things being stolen from our boats and docks. 
 
The current structure of Harbor management does  not appear to be working.  The Harbor and Beaches 
Committees have worked diligently on their recommendations and I would like to have it on record that I 
support their recommendations'. 
 
Sincerely, 
Carleen Southard 
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Peters, Michaela A

From: Mark Fitzgerald 
Sent: Tuesday, September 17, 2024 11:48 AM
To: Peters, Michaela A
Subject: [External] Comments in reference to Oceanside Harbor

Hello Michaela,  
 
Please see below in reference to the request for comments about the Oceanside Harbor. Feel free to be in 
touch. Thank you!  
 
It's time for the Oceanside Harbor to return to self-governing, unbeholden to the City Council.  
 
As Oceanside residents and homeowners in District 3, as well as boat owners and Oceanside Harbor slip 
renters, we are calling on the City Council to relinquish control of Harbor resources that are used for other 
purposes than to repair and upkeep the harbor, as well as keep the harbor region safe. Over the past few 
years, we have witnessed the harbor conditions decline while slip fees have increased. There have been 
notable attacks on boat owners and harbor visitors alike due to the lack of security, regulations and concern 
from the city about unhoused, drug users and general violent crime increasing in the harbor, while 
maintenance is disregarded:  
 

 Knifing attack, Sept, 2 injured 
 Baseball bat attacks, August, 4 injured  
 Jolly Roger (vacant) lots unmanaged/dirty 
 Slip bumpers old, corroded and damaged 
 Pet excrement left behind 
 Trash bins overflowing  
 Slip Finger rules are disregarded  
 Overstay on temporary live aboard   
 Live aboard permits expired/neglected  
 Many boats serving as "storage units" overflowing w/trash 
 Too few boaters and more stationary vessels  
 Expired registration tags (going back as far as 2020)  
 People fishing from slip fingers 
 "Toys" piling up in slips (floats, kayaks, paddleboards)  

 
This is all due to a lack of management and oversight on the part of City Counsel. The Oceanside Harbor 
generates over $5 million dollars per year in revenue that is obviously being used elsewhere (900+ slips, $500 
monthly avg. Per slip).  
 
Oceanside City Counsel ironically voted to spend $5 million on the Oceanside Pier renovation back in 2023 and 
yet were unable to manage those funds from going up in flames when the pier fire occurred. Their lack of 
oversight and accountability created a hole that the harbor slip renters should not be on the hook for.  
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Boat owners are calling on Oceanside City Council to relinquish control of the harbor and return the harbor 
district back to an independent agency, as intended at formation in 1960. The $5 million + in revenue can be 
used to reinstate an onsite police department, reinforce regulations in the harbor region and allow boat 
owners the right to have a voice in where the harbor generated revenue is used.  
  

Mark & Rachelle Fitzgerald 
  

  
 

 



Paul and Pat Gadbois 
  

 Oceanside Small Craft Harbor District 
 

September 17, 2024 
 
San Diego County Local Agency 
     Formation Commission 
             (LAFCO) 
 
Attention: Ms. Michaela Peters 
 
 
Dear Ms. Peters, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment upon the on-going discussion 
regarding the Oceanside Small Craft Harbor District. Like many of our harbor 
friends and neighbors, we have concerns regarding the decisions made by the 
OSCHD’s Board of Directors. Since they are also the elected members of the 
Oceanside City Council, they must represent the voters of the local city district 
that elected them. Obviously, this creates a very apparent conflict of interests, 
especially since the SCHD is financially tied to the Harbor’s Enterprise Fund. As 
such, the SCHD is supposed to be a self-supporting entity. Income is generated 
in various ways including rentals of district business sites, Slip-permit Holders 
slip fees, and occasional grants from the State of California and the Federal 
Government. 
 
Like many of our fellow boaters, we have had a slip in Oceanside Harbor for 
almost three decades. Consequently, we are very aware of the of the good, the 
bad and the changes that only benefited city politics. From what we have 
observed, what interests the city council members and the city administration is 
how they can squeeze more money out of the Harbor District to plump-up the 
city coffers! For example, when the Harbor District was “annexed” by the city, we 
lost what was an excellently trained Marine Safety Harbor Patrol! Most, if not all 
of them, had been local police officers. For example, Harbor Master Don Hadley 
served in the National Guard and Coast Guard, retiring as a Lieutenant 
Commander in the US. Naval Reserves. Don worked as a Port of San Diego  
Harbor Police Captain when he was hired to fill the shoes of the original and 
beloved Harbor Master, Jon Curtis. Don wore several hats when he worked for 
the OSCHD including Harbor Police Chief, Director of Harbor and Beaches, and 
finally retired as the Deputy City Manager 2 years later. 
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As a Coast Guard Officer, Port of SD Harbor Police Marine Safety Officer, and 
seasoned “water-man,” Don knew the value of training, experience, and time at 
sea.  Our Harbor Patrol Officers also served as California Peace Officers, 
usually wearing both a badge and a firearm even when paroling the harbor or at 
sea. Don expected his officers to attend the California Department of Boating 
and Waterways extensive training units. Eventually most of the experienced 
officers were also designated as training officers. 
 
At this point LAFCO allowed the city to annex the Harbor District. We remember 
seeing a brief announcement posted on a city web-sight announcing that the city 
was applying to LAFCO for the 1st stage of the annexation of the OSCHD, and if 
any citizens had concerns or questions, the public was welcome to attend the 
meeting and speak...few did, or for that matter even knew about it or what 
“annexation” actually meant, in our opinion. After it occurred, Don posted a 
“Memo of Understanding” saying that the city police department would be taking 
over as the agency that policed the harbor. Fortunately, many of the officers had 
been trained and worked the OPD originally and were designated as “Legacy 
Officers” and could continue to serve. They were also available to train the OPD 
officers who applied to be on the Harbor Patrol. Unfortunately, time and attrition 
resulted in a cadre of poorly trained OPD “water-men.“ 
 
To add to the problem, OSCHD Harbor Patrol officers were NOT allowed to 
patrol on land outside of the boundaries of the harbor district, except when 
requested by OPD in an emergency. (California did not allow cities to have more 
than one police agency.) With OPD at the helm, harbor officers were quietly 
detailed to patrol near-by areas of the downtown, often going as far as the 
Carlsbad border. Consequently, they weren’t available when there was an 
emergency on the water requiring a rescue at sea! Harbor boaters saw what 
was going on! For example, a boat overturning when the tide went out and there 
were big waves in the channel, or a powerboat had engine troubles and was 
about to be on broaching on the rocks when another boater was able to take 
them in tow! There were no OPD Harbor Unit officers in sight, they were out of 
the harbor taking care of problems downtown! While these are simplistic 
examples, this happened often enough that it was common knowledge among 
harbor boaters, and they were very distressed about it...after all, it could be 
anyone of us in need of immediate help!   
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My husband and I wrote a monthly publication for harbor boaters –The Crews 
News. Using the “Freedom of Information Act” and at the request of one of the 
Legacy Officers who was so concerned that someone was going to die or be 
seriously hurt when there was no response suggested that I request from OPD 
the number of tickets, warning citations, or recorded incidents were written by 
HP officers outside of the harbor during the previous year, 2018. Much to my 
surprise, OPD complied!  From field interviews, arrests, citations, arrests for 
“outside warrants,”and traffic citations there were 1,064 total actions outside of 
the harbor district! One of the legacy officers explained to me that the time to 
write a ticket or warning was about 15 minutes, while investigating a crime, 
arresting someone, taking them to the Vista Jail and writing the report would be 
at the very least 2 hours! Figuring it out using this information indicated that 
there would be over 800 hours of documented time that slip-renters were paying 
for our Harbor Officers who were working on non-emergency incidents outside 
of the OSCHD! On the average at the time, OPD officers were paid at an 
average rate of $41.00 per hour. 800 hours X $41.00 works out to be a very 
conservative $32,800 in Boater Bucks to supplement the OPD’s budget!         
 
All of this explains why a petition requesting enhanced Marine Safety to be 
provided by a Harbor Patrol unit that included lifeguards/EMT training along with 
“seasoned” water-men with marine rescue and time-at-sea in all kinds of 
weather and wave conditions. They might even be US Coast Guard licensed. 
Hopefully unit members would eventually be expected to enhance proficiency by 
attending CA Division of Boating and Waterways classes. Besides being 
available when needed to help vessels and crews in distress, unit members 
should be walking docks getting to know boaters, inspecting vessels, patrolling 
in the Village, Harbor Beach and the harbor “green belt.” Because they are  
patrolling in a CA Special District, they are also expected to qualify as CA Peace 
Officers...training to follow! For example,  California State Park Peace Officers 
are fully sworn California State Police Officers, with two sub-classifications, 
the Ranger and the Lifeguard. They often use the title of State Police 
Officer during enforcement contact, as many Park Rangers and  Lifeguards 
within municipalities, counties and special districts are armed Peace 
Officers, with authority throughout the state, on and off duty, like the 
California State Park Peace Officers. Our original Harbor Patrol officers 
were also CA Peace Officers. They detained individuals and called OPD to 
come and assist them with the problems: drunk, on boats that aren’t theirs, 
or in boater bathrooms. Public safety is always the priority for Harbor Patrol 
Officers!    
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Peters, Michaela A

From: Rusty Russell 
Sent: Wednesday, September 18, 2024 8:33 AM
To: Peters, Michaela A
Subject: [External] Oceanside Small Craft Harbor District

 
Michaela A. Peters   
LAFCO   
 
Dear Michaela, 
 
I hope this letter finds you well. I’m writing to express my growing concerns about the current state of the 
oceanside harbor and the challenges it faces due to recent changes in its security and management. 
 
As a member of the Harbor Board Advisory Committee (HBAC), I have witnessed firsthand the negative impact of 
the city’s decision to eliminate the dedicated harbor patrol, replacing it with private security and consolidating 
services with the Oceanside Police. This shift has led to an increase in violent incidents and unchecked behavior, 
particularly near the boat launch ramp. 
 
I know you are aware of the recent baseball bat attack, and unfortunately, the situation continues to escalate. This 
past Saturday night, there was a stabbing with multiple victims. In addition, reckless activities such as cars doing 
donuts in the parking lot are becoming more frequent. When I called to report this, the police responded but 
remained in their vehicles and addressed the situation only via their PA system, which did little to curb the 
dangerous behavior. 
 
I strongly believe we need to return to the original structure of having a dedicated harbor patrol and harbor police. 
Since the consolidation with the Oceanside Police, resources are frequently being pulled away from the harbor to 
serve other parts of the city. From where my boat is located, I often see police cars speeding down North Harbor 
Drive to respond to water emergencies, which is a clear indication that our harbor is being left vulnerable. 
 
Another major concern is the allocation of funds collected from slip renters. It seems that the city is diverting 
these funds to pay for items outside the harbor, which is preventing necessary repairs and maintenance from 
being completed within the harbor district. To ensure the harbor remains self-sustaining and able to address its 
unique needs, I believe there needs to be a clearer separation between the city and the Oceanside Harbor. This 
would allow for proper funding allocation and the repairs that are desperately needed to maintain the harbor’s 
infrastructure. 
 
The harbor is a vital part of our community, and its current state is not only unsustainable but potentially 
dangerous. I hope we can work together to make the necessary changes to restore the safety, security, and long-
term viability of this important resource. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration. 
 
Sincerely,   
 
Rusty Russell 
Sliprenter 
HBAC board member 
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Peters, Michaela A

From: Mermaid Island Tours 
Sent: Wednesday, September 18, 2024 8:40 AM
To: Peters, Michaela A
Subject: [External] Oceanside Harbor comments

To Those that may concern, 

As a 20-year slip renter and owner of a Marina Del Mar condominium, I have witnessed the dramatic changes in 
our community over the years. Reflecting on the early 2000s, I remember the pervasive issues of gangs, crime, 
and drive-by shootings in Oceanside, culminating in the tragic death of a young boy in the harbor bathrooms. 
When the harbor was granted its own police force, these problems were effectively addressed. The police 
presence was constant and reassuring; officers patrolled the harbor and docks, and their visibility made the area 
feel safe—almost like Mr. Rogers’ neighborhood. 

Unfortunately, the current situation is starkly different. Because we no longer have our own police force in the 
Harbor District. The harbor now feels more like the setting of "Escape from New York/ Friday the 13" with the 
growing presence of homeless individuals, ex-prisoners, psychiatric patients, and gang members, thieves, and 
gypsies occupying sidewalks, benches, parking lots, and the beach. This situation has led to defaced and stolen 
property, frightened children and tourists, and increased violence, stabbings, and beatings. I pray we Have our 
own harbor police presence before another death occurs here.  Reckless driving is rampant, and despite a sign 
warning of strict enforcement, there is seldom any police presence to address any of these issues. The only time I 
see officers is during their brief morning coffee visits to Nautical Bean coffee shop once every 2 weeks or so, or 
well after a crime scene. 

Marina Del Mar condos have also become a target, overrun with vagrants and squatters due to the absence of a 
dedicated police force in the Harbor.  

Many women in our community no longer feel safe walking alone in the harbor after dark or using the locked 
bathrooms for slip renters. 

For the safety of residents, tourists, and to restore the city’s reputation, we urgently need a dedicated, reliable 
Harbor police force to ensure the harbor is once again a secure and welcoming place. 

  

Sincere gratitude for your efforts on behalf of the Oceanside Harbor Community. , 

Bryn Starr Best  
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Peters, Michaela A

From: shirley mcculloch 
Sent: Wednesday, September 18, 2024 7:14 AM
To: J.Borrego@oceansideca.org; Peters, Michaela A
Subject: [External] Oceanside North Harbor Safety.

Dear J. Borrego & Michaela Peters: 
 
Please note the safety concerns at North Harbor call for some changes in the lack of security. 
 
Possibly, the Oceanside Slip Renters could manage their own boat slip renters fee & hire private security 
team.   
 
Maybe installing gate on North Pacific at Del Mar Condo & close boat launch ramp at sunset & re-open at 
sunrise. 
 
Only let in vehicles who have proof of camping permit for North Harbor. 
 
Bring Back USCG to help with Panga Boat problem....as there have been several document incidents of 
trafficking illegal aliens into Oceanside Harbor. 
 
Guns & Drugs often go along with trafficking of individuals across borders. 
 
These suggestions have been made previously at the Oceanside Slip Renters meetings....but the 
problem is getting worse. 
 
Since 2009 I have been Boat Slip Renter & the security issues are definitely getting worse. 
 
Time for Boat Slip Renters to manage the harbor ourselves, & hire needed security folks & re-Open Jolly 
Roger & collect rent from Restaurant. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Shirley Neely McCulloch 
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Peters, Michaela A

From: Lori Shannon 
Sent: Wednesday, September 18, 2024 11:48 AM
To: Peters, Michaela A
Subject: [External] Oceanside Harbor

I am a resident of Marina Del Mar as well as a slip renter  in the harbor.  The 
safety of our harbor is a major concern.  There have been several incidents of 
homeless people and crime in the harbor.  Our rental fees continue to rise while 
the services provided have declined.  
 
What is needed is a larger presence of law enforcement as a deterrent to those 
wishing to cause harm to our community.  If the harbor is the "jewel" of our community, 
we should treat it as such. 
 
I respectfully request that the city provide more safety to our area to continue to thrive 
as a vacation destination for all.  If we do not get a handle on this situation, Oceanside 
will go back to having the bad reputation for crime as it did many years ago and no one 
will want to come to our community to spend their money. 
Thank you, 

Lori Shannon 
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Peters, Michaela A

From: Alesia Foster 
Sent: Wednesday, September 18, 2024 8:13 PM
To: Peters, Michaela A
Subject: [External] Safety in our harbor

Hi, we’ve had a boat down in Oceanside Harbor since 2017. We are very concerned with what has been 
going on down there. We used to see the police patrol the harbor and have a presence and we felt safe. 
Now we have homeless everywhere, people threatening others, sleeping on benches, stealing things 
from the docks, sneaking on boats, and recently attacks with baseball bat, gangs and last week a 
stabbing. Is there anyone that wants to take control of this situation? We live in the Temecula area and 
come down on the weekends to enjoy the harbor and our boat. We pay quite a bit of money to be able to 
do this and would expect the city to do something to keep its residents safe. Please advise on your plans 
to take care of this. You have a lot of very angry boat owners that are demanding something be done.  
 
 
Alesia Foster 
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Peters, Michaela A

From: Tim Milam 
Sent: Wednesday, September 18, 2024 9:31 PM
To: Peters, Michaela A
Subject: [External] Oceanside Harbor Slip Renter Comment

Dear Ms Peters, 
 
Current and past governing has not worked. Autonomy is the answer. Please listen to slip renters.  
 
Thanks in advance, 
 
Tim Milam,  
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Peters, Michaela A

From: Rhonda Lawson 
Sent: Wednesday, September 18, 2024 9:50 PM
To: Peters, Michaela A
Subject: [External] Oceanside harbor

 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
My husband and I have owned a boat  for over 13 years. 
We are not absentee owners.  We are in the harbor on the boat every weekend at a minimum.  
 
Since the harbor police/patrol has been disbanded, there  has been a notable increase in violent crimes and peƩy crimes 
such as graffiƟ and theŌ.   
  
Slip renters do not feel safe walking our dogs or even using the slip renter restrooms aŌer dark.  
 
These problems can be directly connected to the non presence of harbor police and harbor patrol.  And the NON 
RESPONSE of Oceanside police department to any call placed to them regarding incidents in the harbor. 
 
The high fees we pay to slip our boats  should be kept in the harbor to pay for the safety and upkeep on the harbor and 
the docks. 
 
The fees should be used for a harbor master not a manager.   
 
Oceanside harbor should be a separate independent district with an independent budget and professional staff.  
 
Rhonda Lawson 
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Peters, Michaela A

From: Dave Lawson 
Sent: Wednesday, September 18, 2024 10:12 PM
To: Peters, Michaela A
Subject: [External] Future of Oceanside Harbor and Management
Attachments: IMG_5802.jpg

Dear Michaela, 
 
I’m writing to you in regards to the LAFCO report concerning the Oceanside Small Craft Harbor District.  
 
I am a slip permit holder for more than thirteen years in Oceanside Harbor.  The harbor is such a fantastic place to spend 
time with friends and family. 
 
In reading through the LAFCO report I find agreement with recommendations for the Oceanside SCHD and the action 
items as listed in the attached report. 
 
Recently we have experienced many issues with violence, crime, vagrants, trespassing and illegal immigrant 
smuggling.  It’s out of control and it is time to put the harbor back under its own management. 
 
The police do the best they can with response but it’s not the same as having a designated Harbor Police.  Currently we 
have no police on the water and only Lifeguards who spend most of their time out of the harbor and have no 
enforcement authority. 
 
The unauthorized redistricting of the Harbor to include the beach’s and pier all the way down to Carlsbad needs to be 
investigated and undone immediately.  Harbor dollars should stay in the Harbor. 
 
 
Thank you for your help and consideration and thank you LAFCO. 
 
Kind Regards, 
 
Dave Lawson 
Permit Holder 
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Peters, Michaela A

From: Shari Mackin 
Sent: Thursday, September 19, 2024 5:56 PM
To: Peters, Michaela A
Subject: [External] Oceanside Harbor -

Hi Michaela,  
 
I am a former council member for the City of Oceanside and a person who LOVES our Harbor, Parks and 
Beaches.  I want to thank you for your recommendations to the Harbor Lessees', many I know personally 
and have the utmost respect for.  
 
I'm including some information from a timeline I found wherein it discusses how the City annexed the 
Harbor District and became officially part of the City of Oceanside:  
 
In 1993, the Oceanside Harbor District was annexed by the City of Oceanside and all District 
employees became City employees, including the Oceanside Harbor Police.   In 1999, Point Hobart 
was decommissioned and the Oceanside Harbor Police became the only rescue vessels between Dana 
Point Harbor and Mission Bay.  Currently, the Oceanside Police Harbor Unit remains the primary 
response vessel for over 37 miles of coastline, assisting in mutual aid calls for service from San Mateo 
Point to Del Mar.   
 
Nowhere on the City's website is the Harbor or any of its amenities referred to as within the 
Harbor "District", rather merely called the "Oceanside Harbor or Harbor" 
https://www.ci.oceanside.ca.us/government/public-works/harbor ; however, the only place I have found 
"Harbor District" used is on the City Council Agenda listing the City Council as Directors of the Harbor 
District.  I do know that council members are "paid" as Directors of the Harbor, but in all honesty, they do 
not treat the harbor as a separate "District" until they are seeking funding:  
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Peters, Michaela A

From: Chris Taunt 
Sent: Thursday, September 19, 2024 3:17 PM
To: Peters, Michaela A
Subject: [External] LAFCO comments about Oceanside harbor[SUSPECTED SPAM] 

Hello, 
 
I just have one comment about the city's operation of Oceanside harbor. 
 
I want the city to stop stealing the harbors money and using it for anything they desire. 
It is clear to me, after 17 years in the harbor , that the city is stealing our money. 
They have done little to no repairs or serious maintenance on anything in the harbor for a very long time. I 
am worried someone is going to get seriously hurt by the current condition of the docks and ramps 
especially. 
I find it interesting that the city refuses to provide any accounting for the funds the harbor generates. 
 
Thank you! 
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Peters, Michaela A

From: Tammy Taunt 
Sent: Thursday, September 19, 2024 10:30 AM
To: Peters, Michaela A
Subject: [External] Comment on Oceanside Region MSR - SCHD
Attachments: 09 19 2024  LAFCO comment by Tammy Taunt.pdf; 09 19 2024  LAFCO comment by 

Tammy Taunt.docx

Hi Michaela! 
 
Please find my comments below and also an attached PDF and Word doc....it's long, was not sure the 
best way to submit. 
 
Hi, 

I have sent you many, many documents. Some of that was also my own personal observances. 

I have compiled comments that I made in public or in an email to City officials or HBAC over the 
years.  All have been copied/pasted.  Please let me know if this is not acceptable.  Thank you. 

  

September 9, 2020 
Tammy Taunt,

  
We really, really need to have better safety control on the harbor. Thank you to Pat Gadbois for 
writing about it in Crews News. I am afraid for the safety of all in the harbor and outside the harbor. 
Excellent reporting in the last several issues with great information. 
 
We are on T-Dock, which can be exciting and scary all at the same time in such close proximity to 
the launch ramp. Frustrating when dealing with parking and the stupid foot bath that keeps clogging 
and despite promises from Ted that it would not happen, we had major puddles in front of our gate 
causing slippery when wet conditions walking down the ramp. 
  
Here are some other observations from this weekend: 

 My husband and I were on our boat Friday through Monday during the day. We did not sleep 
over as our elderly dog could not handle it. Anyway, I did not see the Oceanside Harbor Patrol 
even one time in all of those days. That is highly unacceptable. They are supposed to be 
keeping people safe, and it is clear that many dangerous things happened and no one there. 

 I personally witnessed one woman on a SeaDoo jet BOAT nearly kill herself while she was 
completely out of control almost jumping the dock nearest Sea Tiger, running over someone's 
trailer as they were trying to recover their boat and hitting her neck on the bow of that boat 
causing serious whiplash. It was a miracle that she did not knock herself out or die and was 
able to finally control the boat and turn it off AFTER we sternly told her to do so and just 
before she hit Wind Chime. Glen would have had another heart attack for sure. That was on 
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Friday afternoon. The former Oceanside Harbor Patrol would have been there seconds later 
making sure she was okay...and most likely requiring medical intervention (she may be a 
walking time bomb with a blood clot in her neck...she hit the bow that hard) and also would 
have counseled the couple on getting lessons to drive that boat...neither one of them knew 
how and it was obviously new to them, and recommended that they not continue their day. 
Instead? EVERYONE on the harbor was at jeopardy when they were on the water. 

 A friend of ours witnessed another near death collision near F dock Saturday afternoon. A very 
large pontoon boat was completely out of control and bounced off the double-decker house 
boat, headed straight for another vessel and before colliding with it one of the people onboard 
hurled himself between the two boats and acted like a human fender. Another miracle no one 
died there. 

 There are tons of people launching paddle boards, surfboards, inflatables from all of the rocks 
near the campers. This is supposed to be illegal. One major slip down those rocks and 
someone can be seriously injured. 

 The bathrooms near the Nautical Bean were completely destroyed all weekend and it truly did 
not look like they were cleaned at all between Saturday afternoon and Monday evening. 

Way too many people are parking in Slip Renter parking near the beach without permits during the 
weekend. Many slip renters could not find parking in the lots they pay for. Parking tickets need to be 
tripled or vehicles need to be towed away. With this silly virus going on people are using the beach 
as their entertainment and don't mind paying $54 for cheap entertainment. They are used to paying 
way more than that to go to amusement parks and festivals that do not exist right now. I did see one 
person giving tickets on Saturday afternoon. 
 
April 5, 2021  HBAC Committee Public Comments 

Tammy Taunt,

We really, really need to have better safety control in the harbor.  We are , which can be 
exciting and scary all at the same time.  Being in such close proximity to the launch ramp, and the 
recent fire literally 8 feet from our beautiful home-built sailboat, the things we have witnessed may 
be a bit different than others in the harbor. 

Here are some observations we have made over the years: 

         The fire on March 15, 2021 was horrific.  It is only because of the quick acts of those who 
live on the dock and for the very brave lifeguards making a fire break by SWIMMING the 
sailboat out of the slip that only 2 boats were lost.  Had these things not happened, many more 
boats would have been gone. The safety issues that have been uncovered because of this fire 
is quite amazing and very sad. 

         Over Labor Day weekend 2020, my husband and I were on our boat Friday through 
Monday during the day. We, nor anyone else we hung out with on  that weekend, did 
not see the Oceanside Harbor Police even one time in all of those days. That is highly 
unacceptable. Four day weekends are extremely busy and more people are in the harbor and 
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the sailboat away from the fire that day did a very brave thing and all of us on T-Dock are eternally 
grateful to them. 
  

The whole reason for these special meetings and proposals is because the current officers assigned 
to the harbor are not doing the job they are paid to do.  They are supposed to be providing water 
rescue, boating safety enforcement, emergency tows and firefighting services alongside their usual 
land based duties. 
  
Since 2009, they have had little to no training. This fact was confirmed by the newly appointed 
Oceanside Chief of Police during the last meeting when he admitted that his officers do not have the 
training needed to provide safety on the water.   
  
The public as a whole, which includes slip renters, visitors and residents of Oceanside are in danger 
while visiting and utilizing Oceanside Harbor because the current “harbor unit” is almost 
nonexistent.  They are rarely seen on the waterways, especially during busy holiday weekends.  Chris 
and I have witnessed more than one dangerous situation that went unchecked. 
  
After reading the current proposal, I have a few questions: 
 
Why does the harbor need a "special squad" to do the job that the police and fire 
department were already being paid to do?  Slip renters are simply asking for what we 
have been paying for.  Charging us more and creating yet another agency does not make sense 
nor does it solve the safety issues at hand. 
  
As mentioned, the slip renters have been paying for a fully trained harbor police unit.  Are you 
going to refund the last 12 years of inadequately trained service? 
  

Why would slip renters want to "accommodate future visitor growth" (see page 5, bulllet 
point #1)? Visitor growth is a city agenda.  Slip renters rarely use the launch ramp, the camping 
areas, the public bathrooms or even the beach that much, so why should slip renters be the 
ones paying for the operating costs of that?   Slip renters would prefer not to be inundated with 
visitors. Personally, I love it when they finally leave!   
  
Slip renters do not want to see any changes made to the existing payment structure.  The current 
slip fee increase schedule is more than adequate and should not be touched, neither 
should the “blue book.” 
  
If the city needs more harbor funds, then charge more for overnight camping and parking. Fine those 
who park in slip renter parking triple the amount they pay now. Charge a boat launch fee.  There 
are more ways to create funds than to think of slip renters as the only source of income. 
  
The slip renters are NOT a golden piggy bank for the city to steal from (which has already 
happened so give our money back.) 
 
The bottom line is, why would slip renters pay an extra $1 million or more dollars  for 
services that are already supposed to be provided and have been paid for?   
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Thank you for your time. 

Have a nice evening. 

  
April 8, 2024 
Tammy Taunt,

Items LAFCO needs to be aware of 

         Sale of the towers and the harbor did not get its fair percentage of the sale, instead it went 
to the City. 

         The City “borrowing” $10 million from the harbor district and has not paid it back…and 
denies it ever happened. 

         March 2004 – San Diego Union Tribune article talking about Oceanside Marina “face-lift” 
states that the City purchased the land from the harbor district for $1.1 million. 
https://www.sandiegouniontribune.com/sdut-oceanside-marina-suites-to-undergo-face-lift-
2004mar21-story.html 
         Safety in the harbor is severely lacking….Sea Tiger fire March 15, 2021 – harbor “patrol” 
was useless.  OFD was not great either with not realizing their hoses would not reach the end 
of T-Dock where the fire was.   ZERO of the fire hoses on at least 6 docks do not work….at 
all….and they are not maintained properly. There is no immediate defense when it comes to 
fire at the dock. 
         Thefts 

         Assaults 

         Homeless breaking into docks and bathrooms.   

         Stolen boats full of illegals pouring out of them. 

         The City has not done any upkeep of the harbor as evident by the Brady Report. 

         With the 2024 slip fee increases, the cost to be a slip renter far outweighs the amenities 
and the service we pay for. 
         Harbor staff – too many employees when compared to other districts? 

         Leasing – need to bring it in-house – 5 property management companies does not service 
the harbor well….the property managers are not keeping up on  maintenance AND there is no 
certainty that the harbor district is receiving the part of rent from business that is outlined in 
contracts.  Property management can be done in-house in a far more consistent manner for 
less money and the harbor would most definitely get the funds promised by contracts. 
         Is the harbor district getting monies from special events from things like the Ironman, the 
rent from Manson and other entities that rent space?  How are we guaranteed those profits are 
not going to City general fund?  Most likely at the moment they are, which is not what should 
be.  If it is in the harbor, the City in no way should get any funds…it needs to go directly to the 
harbor capital improvement fund. 
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So, my question is, why is the Harbor a "District"?  The bonds were paid off to repay taxpayer debt.  Also, 
the City owns a lot of land they lease to the public, why is the difference at the Harbor?  I realize being on 
State Tidelands is a different animal, but I don't see why the district is still necessary.  
 
The reason I ask, the City uses Measure X funds for infrastructure, public safety, 
etc.  https://www.ci.oceanside.ca.us/government/financial-services/measure-x-sales-tax  
Shouldn't the Harbor be able to seek Measure X funding for infrastructre and public safety too?   
 
I really appreciate your work on this project.  
 
I look forward to your thoughts on the matter.  
 
Thank you again,  
 
Shari Mackin  
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Peters, Michaela A

From: J J 
Sent: Friday, September 20, 2024 12:03 AM
To: Peters, Michaela A
Subject: [External] Comment on LAFCO Draft MSR re: Harbor District

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Hello Michaela, 
I aƩended the August 19, 2024 meeƟng and appreciated your presentaƟon of LAFCO’s draŌ Municipal Service Review 
and discussion aŌer the meeƟng. I have studied the document and have briefly outlined my comments below. 
 
I have rented a slip in Oceanside Harbor for the past 5 years. One of the reasons I chose this Harbor, besides it’s beauty, 
simplicity and welcoming “humble” (middle class) boaters, was the safety and security provided by a consistent police 
presence throughout the day and night on Harbor drive. Almost every Ɵme I was outside my boat I saw a police vehicle 
drive by or be parked somewhere at the Harbor. 
 
For some unfortunate reason, our Harbor lost its police patrol a couple years ago. My first and foremost comment is that 
I/we need our own Harbor Police to return to their previous funcƟons. As the MSR states, under CA state law, Oceanside 
Harbor District’s legal authorizaƟon to provide patrol funcƟons remains acƟve today. I ask the LAFCO commissioners to 
advise OCeanside City to return the Harbor police to SCHD as soon as possible. 
 
Secondly, I firmly agree with LAFCO recommendaƟon 9, that SCHD should make great efforts to publicly disƟnguish its 
role as a stand-alone government enƟty separate from the City of Oceanside. I ask the Commissioners to redesignate 
SCHD as an “independent Harbor District,“ no longer a “special district” that is part of the City’s Public Works 
Department, subject to city management. As an independent Harbor District, our current Harbor manager should be 
renamed the Harbor Master (not a “manager”) as all harbors have tradiƟonally employed Harbvor Masters to manage its 
own budget, accounƟng, territory and police funcƟons. That is the experƟse and job of a Harbor Master who is the 
authority and director of US harbors which are federal waterways and internaƟonal borders. 
 
In comment to LAFCO‘s recommendaƟon 10, I urge the commissioners to advise the SCHD to issue a MOU that clearly 
states that the Independent Harbor District will manage its own budget, accounƟng, territory, and police patrol and 
rescue funcƟons under the direcƟon and authority of the Harbor Master. 
 
In summary, I strongly urge the Commissioners to facilitate the SCHD to establish our own independent Harbor District 
(separate from a city department’s control), our own Harbor master (not a “manager” directed by a city bureaucrat), our 
own Harbor police patrol and rescue (with guns to provide safety and security), our own Harbor budget, experienced 
staff and accountant under the direcƟon of our Harbor Master, and our slip fees and other harbor income to be use 
SOLELY for the beach and services WITHIN the SCHD territory (not for beaches outside the Harbor). 
 
Thank you for this very encouraging Service Review. I look forward to following up to help make these valuable changes 
to the current situaƟon in our Harbor where at this very moment we have absolutely no police presence to provide 
safety and security for us or our visitors. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jane Dillon 
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Peters, Michaela A

From: J J <
Sent: Friday, September 20, 2024 1:11 PM
To: Peters, Michaela A
Subject: [External] Comments on LAFCO draft MSR 
Attachments: IMG_2737.heic

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Dear Michaela, 
 
I have personally talked this week with more than 40 slip renters and visitors to the harbor about LAFCO 
draft Municipal Service Report recommendations.  
 
 
Each person I have spoken with agreed wholeheartedly with the ACTION comments in the attached flyer 
that has been posted around the harbor.  
 
Please include this email and flyer as part of my comments on LAFCO final MSR recommendations that 
you will present to the Commission in October. 
 
 
We feel it is very important that the Commissioners know how serious and widespread our concerns are. 
 
Thank you again. 
 
Jane Dillon 
SCHD slip renter 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Peters, Michaela A

From: Jeffery Nering 
Sent: Friday, September 20, 2024 9:10 PM
To: Peters, Michaela A
Subject: [External] OHD Comments.

Michaela, 
 
Hi.  I am writing you submitting following comments for your consideration in response to a proposal for 
Oceanside Harbor's relationship to City of Oceanside as a governing body in a different way to how it is 
currently being handled. 
 
 
I am a Longtime Harbor community member: over 25 years.  I have noticed changes since City re-
organization efforts that started with the Local Police the State, and most recently with the lifeguards 
appointment.   
 
The harbor is unique in so many ways,  from the way in which it was created and  supported by the 
Federal government, to how it is the only port harbor for like 60 miles in a highly congested area. 
 
As such, we receive illegal aliens from watercraft on the Ocean and a cross section of America from the 
highways to our beaches.    
 
In my opinion, the Current situation has gotten rather silly and definitely less effective.  If there is a better 
way possible, I am willing to provide support to  such an effort to craft a better solution. 
 
Examples of issues for consideration include: 
 
US Border Patrol currently has to operate independently of the City patrols in the harbor. I do not 
understand why this is the case given the US Army Corps of engineers jurisdictional property lines. 
 
Also, Recently, the lifeguards awkward supplantation is simultaneously leaving roles unsatisfied while 
simultaneously inventing roles unneeded. 
 
Lifeguards basically joyriding 'rescue" vessels at public expense.    
 
Example: No harbor i know of on the CA coast puts as many hours on their craft as these new lifeguard 
positions. They are going out almost every day. Like they think they are playing Baywatch.  As if they think 
they are conducting lifeguard duty, when it's well established that watercraft lifeguard assistance is in 
reality limited to recovery. 
 
Four guys outside the breakers burning fuel jumping waves offshore is NOT beach lifeguarding. 
 
 But I digress. 
 
I am a retired civil servant. So I may have time to lend a hand. 
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I am a member and representative of Navy Yacht Club San Diego here at the harbor, coordinating such 
things as unexpected stopovers for club vessels transiting the local SoCal coastal waters. 
 
I call Oceanside Harbor my family's home. I have standing and want to see a better solution. 
 
If there is anything I can do, please don't hesitate to contact me. 
 

 
 
Jef Nering 
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Peters, Michaela A

From: Joe Bradley 
Sent: Friday, September 20, 2024 8:06 PM
To: Peters, Michaela A
Subject: [External] Oceanside Harbor Comments

To Whom It May Concern, 

My name is Joe Bradley. I have rented a slip in Oceanside Harbor for 3 1/2 years. I love the harbor. The 
harbor is our weekend getaway. We look at it as our “little bit of Heaven”. In the last three and a half 
years I have seen things deteriorate at the harbor. Thefts are on the increase. The homeless issue has 
gotten out of hand. Gang activity and violence has increased at the harbor. It devastates me to say that 
we no longer feel safe at our “little bit of Heaven”. Something needs to be done to remedy this situation. 

I believe that the following need to occur: 
1) The Oceanside Harbor needs to be an “Independent Harbor District.
2) The Oceanside Harbor needs its own independent HARBOR MASTER- not a “Harbor Manager”
controlled by the city.
3) The Oceanside Harbor needs its own Harbor Police Patrol and Rescue. They need to be armed and
present in order to provide for the  safety and security of those that use the harbor.
4) The Oceanside Harbor needs its own harbor budget. It needs its own accountant and staff operating
under the oversight and control of the Harbor Master.

Please consider the above recommendations as a way to have the Oceanside Harbor be safe, secure, 
and efficient. Please help Oceanside Harbor be a “little bit of Heaven” for all of those that frequent 
the  harbor. 

Thank you very much for reading my concerns and considering my thoughts and recommendations. 

Sincerely, 

Joseph C. Bradley  
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RESOLUTION NO.___ 
 

RESOLUTION OF THE 
SAN DIEGO COUNTY LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 

MAKING DETERMINATIONS 
 

MUNICIPAL SERVICE REVIEW ON THE OCEANSIDE REGION 
 
 

WHEREAS, the San Diego County Local Agency Formation Commission, hereinafter referred to as 
the “Commission”,  is a political  subdivision of  the State of California with  regulatory and planning 
responsibilities  to  facilitate  orderly municipal  growth  and  development  under  the  Cortese‐Knox‐
Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000; and 

 
WHEREAS,  the  Commission  is  responsible  under Government Code  Section  56430  to  regularly 

prepare municipal service reviews to independently and comprehensively evaluate the sufficiency of 
local governmental services to inform its regulatory and other planning activities; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Commission adopted a workplan calendaring projects for 2024‐2025; and 
 
WHEREAS,  the  Commission’s  Executive  Officer  and  staff  prepared  a  region‐specific municipal 

service review on the Oceanside area consistent with statute and the adopted workplan; and  
 
WHEREAS, the municipal service review on the Oceanside region covers three local agencies under 

the Commission’s oversight: City of Oceanside, Oceanside Small Craft Harbor District, and Morro Hills 
Community Services District; and  

 
WHEREAS, the Executive Officer’s written report on the municipal service review was presented to 

the Commission in a manner provided by law; and 
 
WHEREAS,  the  Commission  heard  and  fully  considered  all  the  evidence  presented  at  public 

meetings involving the municipal service review on June 3, 2024, August 5, 2024, and October 7, 2024 ;  
 
WHEREAS,  as  part  of  the  municipal  service  review,  the  Commission  is  required  pursuant  to 

Government Code Section 56430(a) to make a statement of written determinations with regard to 
certain factors. 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE  IT RESOLVED,  the Commission hereby  finds, determines, and orders  the 

following: 
 

1. The  Commission  determines  this municipal  service  review  is  a  project  under  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act  but  qualifies  for  an  exemption  from  further  action  as  an 
informational document consistent with State Guidelines Section 15306. 

 
 

Agenda Item No. 7a | Attachment Three 
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2. The Commission has duly considered the Executive Officer’s written report on the municipal 
service review and recommendations therein on the availability, need, and sufficiency of public 
services provided within the Oceanside region relative to community needs. 

 
3. The  Commission  independently  makes  all  of  the  written  determinations  provided  in  the 

Executive Officer’s written  report on  the municipal  service  review on  the Oceanside  region 
pursuant to Government Code Section 56340.   

 
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Commission on October 7, 2024 by the following vote: 
 

AYES: 
 
NOES: 
 
ABSENT: 
 
ABSTAINING: 

 
 

 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 

Keene Simonds    
Executive Officer    

 




