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          June 25, 2019 
 
 
Deirdre Frank, Chair 
Wilfredo Chua, Vice Chair 
Orlando Dozier, Commissioner 
Jim Fuhring, Commissioner 
Robert Sanchez, Commissioner 
Jeremy Meyer, Commissioner 
 
 
Re: Proposed Oxnard Local Coastal Plan Amendment for Fisherman’s Wharf 
 
     We would like to explain why amending Oxnard’s Local Coastal Plan (LCP) is not in the best 
interest of Oxnard, the public, and its coastal resources.  The proposed Local Coastal Plan Amendment 
(LCPA) impacts Oxnard’s jurisdictional authority to protect and ensure its residents and visitors access 
to enjoy its coastal resources.  This amendment will set a precedent for development of a rare and 
valuable asset of Oxnard. Channel Islands Harbor is one of only 12 small boat harbors along the 1100 
miles of California coast and it is the only harbor within Oxnard. 
 
     This LCPA is an attempt to accommodate a single project but it impacts the entire harbor. A single 
project exception to any LCP undermines the purpose of the LCP and sets a bad precedent.  
      
     There are seven major reasons why this Local Coastal Plan Amendment (LCPA) should be denied. 
 
1) Oxnard will lose jurisdiction over an important coastal asset. 
 
     Oxnard will lose its jurisdiction over any project that the County may propose at Fisherman’s Wharf 
if this amendment is approved.  The County will amend its Public Works Plan and Oxnard will lose its 
permitting authority and its ability to propose any modifications or changes to the development project.      
 
     The amendment would also set a precedent that would allow other high-density residential 
development in the harbor.  Oxnard will be unable to stop or modify these developments despite the fact 
that they are within Oxnard and should be subject to Oxnard’s jurisdiction and development standards.  
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     Why should Oxnard or any city cede its jurisdictional authority over projects within its boundaries?  
Why give sovereign governance over one of the Oxnard’s valuable coastal visitor attracting locations to 
another government entity?  Oxnard’s LCP should govern all of its Coastal Zone.  Oxnard should retain 
its jurisdictional rights. 
 
2) The LCPA is inconsistent with 20 LCP policies and Oxnard’s General Plan. 
 
     This LCP amendment is inconsistent with at least 20 LCP policies certified by the California Coastal 
Commission.  It changes only two policies, 23 and 35 but facilitates a project that will be inconsistent 
with almost all of the other policies.  All policies must be consistent within the LCP.  There is no 
legitimate reason to even consider making an exception of this project driven LCPA that impacts such a 
wide range of LCP policies. 
 
     The County and developer insist the LCP should be made consistent with the General Plan’s Urban 
Village zoning.  As you know, this is absolutely wrong.  Within the Coastal Zone, the LCP governs over 
the General Plan.  It is clearly stated in Oxnard’s LCP “If there are any conflicts between the policies or 
land use designations of the Coastal Plan and the existing General Plan, the Coastal Plan shall prevail”.  
The Coastal Commission’s Jack Ainsworth also made this clear to the County back in February 2008 
“For the landside development [of Channel Islands Harbor] the Oxnard LCP will be the standard of 
review.”      
  
     Oxnard’s General Plan also requires that a Specific Plan must be submitted and approved before an 
“Urban Village“ designation can apply.  The County and developer have failed to submit a Specific 
Plan. The proposed density change is, therefore, inconsistent with the General Plan as well.     
            
3) The LCPA attempts to accommodate a single project but affects the entire harbor. 
 
     The change to Policy 23 affects the allowable density for the entire harbor, but not Fisherman’s 
Wharf because Fisherman’s Wharf is in the HCI (Harbor Channel Islands) Sub Zone.  
 
No residential development is allowed in the HCI Sub-Zone. The application to amend the HCI Sub-
Zone has been withdrawn by the County and developer. The County and developer have also not 
submitted a Specific Plan for a residential urban village zoning change as required by the General Plan.  
This means, without also obtaining an approved zoning change by an HCI amendment or by a Specific 
Plan, there is no effective zoning that allows the proposed project at Fisherman’s Wharf. 
 
     The LCPA proposes a density increase from 18 units per acre to 40 units per gross acre, more than 
double the current density. It makes no sense to amend the LCP to accommodate a single project that 
allows increased density in the entire Harbor.  It weakens the LCP policies by allowing project specific 
exceptions. It sets a precedent for amending Oxnard’s LCP on a piecemeal project-by-project basis that 
will affect Oxnard’s entire Coastal Zone.  
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4) HCI (Harbor Channel Islands) ordinance changes should be considered prior to this LCPA. 
There could be unintended consequences that Oxnard may not want. 
 
     It is premature to approve this LCPA because this project not only requires an LCP amendment but 
also amendments to Oxnard’s HCI ordinances that have been certified by the California Coastal 
Commission.  The proposed project is in the HCI Sub-Zone where residential development is not 
permitted and the height limit does not allow the proposed project.   
 
     HCI amendments should be made prior to an LCPA.  The City should review and consider the 
required HCI ordinance changes before any LCPA is approved. There could be unintended 
consequences that Oxnard may not want.    
 
      The County and developer have withdrawn their proposed changes to the HCI Sub-Zone ordinances.  
The withdrawal obviously avoids the required CEQA review of the project that should take place first.  
A CEQA review would ensure Oxnard fully understands the impact of the change before the LCPA is 
considered. 
         
5) The LCPA’s project violates the basic principle of genuine public access to coastal resources by 
all.  It also conflicts with the objectives of the new Environmental Justice Policy. 
 
     A basic principle and the heart of both the Coastal Act and the City’s LCP would be violated by this 
LCPA’s project: access to coastal resources by all.   It is in violation of Coastal Act Policies 30210, 
30211, 30212, and 30252.  It is specifically violates LCP Policy 21 that states: “maximum access, which 
shall be conspicuously supported and recreational opportunities shall be provided for all people…”      
 
     Oxnard’s LCP policies work to not only ensure and protect public access to coastal resources but also 
work to encourage and promote access to the coast.  Policy 26 states “To ensure lower cost recreational 
and visitor serving harbor facilities are available to all income groups…In addition, the harbor public 
park areas, which provide a lower cost recreational activity, shall be preserved for general public 
recreational use.”  LCP policy 30 requires: “adequate public parking facilities in all new or modified 
harbor developments consistent with the City Land Use Plan and Zoning Ordinance.”     
 
The project is in violation of these policies.  The project’s use of public land without genuine public 
access and benefits goes against the very principles that the Coastal Act is founded on. 
      
     There are at least 13 specific LCP policies that are related to ensuring and promoting genuine public 
access to public coastal areas like Channel Islands Harbor.  The LCPA is in violation of all of these 
policies.  This is why it is critical to understand what this proposed project really is about. (See Project 
Scale Model of the developer’s Elevations and Plans for a good understanding of the project’s size and 
impact on public access. Model showing available upon request.)   
 
     Critical to genuine public access is free or low cost parking.  The project fails to provide adequate 
parking.  The City of Oxnard finds the project to be under parked by 390 spaces.  It also fails to even 
meet current ADA parking requirements.  
 
     The County states it is using County parking requirements.  However, the proposed project does not 
even meet the County’s Coastal Zoning Ordinances. Sec. 8176.0, 8176-2.7 Coastal Access states: 
“Preserve existing parking areas that serve coastal access and recreation…new development shall be 
designed to include off-street parking spaces sufficient to serve the propose use.”   
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     “Existing parking areas serving coastal access and recreational uses shall not be displaced, except 
where there is no feasible alternative and the loss of parking spaces mitigated with a commensurate 
number of replacement spaces that serve a coastal access function in the same vicinity as the removed 
parking.” 
 
     The proposed project removes: 195 free public parking spaces, 45 of the only adjacent parking spaces 
with access to the waterfront park and public boat docks, and 32 overnight, low cost RV parking spaces.  
The project fails to provide a “commensurate number of replacement spaces” and there is no on-street 
parking anywhere near the location.  
 
     On April 22, 2019, at the Oxnard Community Workshop, the Harbor Director said, “bottom line is 
that it [project parking] meets the County code.  It may be less parking than the City code requires.  But 
who is at risk if it’s under parked.  They [Channel Islands Harbor Properties LLC, the developer] are.” 
(Points to developer) 
 
     This is wrong. The real risk of the inadequate parking is the permanent loss of public access to a 
coastal resource.  
 
      Traffic also impacts public access and safety. The proposed project is at the busy intersection of 
Channel Islands Boulevard and Victoria Avenue.  Victoria Avenue is the only route to and from the 
large Silver Strand neighborhood and popular Silver Strand and Kiddie Beaches.  
 
     The project’s ingress and egress requires an excessive number of U-Turns and left turns with no 
traffic signals.  This is on a route heavily used by the Navy, freight trucks from the Port of Hueneme, 
Silver Strand residents, their guests, public beach goers, SUVs pulling boat trailers, RVs, and emergency 
vehicles.   
 
     This project will add to this traffic: apartment tenants and their guests, service trucks of all kinds 
(trash, moving, delivery, etc.), creating risks to public access, public safety and a barrier to the visitor 
serving commercial businesses’ success.  There are many other serious traffic issues that have not been 
addressed and mitigated.   
 
     The priority of development on valuable public harbor land demands a higher level of public 
benefits than provided by this project.  On June 14, 2016 the developer addressed the issue of 
reducing the number of apartment by saying, “We have no more [margin] room…We are trying to 
create an environment and lifestyle of living in apartments and living on the water.” The project’s focus 
is on 400 apartments and its tenants, not on public access and benefits.  
 
     The project removes over a third of the existing park instead of providing more needed harbor park 
space. It reduces visitor serving commercial and retail space by more than 43%, making visitor serving 
commercial and retail space only 5.4% of the project’s total building square footage. The project’s 
amenities are overwhelmingly exclusive to apartment tenants. 
 
     There are no affordable apartment units in the project. The project’s developer has a history of 
aggressively opposing any affordable units in their developments.  (See attached letter from developer’s 
legal counsel.)  
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     The project violates the new California Coastal Commission’s Environmental Justice Policy “Coastal 
development should be inclusive for all who work, live and recreate on California’s coast and provide 
equitable benefits for communities that have historically been excluded, marginalized, or harmed by 
coastal development. “ 
 
     As reported by Mathew Fienup, Executive Director of the California Lutheran University’s Center 
for Economic Research and Forecasting: Housing affordability is “the challenge of our time…We can’t 
say it enough times.”  Mr. Fienup also made the point that rentals are especially unaffordable in Ventura 
County.  Per ATTOM Data Solutions 2018 Rental Affordability Report, The County is ranked 13th least 
affordable county out of 447.  The average Ventura County renter may be forced to spend over half their 
wages on rent. 
 
     This project does not promote genuine public access.  It is a high end, high-density residential 
development with no affordable units.  It does not provide public benefits at a level commensurate with 
the value of public waterfront land at Channel Islands Harbor in Oxnard.   
 
6) The LCPA conflicts with the fundamental purpose of a harbor: commercial fishing and water 
recreation.  These are the priorities of both Oxnard’s LCP and HCI ordinances. 
 
      There are 6 LCP policies that encourage, protect, and promote expansion of commercial and sport 
fishing and recreational boating support facilities. Policy 16 states: “As existing commercial 
development harbor parcels recycle in terms of structures or uses, priority shall be given to commercial 
fishing support and recreational boating support facilities and services.”   
      
     Oxnard’s HCI Section 17-24 states “The purpose of the HCI sub-zone is to provide, protect and 
encourage commercial fishing, recreational boating, and other related uses at the Channel Islands Harbor 
for both residents and non-residents of the city.  This sub-zone is designed to assure other uses do not 
preclude these uses, while allowing visitor uses…” 
 
7) False choice: A high end, high density apartment complex OR a deteriorating Fisherman’s 
Wharf for at least the next five years. 
 
     The County is attempting to force people to accept the massive 400-apartment complex or endure a 
deteriorating Fisherman’s Wharf for at least another five years. This is a false choice. 
      
     The County owns Fisherman’s Wharf and has shamefully allowed the area to deteriorate.  It is ironic 
that now the County claims the only solution to the deterioration is the proposed massive apartment 
complex.   
 
      The County uses a 2013 HR & A Study done for Port Hueneme not Oxnard to support their claim 
that there is no other option.  However, the same study actually contradicts the County’s position.  It 
states: “these results do not reflect a strong hotel/motel market that can absorb significantly more 
product.  Moreover, if such product were to be developed, both Ventura and Oxnard are superior 
locations…both cities have a strong presence on the major tourist corridors as well as tourist 
infrastructure and services that are superior to those found in Port Hueneme.” 
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     The County only issued Requests for Proposal or Qualifications to apartment developers. The County 
failed to provide any current data to support its position regarding Fisherman’s Wharf. High-density 
apartment development is not the only viable choice for Fisherman’s Wharf as Ventura Harbor has 
shown by recently attracting low-density residential development.   
 
Conclusion 
 
      The proposed LCPA conflicts with Oxnard’s LCP policies, Oxnard’s HCI sub-zone ordinances, and 
the fundamental purpose of a harbor. If this LCPA’s project is permitted to proceed, it will stand on 
Oxnard’s coast for more than a hundred years and affect public access for generations.  There is no 
legitimate reason for Oxnard to approve this LCPA or make an exception to its LCP policies for this one 
project.   
 
     This LCPA’s project is in the coastal zone. It is on publicly owned land.  It is in a city with one of the 
largest underserved populations in the state.  This LCPA demands a higher standard of scrutiny and 
genuine public benefits commensurate with the value of public waterfront land.  
 
 
 
 
 
Rene Aiu on behalf of the Harbor & Beach Community Alliance 
 
 
cc:  Jeffrey Lambert 
       Kathleen Mallory 
       Isidro Figueroa  
       Ken Rozell 
       Ashley Golden 
 
 
Note: The complete set of Detailed Analyses of the Project will be provided to the Commission at a later 
date. 
 
																																																																																																																																																																																					


