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ADDENDUM 
 
 
To: Commissioners & Interested Persons 
 
From: South Coast District Staff 
 
Re: Commission Meeting of Thursday, May 10, 2007, Item Th 14a, Huntington Beach 

LCP Amendment 1-06 (Parkside), Huntington Beach, Orange County. 
 
 
A. Allegations of Unpermitted Fill and of Errors and Omissions in the Well Data 
 
1. Unpermitted Fill Allegations
 
Allegations of unpermitted fill have been brought to the attention of Commission staff.  
These allegations are contained in various emails and are summed up in a letter received 
from “Neighbors for Wintersburg Wetlands Restoration”, prepared by Mr. Mark Bixby, April 
30, 2007.  In addition, a power point was received via email on March 1, 2007 providing 
pictorial support for the NWWR’s contentions.  The 4/30/07 letter and 3/1/07 PowerPoint 
are attached to this addendum as exhibits OO & UU.   The allegations contained in the 
material submitted by the NWWR contend that 1) unpermitted fill occurred throughout the 
site, and, 2) unpermitted fill occurred more specifically in the area of the WP.  Commission 
staff’s response to each of these allegations based on its investigation follows. 
 
The property owner, Shea Homes, has responded to the allegations raised by the NWWR 
in letters dated April 27, 2007 (Response to allegations regarding “illegal fill” in the “WP” 
area incidental to farming operations on Shea Parkside site (LCPA 1-06)); April 27, 2007 
(Response to allegations regarding historic fill on the Shea Parkside site (LCPA 1-06)); 
and April 30, 2007 (Response to Bixby [Neighbors for Wintersburg Wetland Restoration] 
letter of this date regarding Huntington Beach LCPA 1-06: Alleged “Impact of unpermitted 
fills on the Shea Parkside WP wetland”).  These letters are attached to this addendum as 
exhibits XX, YY & ZZ). 
 
The Commission’s Enforcement Division has been investigating the above-identified 
allegations since they were raised in February 2007.  Based on information discerned by 
the Enforcement Division staff, it appears that unpermitted fill was placed on the subject 
site in the area of the County Parcel wetlands (referred to as the CP) in the early 1980s.  In 
1981 the Commission became aware of fill that was placed in the area between the 
location of the currently identified CP and the former County line.  The placement of the 
unpermitted fill is observable in an aerial photo of the location taken in 1982, just after the 
fill was placed.  A memo from the Department of Fish & Game, dated 9/7/82, informs 
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Commission staff that 13,600 square feet of wetland were impacted by placement of the 
unpermitted fill.  According to that letter, pickleweed and spiny rush (wetland plant species) 
were present in the wetland area that was filled.  In order to resolve the issue, Coastal 
Development Permit application 5-82-278 was submitted, requesting after the fact 
approval of an equestrian facility and removal of unpermitted fill and revegetation of that 
area with wetland plants.  Along with the equestrian facility, the development proposed 
included removal of the unpermitted fill, restoration of the elevations to depths of 
approximately three inches below the grade of the existing adjacent pickleweed stand 
(current CP), and revegetation of the filled area with wetland plants.  The Commission 
approved Coastal Development Permit No. 5-82-278, allowing after the fact approval of an 
equestrian facility as well as restoration of the filled wetland area. 
 
Review of the Vegetation Communities map, exhibit 26 of the Bolsa Chica Land Use Plan 
submittal dated January 1982 identifies mixed pickleweed in both the area of the 
unpermitted fill as well as the area currently recognized as the CP wetland.  A note on the 
Vegetation Communities map states: “Map unit designations were based, in part, on 
Shapiro and Associates, 1981 and Dillingham Environmental Company, 1971; map unit 
boundaries modified from Shapiro and Associates, 1981 and topographic survey, 
September 1980”.  In addition, text which accompanies the map in the LUP submittal 
states:  “It is also important to note that the biological resources described in this section 
have been developed from several sources.  The Dillingham studies of 1971 (December 
1971) form the basis of much of this discussion.  Additionally, Draft EIR 81-250 and 
subsequent review comments and responses provide an important update of that earlier 
work.  While it is beyond the scope of this document to identify all of the fauna and flora 
present at Bolsa Chica, the DEIR and the DEIR Addendum provide species lists that have 
updated the Dillingham (1971) report and are based on further input from state and federal 
agency biologists.”  Thus, it appears that the map used in the Bolsa Chica LUP submittal 
of 1982, relied upon Dillingham, Shapiro, and input from resource agency biologists and so 
would most likely reflect the greatest detail with regard to the presence of biologic 
resources at the location of the unpermitted fill.   
 
The presence of pickleweed, prior to the fill, as identified on the map, is further supported 
by the memo from the Department of Fish & Game dated 9/7/82, which states:  “The 
Department has found that wetlands are present in the subject area.” 
 
Furthermore, a distinction between the area of fill and the currently recognized CP wetland 
can be made.  Both the Bolsa Chica LUP submittal Vegetation Communities map and the 
DFG memo identify additional pickleweed area to the west of the pickleweed area that was 
filled.  This is reflected in the DFG memo when it states: “The Department recommends 
the Commission require Mr. Burkett to remove the existing fill on 13,600 sq. ft. and restore 
them as wetlands.  This can be accomplished by removing the imported fill to 3” below the 
grade of the existing adjacent pickleweed stand.”  [emphasis added].  The Bolsa Chica 
LUP submittal Vegetation Communities map identifies pickleweed in both the area of fill 
and in the current CP wetland area.  Finally, comparison of the 1980 topographic map with 
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the 1986 topographic map reveals the elevation in the filled area to be approximately two 
feet higher than in 1980. 
 
The most current topographic map of the site (1996) shows that the fill area is still present.  
The fact that the fill area elevation remains higher than the adjacent pickleweed stand (the 
CP wetland) provides strong evidence that the fill was never removed.   
 
Based on the information described above, staff is recommending that the area 
documented as wetland prior to the unpermitted fill be included in the Open Space – 
Conservation designation for the subject site.  In addition, the 100-foot wetland buffer 
surrounding the additional wetland area should also be included in the Open Space – 
Conservation designated area.  In order to reflect the total CP wetland and buffer area, 
Exhibit L of the staff report should be replaced with the revised Exhibit L which is attached 
to this addendum.  The area of the additional wetlands is also depicted on Exhibit NN, 
which shows the areas that staff recommends be designated Open Space - Conservation. 
 
In response to allegations of unpermitted fill in the area of the CP wetland, Shea Homes 
(the property owner) submitted a letter dated 4/27/07,”Response to allegations regarding 
historic illegal fill on the Shea Parkside site, LCPA 1-06” (see Exhibit XX).  In that letter, the 
property owners argue that the area in the former County Parcel (CP) that was illegally 
filled is the area that is now recognized as the CP wetland.  The 4/24/07 letter does not 
argue that the fill did not occur, but rather that the area of unpermitted fill was placed in the 
area of the recognized CP wetland and was, in fact, restored as required by Coastal 
Development Permit No. 5-82-278.  They argue that the presence of this CP wetland area 
demonstrates that the restoration did occur.  Their argument is based on the May 1981 
“Bolsa Chica Vegetation Study” by Shapiro & Associates, which includes the Shapiro map.  
The 4/24/07 letter claims that the Shapiro study including the map, identifies only a small 
patch of pickleweed in the area of the CP and that that area is the area already recognized 
as wetland in the LCPA as submitted. 
 
However,  in addition to the Shapiro study, Commission staff has reviewed other 
documentation, most significantly the Vegetation Communities map, exhibit 26 of the Bolsa 
Chica Land Use Plan submittal dated January 1982, and, an aerial photo of the subject 
location taken in 1982, just after the fill was placed.  As described above, these documents 
provide a greater level of detail for determining where the unpermitted fill was placed.  
Review of these documents demonstrates that the unpermitted fill was not placed in the 
area of the CP recognized as wetland in the current LCPA submittal, but in an area just to 
the east of it (see Exhibit NN).  
 
The 4/24/07 letter further asserts that confirmation that the required wetland restoration 
occurred is reflected in an Exemption Letter issued by Commission staff June 15, 1994 
(see Exhibit DDD).  However that Exemption Letter only allowed continued use of the 
existing equestrian facilities permitted pursuant to Coastal Development Permit No. 5-82-
278.  The project described in the Exemption Letter is:  “Use of existing stable facilities, 
including 22 horse stalls on a 16,000 square foot site, for the boarding of horses belonging 
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to a non-profit riding club.  No physical development is proposed.”  The Exemption Letter 
makes no reference to whether or not the previously required wetland restoration was 
carried out. 
 
A City of Huntington Beach Memo from the City employee who investigated the 1989 fill 
allegations is attached to this addendum as Exhibit AAA.  The memo concludes:  “I visited 
the site with Planning Commissioner Flossie Horgan in April of 2007 and verified the 
stockpile no longer exists.”  Although the memo indicates that stockpile was placed in the 
area of Smokey’s stables (the equestrian facility that was the subject of Coastal 
Development Permit 5-82-278), it is not clear from the memo where the referenced 
stockpile was placed (i.e. in the CP area, near the WP area, or elsewhere).  Furthermore, 
no indication of how it was verified that the “stockpile no longer exists.”  Therefore, this 
memo does not change staff’s conclusion that fill remains in the CP wetland based on 
comparison of the topographic maps. 
 
Allegations of unpermitted fill in other wetland areas of the subject site have been 
presented.  However, after review, Commission staff has found that evidence which is 
currently available does not support these additional allegations.  In order for unpermitted 
fill to affect the recommended land use designations and zoning of the proposed LCP 
amendment, it would have to be demonstrated that the fill was placed in wetland and/or 
ESHA.  No conclusive evidence has been presented demonstrating that the areas of 
alleged additional unpermitted fill supported wetland or ESHA area.  If unpermitted fill was 
placed on area that, absent the fill, could have been designated for uses such as 
residential or parks, then placement of fill, if indeed it had occurred, would not have 
changed the suitability of that land to support those uses.  Therefore, staff is not 
recommending that any additional areas of alleged fill (beyond that described above in the 
area adjacent to the CP wetland) be designated/zoned conservation.  If additional 
evidence emerges which sustains the additional allegations of wetland fill, new policy C 
7.2.7 (Suggested Modification No. 12, page 12 of the April 19, 2007 staff report), along 
with other existing policies in the City’s Land Use Plan would require that the fill be 
addressed. 
 
The property owner asserts, in the letter dated 4/30/07, that “All post-Coastal Act historic 
fill, including the Smoky’s Stables fill near the WP, were permitted and/or mitigated 
(Coastal Commission Letter of Exemptions).”  However, only the development described in 
Coastal Development Permit 5-82-278 was approved by the Coastal Commission.  The 
Exemption Letter (6/15/94) specifically states “No physical development is proposed.”  No 
other permit actions have been taken by the Coastal Commission at the subject site.  As 
noted above, Commission staff does not believe sufficient evidence is currently available 
to support claims of wetland fill beyond that described herein and in the staff report 
prepared for this LCPA.  However, if additional information becomes available that 
indicates wetlands were illegally filled, Commission staff will review the evidence and act 
accordingly. 
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2. Well Data Allegations
 
In a letter dated April 24, 2007 by Mark Bixby (Huntington Beach LCPA HNB-MAJ-1-06 
and Shea Parkside Hydrology), the Neighbors for Wintersburg Wetland Restoration have 
raised concerns regarding omission of well data that would affect conclusions regarding 
the extent of wetlands at the Parkside site.  The property owner, Shea Homes, responded 
in a letter dated April 25, 2007 (Response to Mark Bixby Correspondence Regarding Data 
from Groundwater Monitoring Wells on the Parkside Estates Property).  The 4/24/07 letter 
from the NWWR is attached as exhibit PP.  The 4/25/07 letter from Shea Homes is 
attached as exhibit WW. 
 
The 4/24/07 NWWR letter raises concerns about well data that wasn’t included in the 
property owner’s consultant’s analysis which NWWR contends would reveal groundwater 
at shallower depths than is revealed in the well data which has been released.  The 
NWWR suggests that the high ground water taken together with removal of alleged fill, 
would demonstrate that greater areas of wetlands exist at the site than is currently 
recognized by the Commission staff’s recommendation.  However, the Commission staff 
ecologist, after extensive review of numerous and various data, has determined that, with 
the possible exception of the area immediately adjacent to the flood control channel, there 
is no evidence to suggest that the presence of wetlands at the site is currently driven by 
groundwater levels.  Furthermore, there is no evidence available which suggests that the 
area in question (the area of the “missing” well data) is wet enough long enough to support 
either hydric soils or hydrophitic vegetation despite extensive review of numerous historic 
photos for signs of ponding.  Evidence does suggest the area ponds, but only infrequently 
in years of higher than normal rainfall. 
 
3. Conclusion
 
Therefore, Commission staff is recommending that the area of historic fill adjacent to the 
currently recognized CP wetland also be deemed wetland, and that a 100-foot wetland 
buffer be applied to this area as well.  To reflect this determination, staff recommends the 
changes to the staff report identified below. 
 
Other than the additional wetland area adjacent to the CP wetland, staff does not believe 
that currently available evidence supports the allegations of additional wetland areas at the 
subject site. 
 
B. Changes to the Staff Report Due to Recognition of Additional Wetland Area 

On-Site 
 
In order to reflect the information described above, the staff report should be modified as 
follows: 
 

Language to be added is shown in bold, italic underlined
Language to be deleted is shown in strike out
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The area of the additional wetlands is depicted on revised exhibit L and a new exhibit NN.  
Exhibit L (Staff Proposed Wetland and ESHA Delineations and Buffers) in the staff report 
should be replaced with the revised Exhibit L dated 5/3/07 which is attached to this 
addendum.  New Exhibit NN to the staff report depicts the Staff Proposed Land Uses and 
is also attached to this addendum. 
 
1. Summary of Staff Recommendation
 
On page 2, beginning with the last paragraph, in the area below the line that reads “The 
major areas of disagreement are:” the following changes should be made: 
 

Wetland 
 
The property owner disagrees with staff’s assertion that there are additional 
wetlands on site, beyond that within the area already proposed to be designated 
Conservation (the “County” Parcel or CP wetland area).  The Aacreage figure 
recognized by the City and property owner of the CP wetland is 0.45 acres.  
However, Sstaff believes that there are two additional areas of wetland. First, staff 
believes that the area of the CP wetland should be increased by 0.31 acres 
(13,600 square feet).  Furthermore, The staff asserts that there are two 
additional wetland areas which have come to be are known as the Wintersburg 
Pond or WP (0.9515 acres), which is located approximately midway along the site’s 
southern boundary, adjacent to the East Garden Grove Wintersburg Flood Control 
Channel; and the Agricultural Pond or AP, which is located near the base of the 
bluff in the northwest area of the subject site (0.614 acres).  Most problematic of the 
two disputed areas for the property owner is the WP area.  The WP is located in an 
area the property owner proposes to develop with single family residences.  In the 
area of the AP, the property owner proposes to develop an active park and 
residential support such as roads. 
 
Because the site has historically been farmed (for more than 50 years), determining 
the quantity and location of wetlands present on site is difficult.  After extremely 
extensive review, staff has determined that the AP and WP are “wet enough, long 
enough to support wetland vegetation.”  Usually when an area meets this criterion, 
the site also supports either wetland vegetation or wetland soils.  However, because 
the site is routinely disced and otherwise disturbed by farming activities, neither of 
these features have been able to conclusively establish.  Nevertheless, the 
Commission’s standard has been met, and the Coastal Act clearly prohibits 
development, other than the eight enumerated uses, in wetland areas.  Once 
agricultural activity ceases within the wetlands and they are preserved and 
appropriately managed, the habitat value of the WP and AP will be significantly 
improved.  Staff is recommending that the wetland in the area of the CP be 
increased by 0.31 acres based on site conditions prior to unpermitted fill that 
occurred there in the early 1980s.       
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2. Suggested Modification No. 1
 
On page 8 of the staff report, in the second to the last paragraph in Suggested Modification 
No. 1, the following change should be made: 
 

Approximately two and three tenths (2.3) acres of wetland area exist at this site.  In 
addition, Eucalyptus Grove Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA) exists at 
this site.  The wetland and ESHA areas are designated Open Space –Conservation.  
In addition, all the area within 100 feet of the wetlands and all area within 100 
meters of the ESHA are designated Open Space –Conservation.   

 
3. Suggested Modification No. 8
 
The third paragraph on page 17 of the staff report, in Suggested Modification No. 8, the 
following changes should be made: 
 

Parkside Eucalyptus ESHA and Wetlands (See Figure C 6a) 
 
Historically, this site was part of the extensive Bolsa Chica Wetlands system and 
was part of the Santa Ana River/Bolsa Chica complex.  In the late 1890s the Bolsa 
Chica Gun Club completed a dam with tide gates, which eliminated tidal influence, 
separating fresh water from salt water.  In the 1930s, agricultural ditches began to 
limit fresh water on the site, and in 1959, the East Garden Grove-Wintersburg Flood 
Control Channel isolated the site hydrologically.  As of 2006, three wetland areas 
were recognized at the Parkside site, a 0.45 0.76 acre wetland on the “former 
County parcel” in the southwest corner of the site, a 0.614 acre wetland near the 
base of the bluff near the western property line, and a 0.9515 acre wetland near the 
mid point of the southern property line near the East Garden Grove Wintersburg 
Flood Control channel.  These wetland areas as well as their buffer areas are 
designated Open Space Conservation, and uses allowed within this area are 
limited. 

 
4. Site Description and History
 
In the last paragraph on page 23 of the staff report, the following changes should be made: 
 

Historically, the site was part of the extensive Bolsa Chica Wetlands system.  In the 
southwest corner of the site, on the former County parcel, the City, property owner 
and Commission are in agreement that an approximately 0.45 acre wetland is 
present.  However, the Commission finds that in addition to the agreed upon 
wetland area there is 0.31 acre of additional wetland area that was filled 
without authorization and must be restored, increasing the total wetland 
figure in the former County Parcel area to 0.76 acres.  In the 1980s, as part of 
the review of the County’s proposed LUP for the Bolsa Chica, the Department of 
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Fish and Game (CDFG) in the document titled “Determination of the Status of Bolsa 
Chica wetlands” (as amended April 16, 1982), identified this area as “severely 
degraded historic wetland – not presently functioning as wetland”, and considered it 
within the context of the entire Bolsa Chica wetland system.   

 
5. Denial of the Land Use Plan Amendment as Submitted, (Wetland)
 
In the paragraph at the bottom of page 28 which carries over to the top of page 29, the 
following changes should be made: 
 

The Coastal Commission staff ecologist has reviewed considerable amounts of 
information regarding the extent of wetlands at the site, all of which are listed in his 
memorandum which is attached as Exhibit K to these findings and is hereby 
incorporated into these findings in its entirety.  The property owner has submitted 
numerous documents intended to demonstrate that there are no wetlands on site, 
beyond the wetlands recognized on the former County parcel (i.e. the CP wetlands).  
Local citizens have submitted documents intended to demonstrate that there are 
significant wetlands on site.  These citizens are concerned by the prospect that 
development may be allowed at the site if the LUP amendment were approved as 
submitted (and as reflected in the related coastal development permit application 5-
06-327, Shea Homes, and appeal A-5-HNB-02-376).  All these submissions have 
been reviewed by the staff ecologist.  In addition, the staff ecologist has reviewed 
historical information regarding the subject site and surrounding area.  Based on his 
review of the available data, the Commission’s staff ecologist determined that 
additional wetland areas exist at the subject site (see exhibit K).  For the reasons 
listed in that memorandum and below, the Commission concurs and adopts its 
ecologist’s conclusions.  The additional wetland areas at the site are referred to as 
the Wintersburg Pond or WP, which is adjacent to the EGGWFCC levee along the 
southern edge of the site; and the Agricultural Pond or AP, located near the base of 
the bluff along the western edge of the property.  Additional wetland area, 
impacted by unpermitted fill, also exists in the area formerly known as the 
County Parcel, adjacent to the wetland already recognized there (see ‘Filled 
CP wetland’ on Exhibit NN).  The proposed LUP amendment would designate 
these wetland areas Low Density Residential and Open Space Parks.  These land 
use designations allow grading, and the construction of houses, roads, and active 
parks, which would necessitate the dredging and filling of the wetlands.  Such uses 
within wetlands are inconsistent with Section 30233 of the Coastal Act. 

 
6. Denial of the Land Use Plan Amendment as Submitted, (Wetland)
 
On page 32 of the staff report, the following changes should be made: 
 

Section 30233 of the Coastal Act requires that only the uses specified therein may 
be allowed within wetlands and even then only if the use is the least 
environmentally damaging alternative, and only when adequate mitigation is 
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provided.  The subject site was deferred certification due to the presence of 
wetlands on site.  Substantial evidence exists that demonstrates the presence of 
wetlands at the subject site extends beyond the 3.3 acre area proposed to be 
designated Open Space Conservation in the proposed LUP amendment to the 
areas referred to as AP and WP herein.  As proposed, those two areas would be 
land use designated Low Density Residential and Open Space Parks. 
 
A third additional wetland area is located within the area formerly known as 
the County Parcel, adjacent to the recognized wetland area (see ‘Filled CP 
Wetland’ on Exhibit NN).  This wetland area was filled without authorization 
from the Commission.  In a letter dated 9/7/82 from the Department of Fish 
and Game (DFG) to Coastal Commission staff, the DFG determined the area, 
prior to placement of the unpermittedf fill, to be wetlands, and recommended 
removal of the fill and revegetation (see Exhibit BBB, page 9 & 10 ).  Pursuant 
to Coastal Development Permit No. 5-82-278 the unpermitted fill was to have 
been removed and the area revegetated. 
 
Based on comparison of topographic (1980) and vegetation maps (Vegetation 
Communities, Exhibit 26 of the Bolsa Chica Land Use Plan, dated January, 
1982) created before the unpermitted fill was placed, with topographic (1986 
and 1996) maps created subsequent to the time the fill was placed, the 
elevation of the subject area was increased by at least 2 feet.  Because of the 
unpermitted fill, the pickleweed within the filled area was no longer viable.  
Development approved pursuant to Coastal Development Permit 5-82-278 
included removal of the unpermitted fill to an elevation of approximately three 
inches below the grade of the existing adjacent pickleweed stand and 
revegetation of the area with one or more of the following species: 
pickleweed, spiny rush, frankenia, sea lavender and shoregrass.  However, 
elevations in the fill area are not consistent with pre-fill elevations.  Rather, 
topographic maps prepared subsequent to the unpermitted fill depict the fill 
area at an elevation at least two feet above the adjacent CP wetland.  Leading 
to the conclusion that removal of the fill and revegetation never occurred.  
Were it not for this unpermitted development, the area would have remained 
wetland area.  Unpermitted development cannot be used as a basis to justify 
development in areas where, were it not for the unpermitted development, 
such development would not be allowed.  Thus, consideration of appropriate 
land use designations must consider site conditions as if the unpermitted 
development had not occurred.  Therefore, this area is considered a wetland.  
As proposed, the amendment would allow land uses such as residential and 
related uses such as roads.  The proposed land use designation would allow 
uses that are not consistent with Section 30233 of the Coastal Act.   
 
As proposed, the land use plan amendment would designate these two three 
wetland areas for residential development and for use as active parks, inconsistent 
with Section 30233 of the Coastal Act, which allows only the seven enumerated 
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uses in wetlands.  Residential and active park are not uses allowed under Section 
30233.  Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed amendment is 
inconsistent with the Coastal Act and must be denied.  

 
C. Correspondence Received
 
Since the time the staff report was prepared staff has received additional correspondence 
regarding proposed LCP Amendment 1-06 Parkside.  Staff received 67 additional form 
letter postcards opposing the LCPA as submitted.  In addition, one letter opposing the 
LCPA as submitted was received.  A sample of the form letter postcard and a copy of the 
opposition letter are attached. 
 
In addition, 17 form emails have been received supporting the LCPA as proposed, 3 
separate emails have been received also supporting the LCPA as proposed, and one letter 
has been received that supports the LCPA as proposed.  A copy of the form email and 
copies of each of the three separate emails, and the letter are attached. 
 
Additionally, ex-parte communication forms received from Commissions since the staff 
report was prepared are attached. 
 
D. List of Addendum Attachments 
 
Exhibit K – Replace existing Figures 9, 10, and 11 of Exhibit K (pages 39, 40 and 41, 

currently blank) with the attached Figures 9, 10, and 11. 
Revised Exhibit L - Staff Proposed Wetland and ESHA Delineations and Buffers 
Exhibit NN - Staff Proposed Land Uses 
Exhibit OO – Mark Bixby’s “Historic Unpermitted Fills at Shea Parkside”, 3/1/07 
Exhibit PP – NWWR/Bixby Letter dated 4/24/07 

“Huntington Beach LCPA MAJ-HNB-1-06 and Shea Parkside 
Hydrology” 

Exhibit QQ – NWWR/Bixby letter dated 3/20/07, WP Vegetation Survey of 3/17/07 
Exhibit RR – NWWR/Bixby Letter dated 4/4/07, WP Vegetation Survey re letter of 3/20/07 
Exhibit SS – NWWR/Bixby Letter dated 4/4/07, re Bixby Memo of 4/4/07 
Exhibit TT – Bixby Email dated4/10/07, Shea Parkside quantitative evidence of 

groundwater changes 
Exhibit UU - NWWR/Bixby Letter dated 4/30/07 
  “Huntington Beach LCPA HNB-MAJ-1-06 and the impact of 

unpermitted fills on the Shea Parkside WP wetland” 
Exhibit VV – NWWR/Bixby Letter dated 5/7/07, Raptor Survey 
Exhibit WW – Shea Homes Letter dated 4/25/07 
  “Response to Mark Bixby Correspondence Regarding Data from 

Groundwater Monitoring Wells on the Parkside Estates Property” 
Exhibit XX – Shea Homes Letter dated 4/27/07 
  “Response to allegations regarding historic illegal fill on the Shea 

Parkside site (LCPA 1-06)” 
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Exhibit YY – Shea Homes Letter dated 4/27/07 
  “Response to allegations regarding “illegal fill” in the “WP” area 

incidental to farming operations on the Shea Parkside site 
(LCPA 1-06)” 

Exhibit ZZ – Shea Homes Letter dated 4/30/07 
  “Response to Bixby letter of this date regarding Huntington Beach 

LCPA 1-06: Alleged “impact of unpermitted fills on the Shea Parkside WP 
wetland” 

Exhibit AAA - City of Huntington Beach Memo dated 5/2/07 
Regarding 1989 “Smokey’s Stables Red Tags” 

Exhibit BBB – 5-82-278 Staff Report 
Exhibit BBB9 & 10 – CDFG Memo 9/7/82 Regarding “Smokey’s Stables – Permit 

   Violation”  
Exhibit CCC– California State Lands Commission Letter Regarding the Proposed LCPA 
Exhibit DDD – Exemption Letter, 6/15/94 
 
 
Correspondence Received: 
 
Letters/Emails Supporting LCPA as Proposed 
Letters/Emails Opposing LCPA as Proposed 
Ex-Parte Communications Forms 
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