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MS. MEG VAUGHN

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
C/0 22892 MILL CREEK DRIVE
LAGUNA HILLS, CA 92653-9918

Dear Ms. Vaughn:
RE: LCPA and CDP for Huntington Beach and Parkside Estates

I am familiar with the Shea Homes Parkside Estates project and strongly encourage the Coastal Commission’s
approval of Local Coastal Program Amendment 02-02, as proposed by the City of Huntington Beach and
Shea Homes, and a Coastal Development Permit for the Parkside Estates project based on the plan. The plan
protects wetlands and Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas, improves water quality by treating currently
untreated runoff, and will lead to much-needed improvements to the local flood control system, which would
reduce flood risk in my neighborhood.
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ORANGE COUNTY

Laguna Hills Office:
25552 La Paz Road
Laguna Hills, CA 92653
949-586-6800

fax 949-586-0382
www.ocar.org

Huntington Beach Office:

8071 Slater Boulevard, Ste. 240
Huntington Beach, CA 92647
714-375-9313

fax 714-375-9322

WWwWw.0Car.org

ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS #

1 Step Ahead

October 11, 2006

Ms. Meg Vaughn

California Coastal Commission
200 Oceangate — 10" Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802

Subject: Parkside Estates
Dear Ms. Vaughn:
The following members of the Orange County Association of REALTORS® do

hereby support the Shea Homes’ proposed Parkside Estates Project in
Huntington Beach, California:
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Meg Vatghn

From: Dawn Retzlaff [retzy63@yahoo.com]

Sent: Saturday, February 10, 2007 6:47 PM

To: Meg Vaughn

Subject: Huntington Beach Parkside LCPA: Approval requested

Dear Ms. Vaughn,

I am familiar with the Shea Homes Parkside Estates project and strongly encourage the
Coastal Commission’s approval of Local Coastal Program Amendment 01-06 and Coastal
Development permit, as proposed by the City of Huntington Beach and Shea Homes. There is
a great shortage of new homes in the coastal areas of Orange County, and this site - as an
infill property surrounded almost entirely by existing development - is an ideal place to
build new homes.

I also would like to draw your attention to the enhanced public access to coastal areas
and new parks that will be provided by the plan. The new bike and hiking trails and vista
points overlooking the restored Bolsa Chica wetlands and nearby Environmentally Sensitive
Habitat Areas will be a great asset for the public.

In addition, the plan will protect and expand wetland resources and Environmentally
Sensitive Habitat Areas; it includes water quality improvements that will treat a portion
of the runoff from the surrounding 3,000-acre watershed - that currently reaches the ocean
untreated; and it will lead to $15 million in developer-funded improvements to the local
flood control system, which would reduce flood risk and flood insurance costs for
approximately 7,000 Huntington Beach residents and businesses.

Sincerely,

Dawn Retzlaff
Huntington Beach

SO
HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit HH
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PO. Box 1563 Huntington Beach, CA 92647
Phone / Fax 714 840 1575 info@amigosdebolsachica.org www.amigosdebolsachica.org

Agenda Item Th-22a
February 11, 2007
Mr. Patrick Kruer, Chair oo
Members of the Commission Sorny
California Coastal Commission
200 Oceangate — 10th Fioor FEB 18 »nnv

Long Beach, CA 90802-4416

RE: Item Th 22a - Major Amendment Request COASIAL ¢
No. 1-06 to the City of Huntington Beach

Certified Local Coastal Program (For Public

Hearing and Commission Action at the

February 15, 2007 meeting in San Diego).

Dear Mr. Kruer and Members of the Commission:

Amigos de Bolsa Chica, a non-profit, grassroots organization of 1,000 members located
in Huntington Beach, California, has had a thirty one year history of providing
recommendations to the California Coastal Commission for the best possible protection
of the coastal wetland and upland resources of the Bolsa Chica. We fully support the
Commission staff"s recommendation for the denial of HNB-MAJ-1-06 as submitted, as
well as staff"s proposals for approving these items with specific modifications. While we
agree with the proposed modifications, Amigos wishes to voice some concerns regarding
the proposed modifications for Wetlands and ESHAs that would improve the quality of
both habitat for wildlife and any possible development. These concerns are detailed
below.

WETLANDS

Amigos de Bolsa Chica supports the staff recognition of the wetland areas denoted as CP,
AP, and WP, and the recommendation for 100 foot buffers for these wetlands. However,
as outlined in Exhibit L, we believe there is additional wetland coverage on the subject
property as shown by ponding and vegetation evidence collected by Mark Bixby and by
Drs. Lyndon Lee and Peggy Fiedler, and the written analyses conducted by biologist Julie
Fontaine. In their memo of December 14, 2006, Drs. Lee and Fiedler state that wetland
delineations done to date underestimate the extent of CCC jurisdictional wetlands on the
site. For example, they have found evidence of hydric soils in some places not currently

HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibi%ﬁ
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site. For example, they have found evidence of hydric soils in some places not currently
recognized by the CCC as wetlands. Consequently they recommend that there be further
studies with the proper resources to confirm their findings.

The landowner has proposed that the area known as the WP wetland should be
eliminated and mitigated at the westerly area of the project site to create a larger,
consolidated wetland. We argue that the WP site can still provide habitat resources for
wildlife and should not be removed.

The existence and size of WP brings up the issue of fill operations that have occurred in
the WP that were not permitted. As noted in Footnote 2 of the current staff report: . . .
recently a box plough was used to fill area WP, which is apparent in 2006 topographic
maps. Accordingly, relying on the topography prior to the alleged violation yields the
appropriate comparison.” Certainly until these allegations are thoroughly investigated,
the true nature of the WP wetland cannot be determined.

It has been observed that other portions of the property have been subjected to fill
without a permit. Mr. Mark Bixby in his letter to the CCC dated February 1, 2007 noted
that the southwest portion of the property has been the site of fills without permits for at
least a decade. It is the Commission’s position that any resources destroyed without valid
permits are considered as if those resources still existed. Thus the fill of WP and the fill
in the southwestern area — both without permits — in addition to the ponding, soil and
vegetation data collected by Bixby and Drs. Lee and Fielder, all suggest that AP, CP, and
WP constitute wetlands and clearly warrant protection under the Coastal Act

ESHAs

Section 30107.5 of the Coastal Act reads: *“’Environmentally sensitive area’ means any
area in which plant or animal life or their habitats are either rare or especially valuable
because of their special nature or role in an ecosystem and which could be easily
disturbed or degraded by human activities and developments.” In addition, Section 30240
(a) of the Coastal Act states in part: “Environmentally Sensitive Habitat areas shall be
protected against any significant dxsruptlon of habltat values, and only uses dependent on
those resources shall be allowed in those areas.”

Amigos de Bolsa Chica supports the staff position that both the north and south
Eucalyptus groves constitute ESHAS that are used by numerous raptor species, and also
supports the proposed 100 meter buffer for the ESHAs. Amigos’ also highly
recommends that the two ESHA buffer zones that are separated by a 25-50 foot gap
(Exhibit L) should be merged. Birds and other wildlife regularly pass between groves.
Their movement should not be disturbed by human activities within the gap. As raptor
expert Peter H. Bloom stated in his report to the Bolsa Chica Land Trust of June 8, 2006:
“Maintaining ecosystem integrity of the Eucalyptus ESHA remains an important attribute
for maintaining the remnant local raptor ecosystem component, present and future
contributions to the regional raptor population and migration corridor, and to support
prey components that contribute to a functional ecosystem.”

HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhlbgbfhlgg
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Amigos de Bolsa Chica also fully supports Dr. Dixon’s memo of January 31, 2007
(Exhibit Z), which states that passive recreational uses *... could be allowed in the outer
one-third of the ESHA but should be located in the 10 meters closest to development
where feasible.” We ask that this clarifying language replace the current erroneous text
("within the outer 100 /meters/ only") in Open Space Conservation item #B-5 on page 15
of the staf¥ report when the report is presented at the public hearing.

CONCLUSION

Amigos de Bolsa Chica supports the recommendation that the Commission DENY the
Land Use Plan Amendment and Implementation Plan as submitted by the City of
Huntington Beach. Amigos de Bolsa Chica also supports the staff recommendations for
100ft wetland buffers and 100m ESHA buffers. We do respectfully request that the
Commission review and amend the proposals for the Wetlands and ESHA aspects of the
LUP and IP as identified in this letter.

Sincerely,
Thomas Anderson

//

President, Amigos de Bolsa Chica

cc; Ms. Meg Vaughn
Dr. Jobn Dixon

>
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Th 222
SANDRA GENIS, PLANNING RESOURCES
1586 MYRTLEWOOD COSTA MESA, CA. PHONE/FAX (714) 754-0814

February 12, 2007 REC
South (oo

FEB 13 2007
Honorable Chairman Patrick Kruer and Members of the Coastal Commission
California Coastal Commission CAL T
200 Ogceangate — 10" Floor COASTAL L.
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416

Subject: tem TH 22. a. City of Huntington Beach Major LCP Amendment No. 1-06
(Shea/Parkside) (Thursday, February 15, 2007)

Dear Chairman Kruer and Commissioners:

Thank you for the opportunity to address the proposed Major Amendment No. 1-06 to the City
of Huntington Beach Local Coastal Program I urge you to deny the requested amendment as
recommended by staff and approve only as modified. This would include those modifications
recommended by staff ag well as further modifications to be consistent with Coastal Act
requirement for protection of wetlands and Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA) as
discussed below. By way of background, T am a member of the board of the Bolsa Chica Land
Trust and a professional land planner with twenty five years experience.

The full extent of all wetlands on the subject property must be accurately mapped.

Costal Commission staff has quite properly recognized the existence of three wetlands on the
property, the Agricultural Pond (AP), the Wintersburg Pond (WP), and the County parcel
wetland (CP). At the same time, evidence of hydric soils, wetland vegetation, and continuous
ponding, submitted previously by other parties, including Dr. Lyndon Lee, Dr. Peggy Fiedler,
and Mr. Mark Bixby, indicate that on-site wetlands cover a significantly greater area than
mapped by Commission staff.

Unfortunately, due to site access limitations imposed by the applicant, Drs, Lee and Fiedler were
unable to complete precise mapping of wetland boundaries. However, their investigations
clearly indicated the existence of hydric seils outside of those areas previously mapped as
wetlands as a part of this application. How the Commission ensure preservation of wetlands,
consistent with the mandate of Coastal Act Section 30231, if the wetland boundaries are not
accurately and precisely delineated? It is imperative that the Commission refrain from approving
of any project which would impinge into any area for which credible evidence of wetlands has
been submitted until accurate and precise delineation, based on a thorough observation, is
completed.

It is noted that some of the responses to evidence submitted regarding hydric soils seem to focus
instead on vegetation. Consistent with C.C.R. Sec. 13577(b)(1), any one of the three wetlands

indicators, i.e. soils, vegetation, or water, is sufficient to establish the existence of wetlands
HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit HH
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subject to Coastal Act protection. Thus, the significance of hydric soils cannot be dismissed by
focusing on vegetation.

All wetlands on the site must be preserved.

The construction of housing is not an allowable use within wetlands in accordance with Coastal
Act Sec. 30233. Even if housing were an allowable use in wetlands, allowable uses are
permitted only where no feasible less environmentally damaging alternative exists. In this case,
avoidance is clearly the least damaging.

1t has been suggested that wetlands on the site could be relocated, as if habitat could be re-
arranged as easily as one’s dining room chairs. It has even been suggested, as if establishing the
long term productivity of man-made wetlands were not notoriously difficult, that re-arranging
the wetlands could be an improvement. . To quote the Fourth District Appellate Court in Bolsa
Chica Land Trust v. Superior Court (1999) 71 Cal. App. 4™ 493, this “reasoning ... 15 seductive
but, in the end, unpersuasive”.

As noted by the court, the Coastal Act does not allow “a process by which the habitat values of
an ESHA can be isolated and then recreated in another location ... the express terms of the
statute do not provide that protection by treating those values as intangibles which can be moved
from place to place to suit the needs of development”. Thus, wetlands must be preserved in situ.
Preservation requires the provision of adequate buffers.

All ESHA on the site must be recognized and preserved.

As stated in Costal Act Section 30107.5:

Environmentally sensitive area" means any area in which plant or animal life or
their habitats are either rare or especially valuable because of their special nature
or role in an ecosystem and which could be easily disturbed or degraded by
human activities and developments

Rare and especially valuable biota on the subject property include, but are not limited to,
numerous raptors utilizing on-site eucalyptus, Southern Tarplant, California Gnatcatcher, and

Wandering Skipper Butterfly. Habitat for these species must be mapped and preserved.

All ESHA, including wetlands, must be adequately buffered

Key to preserving habitat is protection of the habitat from human disturbance, Thus, buffers
must not be subject to activities contrary to the purposes of the buffer. This is consistent with
staff’s recommendation that no activities be allowed in the first ninety meters of buffer area. 1
urge the Commission to adopt the 100 meter buffer recommended by staff. Not only is this
pecessary to prevent habitat disruption for the on-site ESHA, provision of adequate upland
forage area is critical as a means of reducing predation on sensitive species in the Bolsa Chica

Preserve.
20

HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit HH
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The provision of treatment wetlands in a buffer area could lead to disruption of habitat values
both due to maintenance activities. In addition, the treatment wetlands are designed to retain
pollutants from urban runoff, including petroleum residues, landscape chemicals and heavy
metals. It would be inadvisable to create a situation whereby such materials could accumulate in
an areg designed to protect habitat, especially if that arca were to be used for forage by higher
level predators such as raptors.

Conclusion

1 urge the Commission to deny City of Huntington Beach Major LCP Amendment Na, 1-06 as
submifted. 1 further request that the Commission to deny the plan even as modified, and defer
approval of any plan until additional, independent analyscs of resources are completed and
adequate protections for wetland areas and ESHA are provided.

Yours truly,

by / ~ g

Sandra L. Genis

Dle
HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit HH
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February 10, 2007 FEB 1 3 2007

California Coastal Commission co ASC o :S'ON
c/o Meg Vaughn

200 Oceangate ~ 10" Floor

Long Beach, CA 90802-4416

RE: Item Th 22a - City of Huntington Beach Major LCP Amendment No. 1-06
(Shea/Parkside).

Dear Chariman Kruer and Members of the Commission:

1 wish to address the following statement made by the landowner in their brochure sent to
Huntington Beach residents this week: “Shea Homes’ plan will protect and enhance all
natural wetlands on the site, as well as the eucalyptus groves that are home to many local
birds of prey.” If this is really true, then why are they proposing minor 100 foot buffers
for the ESHASs and doing away with the natural WP wetland altogether? I say, hold them
to their promises and uphold the Coasta] Act!

Section 30250 of the Coastal Act states, in pertinent part:
(a) New residential ... development ... shall be located ... where it will not have
significant adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources.

I am gratified to see that CCC staff is proposing 100 meter buffers for the two Eucalyptus
groves on site. It is unfortunate that the groves are spaced in such a way that the 100m
distance for each does not automatically conjoin the buffers into a single, continuous
protective zone for wildlife and habitat. To have the two buffers separated by roughly 50
feet is like forcing wildlife to cross the street without providing an overpass or underpass
to get to the other side. While it is highly unlikely a house would be situated within those
50 feet, leaving the area unprotected and vulnerable to human disturbance does not make
sense in the overall context of the proposed development and its cumulative impacts.

The Commission addressed this issue in 2002 in its staff report for the Marblehead
development (application #5-01-459) in San Clemente. That report reads:

“Presently, these and other wildlife have potential use of the entire 201

acre site. The proposed development would narrow this use area to

approximately 87 acres. In addition to narrowing the area usable by

wildlife, the project would significantly intensify use of the site from an

open space area with low levels of human activity to...high levels of

human activity. This change in intensity of use of the site will introduce

significant vectors of disturbance for wildlife. Impacts from the loss of

habitat linkages due to physical impediments (e.g. houses, fences and

roads), noise, light, domestic animals, and other human activity will - 7
intensify at the site. Measurers to ensure the development does not have )

a significant individual or cumulative adn:ﬁcénmtAOjccTatﬁl 6 E A
- -1- xhibit HH
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2/15/07, Th22a
Julie Bixby

resources would include maximizing the quantity of open space
provided on the site and improving the quality and function of the
wildlife habitat that will remain on the site.”

Furthermore, Coastal Act section 30007.5 states: The Legislature therefore declares that
in carrying out the provisions of this division such conflicts be resolved in a manner
which on balance is the most protective of significant coastal resources. In order to be
“most protective” of resources, and to “improve the quality and function of the wildlife
habitat that will remain on the site” as noted above, the two ESHA buffers must be joined
into one contiguous buffer area.

I also wish to address the issue of the Wintersburg Pond “WP” wetland that the
landowner proposes to eliminate in their January 23, 2007 letter (staff report Exhibit R):

“,..our team’s biologists do not feel it would result in a wetland area as
viable as could be established if the WP were eliminated and mitigated
at the westerly area of the project site to create a larger, consolidated
wetland...”

Coincidentally, the Marblehead staff report of 2002 addresses this issue as well:

“A recent Court of ApL?eal decision [Bolsa Chica Land Trust v. Superior
Court, 71 Cal. App. 4™ 493, 83 Cal Rptr. 2d 850 (1999)] speaks to the
issue of mitigating the removal of ESHA through development by
‘creating’ new habitat areas elsewhere....In the decision, the Court held
the following: ‘The Coastal Act does not permit destruction of an
environmentally sensitive habitat area [ESHA] simply because the
destruction is mitigated offsite....Importantly, while the obvious goal of
section 30240 is to protect habitat values, the express terms of the statue

do not provide that protection by treating those values as intangibles
which can be moved from place to place to suit the needs of
development.”” (underline added for emphasis)

It is inconvenient for WP to exist as it interferes with the landowner’s plans. Thus it was
no surprise that within days of the CCC recognizing WP as wetlands, the landowner’s
lease-holder graded a section of it without CCC approval. Illegal grading activity has
happened at least twice before with this property, and both of those times the CCC took
enforcement action. It is truly baffling that the WP unpermitted activity remains “under
investigation” more than a year after it occurred, particularly given the past history of
violations at this site. When you combine the court decision with the illegal grading, it is
clear that 1) WP must remain where it is, 2) it must be restored to undo the damage, and
3) there must be a 100 foot buffer placed around the restored WP.

Lastly, I wish to reiterate something I pointed out in my August 31, 2006 letter to the
CCC: “Shea Homes bought a piece of land that the Commission long ago identified as a ~

watland.” This is referring to the CCC’s own LEPNHB':NEA J -1 _06 Exhibit H I@ %
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Julie Bixby

(http://www.coastal.ca gov/lcp/lcpstatus-map-sc.pdf, also attached) which, to this day,

refers to the subject property as “MWD wetland”, not “MWD site” as stated in the
current staff report. The LCP map makers could very well have used the term “site” and
not “wetland.” But they didn’t. Food for thought.

Please make the landowner keep their “protect and enhance” promises and ensure full
compliance with the Coastal Act. Thank you.

B
lie Bixby

17451 Hillgate
Huntington Beach, CA 92649-4707

Sincerely,

Enclosure

f )
HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit HHDCT
Page 13 of 133



B1/82/2808 B1:43 7146250876 HP MARK BIXBY PAGE 84

J. BXRY g laechment

LCP Status B Los Angeles County ?ra?g?e Courzt)y |
2 of 4 t 4 0 segmenis
South Coast Area DL(os ‘:’Arﬂgelsei"sgrmm & (] Seal Beach
& Santo Monico - Huntingt B h
As of January 1, 2007 Q Beach " O wb Watang

Q Civic Cenier (7 Costa Mesa

8 €} Segundo
B Monhattan Baach ENG.WPO” Beach
B lrvine
Legend & Hermosa Beach B Loguna Baach
, W Redondo Beach (1 of 2 segmants) = °9°79
Coun?y LCP Effectivaly Certified O Edison Easement 8 Hr:lbn: C:r:;on
) O Terrance al
m Cly LCP Effactively Certified B Palos Verdes Estates 8 Trng o oy
@ City LUP Effectively Certitied a Eanchg Pafos Verdes B Laguna Niguel
\ ® Lon each i i
O No LCP/LUP Effectively Certified OC.g",ros Wetlands E‘SL‘:‘; ‘;,‘gil;‘f
QO Area of Deferred Cerlification ® Avalon O Dana Strands

@ Son Clemente

Ll O Marblehend Coastol

3K City af Malibu ond LA Co. Malibu/
Santa Monlca Mountalns Segmeni ara
within the So. Central Coast Arsa

N

VENTURA

3 0
o...d LOS ANGCELES w o fo o % ww

Humene X gASTAL 10 © 10 20 30 40 KM
By [—- —Tr )
Pt Nugu ' Los, Angeles

o & NOTE: Coostal Zone Boundary for lluatrelive purposes oniy.
7L pume " tanta uoniceggMarine Ol Rey
Ploys Do Rey ™
Vonnp(ion Beseh\ O
Harmosa Beocl
Resanda BaseH| &
Torronce} (ny
Palos Vardes Eulolea

v i 3
1, Vicente -1,".“{%' R.A NGCFE

LY
Roncho Faka Vavdes O Booen Coslo Mg

Q
ot
Raiemin =¥ st o
B:::v? Ia
{sa co)
-~ v ~ .." - e i
San Dlernenle W)
b Sun!o(&elcnolft’\u t San maleg Py
(% Avelon
-
(9 S AN
0 (1 E C Q
[~
I3
) ¥ O
San cumenz{ Is, - / |
- (LA co. Poelfic Bemen| =y Son Disgo ’ i
= °°"’: ‘:::" Ncl'-::ndw Sy ‘
L . h Yhla visia
\Q L] L] R
- - - B T “
m California Coastal Commission HNB MAJ z:!vzu.Qg , P_).(h—lbl't HI I U
Technical Services Division aged4qf133 . o |

OAR_ve, 12097 )i




Page 1 of 1

From: Don Krotee [dkrotee@krotee.com] -

Sent:  Tuesday, February 13, 2007 10:46 AM

To: ablemker@coastal.ca.gov; Karl Schwing; Teresa Henry; Deborah Lee

Subject: recommend denial of the project 1-106 HB amendment of its Local Coastal Plan

Coastal Commission:
| respectfully understand the SUGGESTIONS FOR SUBMISSION OF WRITTEN MATERIALS shown on

your web site and know this is a little late however, | want to provide the firmest and most fervent support for
staffs denial of the subject project. Please add me to the growing list of those regionally interested in this
important wetland. We further support the letter recommending denial as stated in Mr... Gerald Chapman's
letter of 2-8-07.

Donald Krotee AlA

Don Krotee

Donaid Krotee Partnership, Inc.
515 North Main Street, Suite 200

Santa Ana, CA 92701-4619 FEB 13 2007
Voice: 714/547-7621 R
Fax. 714/647-0193 C,L'»;_,i;»'f_:;,w'ax.‘ :
dkrotee@krotee.com COASTAL Tl

Don Krotee, President

Newport Heights Improvement Association
www.newportheights.org
don@newportheights.org

HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit I-%?I‘
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Dear Commissioners:

Here are some Letters to the Editor written to the Huntington Beach Independent regarding the

proposed Shea Parkside project. Many residents are strongly opposed to the project.
Marinka Horack, 21742 Fairlane Cr., Hunﬂgton Beach, CA 92646

The Wave

Thursday, Jan. 25, 2007

LETTERS TO THE EDITOR

RECEIVED

South Coost Region
SRR 3 200/

_ CALIFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION

SHEA DEVELOPMENT WILL
CHANGE FLOOD INSURANCE
REQUIREMENTS

Whether I agree with Mr.
(Bill) Borden or not — and I do

not — he does have some er-

rors in his Jan. 18 commentary.
The plot of land he discussed in
his development article is on
Graham Street not Gothard
Street (you cannot see the wet-
lands or ocean from Gothard
due to development).

Another error is that the
new development their will
change flood insurance re-
quirements on adjacent exist-
ing homes in a positive way.
That requirement for flood in-
surance is based on the survey
of the existing property and is
predicated on the slab versus
other geological factors .

Anyway are you getting a
kick back from developers,
Bill?

— Drew Kovacs

DEVELOPERS MAKE MONEY;
RESIDENTS PAY THE PRICE

I guess I am going to be one
of them. I don’t worry about
the wetlands, birds, flood in-
surance, etc. What does con-
cernme is the increased traffic
that these additional homes
will cause.

A total of 170 homes means a
minimum of 340 more cars on
the road and more for some
families with kids.

There are certain daysin the
week and certain times of the
day when I won’t venture out
into the crush. And we allow it
to get worse just to keep the
developers happy. They con-
tinue to make money and we
pay the price. Let’s not clog up
the streets any more and let
the developers win.

— Jan Ferry

SHEA HOMES WILL HAVE

NEGATIVE IMPACT

I'write to express disapprov-
al for the promotional com-
ments about the housing devel-
opment happening on the Bol-
sa Chica mesa area. I believe
the addition of these homes
will add congestion and pollu-
tion to an already overbur-
dened city. I feel it is criminal to
use up any more open spaces in
this way without consideration

Lo A1

. — June Nye

PARKSIDE NOT A FINE
ADDITION TO CITY

I strongly disagree with Bill
Borden’s comment that Shea
Parkside development would
make a fine addition to the city.
The Shea Parkside housing
tract will not make a fine addi- |
tion to the upper Bolsa Chica
wetlands.

The entire parcel is part of
the Bolsa Chica wetlands sys-
tem, despite Shea’s ongoing ef-
forts and tactics to convert it to
something else.

In addition to the presence
of ponding and wetland plant
species, which have been well-
documented on the site, the
fact that the subject parcel is
one to two feet below sea level
and requires over excavation,
dewatering, and 260,000-plus
cubic yards of imported fill ma-
terial (approximately 13,000
truck trips) to make it suitable
for building should provide evi-
dence enough that the site is a
wetland and not suited for resi-
dential development.

Allowing Shea to drain, fill,
and construct houses on the
parcel will destroy habitat for
endangered wildlife and plant
species, which have been well-
documented on the site, in-
crease the surrounding neigh-
borhoods’ vulnerability to
flooding, increase traffic vol-
umes on Graham Street, and
eliminate scarce open space
and yet another vital produc-
tive ecosystem from our coast-
al area.

Bill Borden is wrong, Shea

é’égsi g ul rﬁt’wﬁaﬁne
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Dear Commissioners: .
Here are some Letters to the Editor written to the Huntington Beach Independent regarding the

proposed Shea Parkside project. Many residents are strongly opposed to the project.
Marinka Horack, 21742 Fairlane Cr., Huntington Beach, CA 92646

2

Qf ' The Wave

'Thursday, Feb. 1, 2007

The Orange County Register

R O

LETTERS TO THE EDITOR

SHEA DEVELOPMENT WOULD
IMPACT TRAFFIC

Having read Bill Borden's
column for many years, I had
always assumed (which one
should never do) that he
checked his facts and accu-
rately reported them! Howev-
er, his Jan. 18 column left me
sadly disappointed.

Ifyou were leaving Meadow-
tark Drive and going home on
Gothard Street, you were no
where near the area where
Shea Homes is proposing their
development.

First of all, the west side of
Gothard between Warner and
Slater avenues is currently fil-
led with Ocean View High
School, a trailer park and
homes! I believe the street he
was referring to is Graham
Street and the area is where
there is currently a farmer’s
ficld and where Smokey’s Sta-
bles resided for many years.

Giving him the benefit of
doubt, both streets do start
with the letter “G”.

It is my belief that the
“small” 170 home development
that Shea Homes is proposing
would greatly impact this area

where we have lived since 1964.
We have been told that there
would be one entrance and exit
to the tract from Granam
Street, and this would be the
only access to the tract.

This amount of traffic would
greatly impact the area, which
is only residential, not mixed
with business (as Bill Borden
stated). Graham is one of the
main streets for accessing Ma-
rine View Miiddie School. Dur-
ing the starting and closing
hours of the school day, the
street is very busy with traffic,
both vehicular and pedestrian.
During those times, it is vir-
tually impossible to exit frcm
our tract onto Graham. Addi-
tionally, the starting time of
school would also be the time
of day when most people are
leaving for work, and the im-
pact of the additionai traftic
wauid be horrendous!
< There is carrentdy o four-
way stop sign at Gienstone
Drive and Graham, which was
deemed the “safest” thing to
do, after the citv did traffic
studies inanswer 1o out picad-
ings for a signal vears ago! To
imagine cars from 170 new
homes coming out onto that
thoroughfare is horrific! To my
niind, it is a multitude of acei-
dents waiting to happen.

— Linda Zone
Huntington Beach

HN

BORDEN, SHEA CLAIMS
DON'T HOLD WATER

“Build-it” Bill Borden spews
the developer's spiel in his co-
lumn of Jan. 18, Forgive the
pun, but none of their claims
hold wuater. Borden and Shea
Homes claim:
® “If this development is ap-
proved, it will enhance wet-
lands.” Well guess what? If the
development is denied, the
wetlands can still be enhanced
— you certainly dou’t need
houses on the property to do
that!
® “Tt will prevent tidal flood-
ing.” Sorry to burst vour egos,
but no amount of human effort
can prevent tidal flooding
when Mother Nature sets her
mind to it (or have they forgot-
ten already about New Or-
leans?).

e “It will reduce the flood in-
surance for . theusands of
homeowners”. Actually, the
houses won’t do that, its other
infrastructure improvements
Shea proposes to do that will
accomplish that. And believe it
or not, it is possible to make in-
frastructure  improvements
without building houses.

® But the real head-shaker is
the claim that bhirds of prey
“will be safe in the eucalyptus
groves protected and en-
hanced by the development.”
Shea wants to allow people
(and their dogs) within a buffer
zone around the grove. How in
the world is encroaching upon
the space that is supposed to
separate birds from people
“protecting” the birds? That
just isn’t logical.

The Parkside  project
“passed muster” with the city
on a slim 4-3 vote. Hardiy an
enthusiastic show of suppert.
'To learn more about why the
vote was far from unanimous,
visit www.bixby.org/parkside.

— Julie Bixby

B-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit HH

7



Marinka Horack ﬁaﬁ;ﬁg ¥ i

21742 Eairlane Circle South Coast Reg_;;&;__»;i
Huntington Beach, CA 92646 SEE O3 00
February 9, 2007 CALIFORNIA

COASTAL COMMISSION

Cdlifornia Coastal Commission
Aftn: Meg Vaughn

200 Oceangate, 10 Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416

RE: Th-22A, Proposed Shea Parkside Project in Hunfington Beach
Dear Commissioners:

As a Californian and an Orange County resident for 57 years, | write to
strongly support the preservation what is little is left of the Bolsa Chica
Wetlands. 95% of our coastal wetlands have been destroyed by the
development boom of the last century. There is no room for
“compromise” with the 5% remaining wetlands.

Historical photos and records show that Bolsa Chica was a vast and rich
wetlands that included much of the lowland area of what today is west
Huntington Beach. There is absolutely no doubt that historically, the
Parkside area was part of the Bolsa Chica wetlands. Today attempts
have been made to erase the evidence of this wetland by plowing it up
and farming it. Despite the farming, the water ponds up in the winter,
wetlands plants grow in large numbers, and multitudes of wetlands birds
visit the area.

| support your staff's recommendation to deny HNB-MAJ-1-06 as
submitted.

| ask the Commission to review and amend the proposals for wetlands, as
evidence suggests there are more wetlands on the property than are
currently outlined in Exhibit L.

| ask that the two ESHA buffer areas be 100 meters each and conjoined to
better protect wildlife.

| ask that any Natural Treatment System (NTS) be constructed outside of
the ESHA buffers.

Sincerely Yours for a Better California,

Marciko Hera ek

Marinka Horack

/
HNB-MAJ-1-06, ExhibitoHVH
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-----Original Message-----
From: Meg Caldwell [mailto:megc@stanford.edu]
Sent: Saturday, February 10, 2007 12:20 PM

To: Sherilyn Sarb
Subject: Fwd: CCC Item #Th22a, HNB-MAJ-1-06 Re Bolsa Chica

X-Sieve: CMU Sieve 2.3
Delivered-To: megc@stanford.edu
DomainKey-Signature: a=rsa-shal; q=dns; c=nofws;
s=dk20050327; d=earthlink.net;
b=jdVoinbsDsCzVm6vLmaFsVMvskUFrSedbM5bIxdKiGeccSMWZawHJezEmQYNLe+Rq;
h=Received:Message-ID:From:To:Cc:Subject:Date:MIME-Version:Content-Type: X-Priority: X-MSMail-Priority: X-
Mailer:X-MimeOLE:X-ELNK-Trace:X-Originating-IP;
From: "Marty" <goelver@earthlink.net>
To: <pkruer@monarchgroup.com>
Cc: <megcoastal@law.stanford.edu>
Subject: CCC Item #Th22a, HNB-MAJ-1-06 Re Bolsa Chica
Date: Sat, 10 Feb 2007 11:22:27 -0800
X-Mailer: Microsoft Outlook Express 6.00.2900.3028
X-ELNK-Trace:
318142dfa49bc9b2d780f4a490ca6956319fea00a6dd62bc20689b7270998¢0062889afb6ed9d4£7350badd9bab7219¢350b
X-Originating-1P: 24.136.65.103
X-MIMETrack: Itemize by SMTP Server on lawmaill/stanford(Release 5.0.12 |February 13, 2003) at
02/10/2007 11:22:32 AM,
Serialize by Router on lawmail 1/stanford(Release 5.0.12 |February 13, 2003) at
02/10/2007 11:22:33 AM,
Serialize complete at 02/10/2007 11:22:33 AM

I note that the CCC is considering (at Feb 15, 2007 meeting in San Diego) a change in permitted use of 50 acres of open space
wetland into low density residential.

| object to reducing protections and open space areas (wetland or not) associated with the Bolsa Chica, please do not approve
any action that may impact the area in this manner.

Martin Golden
Huntington Beach, CA

PS - [ suggest that the CCC web site be designed to more efficiently receive public comments re CCC activities and actions

Meg Caldwell, J.D. E 5
Senior Lecturer and Director, ag_ = f
Environmental and Natural Resources Law HNB 'MAJ -1 '06 y EP)gglel E’J E)f 1 :I;:!

and Policy Program
2/13/2007
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February 12, 2007 "Th-22a"

California Coastal Commission S v
Attn: Meg Vaughn

200 Oceangate, 10th Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802-44186

Re: Shea Parkside Estates

Dear Ms. Vaughn:

[ am writing in regard to the upcoming hearing for the above referenced project. |
will not be abler to attend the hearing due to a confiicting business commitment
but wanted to respond. | live on Kenilworth Drive which abuts the subject
property. While we have opposed the project, as submitted, for a variety of
reasons but | would like to make the following points relative to the subject
hearing.

1) | support staff's recommendation to deny HNB-MAJ-1-06 as submitted.

2) | ask the Commission to review and amend the proposals for Wetlands,
as evidence suggests there are more wetlands on the property than are
currently outlined in Exhibit L.

3) 1 ask that the two ESHA buffer areas be 100 meters each and conjoined
to better protect wildlife.

4) | ask that any Natural Treatment System (NTS) be constructed
*outside” of the ESHA buffers.

5) The attached mailer from Shea Homes states that:

“Low-lying neighborhoods near the intersection of Warner Avenue and Graham
St. became much more at risk to tidal flooding last summer when the Bolsa Chica
restoration project connected Outer Bolsa Bay to an area previously protected by
levies.” '

This alone should render the previously completed EIR obsolete as the
environment around the subject parcel has been permanently altered.

HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit (IQI§
Page 20 of 133
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6) We believe that the requirement to fill the site with up to 11 feet of fill will
create unstable pockets especially in the areas around the two designated
wetlands areas (AP & WP),

7) The proposed dewatering plan has not been analyzed or thought through and
in addition to potentially causing subsidence under the adjacent properties will
certainly have an adverse effect on both the designated wetland areas and the
Wintersburg Channel.

Therefore we believe that the HNB-MAJ-1-08 should be denied.
Respectfully submitted,
Douglas & Tracy Stewart

5342 Kenilworth Drive
Huntington Beach, CA 92649

l"(
HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit HH
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PARK e/ IDE ESTATES

77Je Flaad Sajety and Water Qualzty Benefits Par/zszde Estates Brzngs You

Shea Homes' planned 170-home community of Parkside Estates is so much more
than a new coastal neighborhood with all the latest amenities.,

« It could end your mandarory flood insurance.
» It would keep tidal Aoading out of many neighborhoods.
« Tt would enhance existing wetlands and create new oncs.

* Tt would cven clean runoff from 3,000 urbanized acres.

Not bad for one small subdivision!

With $15 million in developer funds tor rhuc improvements, it's
safc to say that never beforc have such a qmall number of new homes

done so much good for so many people.

mﬁ L]
£ )
End o
~L< Inside, you'll find out more about these benefits:
* Reducing flood risk and eliminating or reducing mandarory flood
insurance for 7,000 arca home and business owners.”

» Cleaning urban runoft from Parkside Fstates and much
of the surrounding warershed.

» Protecting natural resources, including wetland areas and
cucalyptus trecs.

* Reducing the risk of sewer spills hy installing new sewer lines
serving surrounding ncighborlhoods.

* And, of course, beaurtiful new ocean-close homes!

Your supportis needed for our Coastal Commission hearing on Feb, 15!
Please read on and be sure to visit our Web site:

www.SheaParkside.com e

HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit HH /
Page 22 of 133
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':.’Il;e Gxéat Outdoors | Beautiful New Homes for
L | Huntington Beach

" Parkside Estates is an environ-

'mentally sensitive new community Well-planned, environmentally
' with lots to offer area residents sensitive and beautifully designed,
and wildlife. Shea Homes' Parkside Estates will
. bring outstanding new home choices
Publicly-accessible parks and trails fo

Huntingron Beach, Unique
architectural designs and livable
foor plans will offer families large
and small 2 varicty of home
options to sclect from.

As proposed, Parkside Estates will
bring 20 new acres of parks{ and
open space to Huntington Beach,
plus trails and a vista point with
fabulous views.

. . ) If you are interested in the
 Extensive habitat protection homes at Parkside Estates, be sure  ~
NG T ‘f g to send in a reply card or visit

www.SheaParkside.com to sign up
for updates and to be added to our
list of interested homcbuyers.

- Shea Homes’ plan will protect and
enhance all natural wetlands on
the site, as well as the eucalyptus
groves that are home to many
local birds of prey.

Improved water quality

A Natural
Treatment
System will
use the natural
characteristics
of wetlands

to treat urban
runoff from
Parkside
Estates and
much of the
Slater water-
shed before it reaches Huntington
Harbgu: and the ocean. Loq
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i New Flood Threat to Huntington Beach Winning Approval
i Neighborhoods Explained |
Parkside Estates was approved
by the Huntington Beach City
Council in 2002, following an ex-
tensive review. Two more approvals
are nceded before construction of
the major regional benefits we've
described here can begin:

Iow-lying ncighborhoods near the intersection of Warner Ave.
and Graharn St. became much more at risk to tidal flooding last |
summer when the Bolsa Chica restoration project connected
Outer Bolsa Bay to an area previously protected by levees. That
creared 2 “muted tidal basin” ~— basically a 40-acre saltwater

pond — marked “A”in the photo.

iy
P
I
Bl
g

"

+ The California Coastal
Commission must approve
the project. (See
www.SheaParkside.com for
details.)

» The City of Huntington Beach
must then approve the Coastal
Commission’s action.

Your suppart is needed! If you

are mtcrested in getting rid of flood
insurance, or reducing flood risk

in your neighborhood, or having
morc trails while protecting

and improving wetlands, water
quality and sensitive habirat, or
buying a Parkside Estates home,
you can help by letting the Coastal

If you live in the area marked “B,” your neighborhobd is as much

f;fé) as 3.5 feet LOWER than the elevation of the muted tidal basin. Comx-nission know you support
;::; (Additional neighborhoods are exposed to this risk. View the Parkside Estates.
i flood animation at www.SheaParkside.com for more details.)
, We've included a reply card you
: All that is holding back the water is an old oil field road, can sign. Or, you can usc our
“C,” which is barely higher than the water and is not a levee. handy letter-generator at:

Already, there are signs of “piping” along the road — a primary

cause of levee failures.

A pt— s

www.SheaParkside.com

Fortunarely, Parkside Estates will provide a flood protection - 'The Coastal Commission
feature, “D,” thar would reach from the Wintersburg-East has set Parkﬂde Estates
Garden Grove Flood Control Channel to the Bolsa Chica . ,hea.rmg for February 15th
mesa, creating an effective barrier to protect homes from in San D1ego

tidal flooding. , 4

HW@-MAJ-
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How Parkside Estates Could Reduce or Eliminate
Your Mandatory Flood Insurance Premiums

Today, 7,000 Huntington Beach home and busincss Take a Jook at the map. If you live in the yellow arceg,
owners in the area of the Wintersburg-East Garden your home may be removed from mandatory flood
Grove Flood Control Channel must pay mandatory insurance requircments. If you live in the blue arca, your
weny  flood insurance premiums premiums may be reduced because your home would be
%} because the area does not moved from an “approximate zone" to a “detailed study
have sufficient protection zone,” which is a less expensive category.
against levee breaks, storm
surges or extremc high tides.  Your support is needed! Nonc of thesc improve-
ments can be made unless Parkside Estates is approved.
Bur financial relief and re- Please use the reply card or visit our Web site,

duced risk can be justayear  www.SheaParkside.com, to lct the Coastal

.evees seuing Huntingion . ) ' .
H:::;:‘:: :::,l,aﬁn,(‘::‘n:; .ﬁ‘,;gk or two away! Upon approval ~ Commission know you support Parkside Estates.

of Bilure. of Parkside Estarcs, Shea

Homes will spend $15 million
on long-overdue regional floed infrastructure improve-
ments, including:

* Rebuilding the levee along the property frontage
» Building new starm drains to increasc carrying
capacity in the arca
« Adding two new pumps to the Slater Pump
Station, and
! * Tying the levee to the bluff with a new flood
protection barrier.

When these improvements are completed and cerrified,
the Federal Emergency Management Agency will issue
a new flood map for the area that will resulr in reduced St _
or eliminated flond insurance premiums for residents in Tor a Yarger map, visit www. SheaParkside.com
the mapped area — all at no expense to taxpayers!®

www.SheaParkside.com

* Reshlents will need to double-check with their morrgage compmy wid Aood insuranee company once the improvements are completed und the new foad map ie issue

SheaHomes —

P ) PINST (]
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DOUGLAS J STEWART
5342 KENILWORTH DR
HUNTINGTN BCH CA 92649 4527
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February 12, 2006

California Coastal Commission .
Attn: Meg Vaughn e

200 Ocean Gate, 10™ Floor

Fax: (562) 590-5084 CC‘.-.»A%,L{,", o

Reference Item #Th22a, HNB-MAIJ-1-06

Enough is enough, don’t let another developer encroach on environmentally
sensitive area and drive out endangered birds and animals.

Please do not let this happen.
Thank you, and PLEASE save this sensitive area for those who follow.
Sincerely,
1
%‘z‘/ of e Clni i
Peter & Donna Clark

17121 Sandra Lee Lane
Huntington Beach, CA 92649

Fax: (714) 846-4945

T2

HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit HH
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FEB-12-07

18:42 FROM-Pagter And Miller 714-541-6897 T-463 P.001/001 F-B93

PAGTER AND MILLER
A PROFESIIONAL LAW CORPORATION
SUITE 104

R. GIBSON PAGTER, JR. 525 N. CABRILLO PARK DRIVE TELEPHONE:
MARLENE MILLER SANTA ANA, CA 92701 (714) 541-6072
MISTY PERRY ISAACSON : 7@ FAGSIMILE:

o b - (714) 5476897
12 February 2007 Soutn Cov e
CA Coastal Commission (562) 590-508KEB 1 R 2007
Meg Vaughn s
200 Oceangate, 10" Floor CARELT s
Long Beach CA 90302—4416 COASTHL [ .‘2\,».,.\,“5“4

RE: Ref. No Th22a, HNB-MAJ-1-06
Dear Commissioners

On behalf of William Younis, a resident of Huntington Beach, who resides in a home on
the Huntington Harbor, | urge you NOT TO APPROVE any requested encreachment of
ESHA buffers.

Mr Younis cannot fathom how the Commission can consider approving any zoning or
similar change of 50 acres of open space into low-density residential in an area that
already causes raw sewage to flow and overflow regularly into the Harbar. Surely the
addition of new homes only would magnify this existing gross, unhealthy problem, a
problem | believe already criss out for rigorous testing by state and federal health
authorities. | submit the only possible mitigation that might make sense would be for any
proposed developer to pay for the cost of a completely new sewer system for all the
existing drainpipes that pollute the Harbor that will eliminate the current waste issues and
avoid any new ones, AND to build a new state of the art sewage treatment plant for the
City of Huntington Beach for the area around and including the proposed new
development, and stopping all dumping into the Harbor and nearby ocean of all treated
and untreated human and industrial waste.

PAGTER MILLER
R. GIpSOK PAGTER, JR.

fc: Bill Younis (562) 4563-6556

cc: U.S. EPA
cc: State of CA, Dept of Health & Human Services

Acr.gll/cac-c1 5
HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit HH
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Feb 06 07 03:58p

California Coastal Commission
Item Th22a, HNB-MAJ-1-06

Attn: Meg Vaughn

I have been in Huntington Beach all of my 52 years of life. I have seen the
good and the bad. Please Please STOP the taking of what little we have. The last
fifty acres of open space next to the wetlands should be just that OPEN. You know
the fight that has gone on for years now. The people time after time have said let
this area alone. I am not a bird lover, or a tree hugger. I work hard and pay my
taxes. Please just drive down PCH in Huntington Beach and see for your self’s.
Just one look will tell you; this is how it should be.

Any Encroachment in the ESHA buffers is unacceptable!
Item #Th22a, HNB-MAJ-1-06

Thank You for reading this.

STEVEN ALBERT
Huntington Beach Home Owner

il plE B
Rs:ﬁ(wi;j ‘.;'! ?:D

Souih Caas Peaion
“5806 2007
CAT T e
COAS AL L (SGICN

HNB-MAJ-1-06, E)ﬂiﬂit HH
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Dr. Michael A. Cohen
19741 Elmcrest Lane
Huntington Beach, CA. 92646-3123
(714) 964-9173

February 7, 2007
California Coastal Commission
Attn: Meg Vaughn .
200 Oceangate, 10™ Floor ,, .
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 I R P

Reference Item # Th22a, HNB-MAJ-1-06

Dear Commissioners,

Please understand that ANY encroachment in ESHA buffers is unacceptable.

Thank you for understanding,

N Ghen

Dr. Michael A. Cohen

HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit HH
Page 31 of 133
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California Costal Commission February 7, 2007
/‘ Attn: Meg Vaughn

Item #TH22a, HNB-MAJ-1-06

My wife and I are citizens of the State of California, and the City of Huntington Beach.
We are against the encroachment in ESHA buffers. We feel it is totally unacceptable to
place any development within the habitat buffer zone. We ask that you do not allow the
developer to use 50 acres of open space wetlands for residential development.

We need all the open space to stay as exists. This area is home to many environmentally
sensitive species that includes, California Gnatcatchers, White-tailed kites, Cooper’s
Hawks and plants that are rare.

Cordially:

Delton Emery Virginia Emery Rfé Q?:; 15%; E@

/? N Lot Coast REY
A0
’ 1 ~cv § 200

.,7 C\
HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit I-LH
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February 7, 2007

California Coastal Commission AR
Attn: Meg Vaughn S
200 Oceangate, 10" Floor '
Long beach, CA 90802

Re: Upper Bolsa Chica Wetlands- Item Th22a, HNB-MAJ-1-06
Dear Coastal Commission Members:

Please do not allow the development of property in the immediate vicinity of the
subject Upper Bolsa Chica Wetlands. I am an Environmental Planner and am well
aware of the degradation to property immediately adjacent to construction sites.
Presently those sensitive areas on the Upper Mesa are looking better than they have
in the past and along with the recent opening of the wetlands to the ocean tides, I
have seen a surge in the number of birds and the overall health of the wetlands. It
would be a shame to now erode the Wetlands from the opposite side!

PLEASE, PLEASE DO NOT ALLOW ANY ENCROACHMENT ON OR INTO ESHA
BUFFERS !

Kindest Regards, and many thanks for all your environmentally friendly decisions,

& Aol

Jamie Hamilton AICP
19132 Shoreline Lane #2,
Huntington Beach, CA 92648

HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibiaﬁ‘H
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February 6, 2007

George Hill
1719 Alsuna
Huntington Beach, Ca 92648

California Coastal Commission A
Attn: Ms. Meg Vaughn L CFRT RIS ON
200 Oceangate 10" Floor JOASY

Long Beach, Ca 90802-4416

Ref: Th22a, HNB-MAIJ-1-06

Dear Ms. Vaughn,

This letter is to inform you of my opposition to the proposal that would change designated open space
in the Upper Bolsa Chica Wetlands. I am aware that public hearings on this subject are scheduled for

Thursday February 15™ 2007. Though I will not be able to attend, it is my hope that this letter will be
acknowledged as a voice of opposition to development within the habitat buffer zone.

As a 35 year resident of Huntington Beach I have watched and participated in the actions that have
established the current plan for the Bolsa Chica as restored wetlands. With the recent ocean channel I
have, for the first time, seen blue water in the southern portion of the waterway. I believe this
restoration is a great benefit for the entire community.

I do not consider myself anti-development and I recognize that compromise is part of any constructive
dialogue. However, any development plan that affronts a natural habitat zone is ill-conceived. The
best arguments for development would include a promise that the plan wouldn’t harm the natural
zone. In fact. the promise has no upside and logically. can only degrade the zone's natural
environment. '

The good work done to date on managing the Bolsa Chica should not be undone without benefit.
Encroachment on existing boundaries should not be considered unless new information ensures
benefits to the Bolsa Chica restoration.

Sinkerely,

G¢oyge Hill

HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit%a—‘
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February 7, 2007 S

7 Y ;7

~OAS T R,
California Coastal Commission " ~OMagss,
Attn: Meg Vaughn ON
200 Oceangate, 10th Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416

Reference: Item #ThR22a, HNB-MA.J-1-06

I have been a resident of Huntington Beach since 1965, and live near the
wetlands in the reference above, and feel strongly that any encroachment

in ESHA buffers is unacceptable. Many more birds have returned to the area,
especially since the inlet to the ocean has been opened, and development in the
80 acres of open space would have negative results. Please consider this when

you make your decision.

Sincerely,

Velda King f
18111 Lakepoint Lane
Huntington Beach, CA 92647

HNB-MAJ-1-06, ExhibfeHH
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82/06/2087 85:13 714-960-8534 DR ROGER MCCLELLAN PAGE 01

FACSIMILE COVER PAGE

To: <Recipient Full Name> From : Roger McCleilan
Sent : <Date> at <Time> Pages : 1 (including Cover)
Subject :

Callifornia Coastal Commission
200 Oceangate 10th Floor
Long Beach, Ca.

Ref. item #Th22a, HNB-MAJ-1-06

Dear Meg Vaughn and Commissioners;

Please do not allow the proposed development to the 50 acre open space at the Huntington Beach wetlands.
There is enough housing there now and the open space is more precious than any property tax derived from the
additional housing.

Vote NO on that proposal

Thank you for your consigeration and time,

Sincerely,
¢ RECE ED

A /M)\ WM}L South Ceei.t egion
Roger L. McClellan, MD
€311 Turnberry Circle FEB 1 2007
Huntington Beach, Ca. 92648 CALE" “nila
iy - LR A
r14-080-r877 COASTAL L +AiSSION

HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibitﬁl—fl_(
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Feb.8,2007

Lt Th-22a

California Coastal Commissioners
% Meg Vaughn

200 Oceangate, 10™ Floor

Long Beach, CA 90802-4416

Dear Chairperson Meg Vaughn and Commissioners :

I am writing to ask you to please do four things about the item 22a at the Feb
15th Coastal Commission Hearing

1. I urge you to guarantee that the two ESHA buffer areas be 100 meters each
and conjoined to better protect wildlife.

2 .I ask that the Commission review and amend the proposals for wetlands. Since
there are more wetlands on the property than are outlined in Exhibit L.

3. I ask that any Natural Treatment System (NTS) be constructed "outside" of the
ESHA buffers

4th and most importantly I urge you support staffs recommendation to Deny HNB-
MAJ-1-06 as submitted.

Respectfully
Eileen Murphy
201 21st Street
HB CA 92648

?@3
HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit HH
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February 7, 2007

California Coastal Commission
Attn: Meg Vaughn T
200 Oceangate, 10" Floor

Long Beach, California 90802-4416

Reference Item #Th22a, HNB-MAJ-1-06

Dear Coastal Commission Members:

Hopefully you have toured the Bolsa Chica Wetlands since restoration efforts are well
underway. At the same time, the devastation caused by the development of the Upper

Bolsa Chica Wetlands is also very apparent.

Now, the developer wants to encroach on the buffer zone! This is unacceptable. So little
natural habitat remains. Please safeguard the buffer zone from any and all building.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

) 2

s }?f ,'/ L

Anne Myer
17801 Wrightwood Lane
Huntington Beach, CA 92649

HNB-MAJ-1-06, ExhibitHH
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February 7, 2007

California Coastal Commission
Attn: Meg Vaughn

200 Oceangate, 10™ Floor

Long Beach, California 90802-4416

Reference Item #Th22a, HNB-MAJ-1-06

Dear Coastal Commission Members:

Hopefully you have toured the Bolsa Chica Wetlands since restoration eftforts are well
underway. At the same time, the devastation caused by the development of the Upper

Bolsa Chica Wetlands is also very apparent.

Now, the developer wants to encroach on the buffer zone! This is unacceptable. So little
natural habitat remains. Please safeguard the buffer zone from any and all building.

Thank you for your time.
Sincerely,
Jeff Myer

17801 Wrightwood Lane
Huntington Beach, CA 92649

40

HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit HH
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Patricia Nelson
1612 Via Lazo
Pls Vrds Est CA 90274
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February 7, 2007 cor

COASTAL <

California Coastal Commission via: FAX 562/ 590-5084
Attn: Meg Vaughn ,

Re: #Th22a, HNB-MAJ-1-06

I’m a Volunteer Naturalist with the Upper Newport Bay Ecological
Reserve and Nature Preserve, and am firsthand familiar with the good
work your CCC staff is doing here. And, am well aware of the
consequences of habitat destruction, resulting in loss of species of plants,
birds, and critters.

Altho I can not attend the 2-15-07 meeting, I strongly urge you to deny
any encroachment into the ESHA habitat buffer zone in the Bolsa Chica
wetlands.

Sincerely,
e s
Robert A. Nichols

1901 Mariners Dr.
Newport Beach, CA 92660

ok
HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibiélfﬂ-l
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FROM @ JIMENEZ LANDSCAPE, INC. PHONE NO. @ 562 S21 1474 Feb. @7 20887 12:4SPM P2

RECE" D
South (- .. " 2gion
FERB 7 2007
CAL O A
COASTAL CLviralSSION
Dale L. Jimenez
7332 Veering Circle

Huntington Beach, CA 92648

California Coastal Coramission
Attn: Meg Vaughn

200 Oceangate, 10® Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416

Re: HKem #Th22a, HNB-MAJ-1-06

Dear Ms. Vaughn:

This letter is to express my opposition to changing 50 acres of open space into low-density
residential housing. I understand that this developer wishes to place limited development

within the habitat buffer zone, This is unacceptable! Our environmentally sensitive specics
must be protected. Thank you.

it I

Dale L. Jimenez

HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibitﬂl—cif>
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FROM : Panasonic FAX SYSTEM PHONE NO. = Feb, @7 2887 83:16PM F1

California Costal Commission February 7, 2007
Attn: Meg Vaughn

Item #TH22a, HNB-MAJ-1-06

My wife and I are citizens of the State of California, and the City of Huntington Beach.
We are against the encroachment in ESHA buffers. We feel it is totally unacceptable to
place any development within the habitat buffer zone. We ask that you do not allow the
developer to use 50 acres of open space wetlands for residential developroent.

We need all the open space to stay as exists. This area is home to many environmentally

sensitive species that includes, California Gnatcatchers, White-tailed kites, Cooper’s
Hawks and plants that are rate, '

Cordially:

Delton Emery Virginia Emery

rey v

HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit rﬁc‘
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February 10, 2007 FEB 1 3 2007
Members of the Commission car
California Coastal Commission COASL . 7o

200 Oceangate, 10" Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416

Re: Item Th 22a — Major Amendment Request
Dear Members of the Commission,

1) We Support Staff’s recommendation to deny HNB-MAJ-1-06 as
submitted.

2) We ask the Commission to review and amend the proposals for
Wetlands, as evidence suggests there are more wetlands on the property
than are currently outlined in Exhibit L.

3) We ask that the two ESHA buffer areas be 100 meters each and
conjoined to better protect wildlife.

4) We ask that any Natural Treatment system (NTS) be constructed
*outside* of the ESHA buffers.

We thank you for addressing this very important issue that will affect
wetlands, water quality, ESHA and more importantly generations of
human beings.

Sincerely,
My, &Mrs Wllham E. W

oo M”% 0.

b/ ?L Ma’wf

Nyoleadlr—! , 0% ‘
“ 726/

|00
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FEB-11i-20@7 12:56F FROM: 7145361856 TO: 15625585884 F.2

February 10, 2007

California Costal Commission
Attn: Meg Vaughn

200 Oceangate, 10™ Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416

To Whom It May Concern:

I am writing concerning item #Th22a, HNB-MAJ-1-06 which Is about a proposed
development on 50 acres of open space of wetlands in Huntington Beach. T am
sure you are aware that this is home to many environmentally sensitive plants
and species. I urge you not to approve this development as there is very little
wetlands left in southern California and we need to protect all that remains.

Regards,

Y A

Charles Satow
6822 Lawn Haven Drive
Huntington Beach, CA 92648

10>
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FEB-11-2807 12:56FP FROM: 7145361856 TO: 156259856884 P.1

February 10, 2007

California Costal Commission
Attn: Meg Vaughn

200 Oceangate, 10™ Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802

Subject: #TH22a, HNB-HNB-MAJ-1-06

Dear Ms. Vaughn

As long term resident of Southern California, I am concerned about the lack of
open space. I am 88 years old and continue to witness the erosion of open land
and charm that brought me to California in 1932.

I do not support development of the Upper Bolsa Chica Wetlands. Any
encroachment in ESHA buffers is unacceptable. We need to keep this area as
open space. Please do not approve development in this area (ref: #Th22a,
HNB-MAJ-1-06).

Sincerely,
/@,(/VW M"/‘""

Genevieve Johnson
13021 Oak Hills Drive
Seal Beach, CA 90740

|03
HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit HH
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FEB-11-2087 61:19P FROM: 71453616856 T0O: 156259056884 F.2

February 11, 2007

California Costal Commission
Attn: Meg Vaughn

200 Oceangate, 10™ Fioor
Long Beach, CA 90802

Subject: #TH22a, HNB-HNB-MAJ-1-06

Dear Ms. Vaughn:

T do not support development of the Upper Bolsa Chica Wetlands. Any
encroachment in ESHA buffers is unacceptable. We need to keep this area as open
space. Please do not approve development in this area (ref: #Th22a, HNB-MAJ-1-
06).

Regards,

&g_&)ﬁa—;’ - gau'g"—""

Bettye J. Sato
6822 Lawn Haven Drive
Huntington Beach, CA 92648

Loy
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California Costal Commission
Attn: Meg Vaughn

200 Oceangate, 10™ Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802

Subject: #TH22a, HNB-HNB-MAJ-1-06

Dear Ms. Vaughn:

In late summer of 2006, I moved near the Upper Bolsa Chica Wetlands based on
the pure beauty of this area. I am a school teacher in Irvine and have a difficult
commute each day. However, I chose the area that I live based on the open space.
Consequently, I do not support development of the Upper Bolsa Chica Wetlands.
Any encroachment in ESHA buffers is unacceptable. We need to keep this area as
open space. Please do not approve development in this area (ref: #Th22a, HNB-
MAJ-1-06).

Regards,

C ZU MV

Cindy Evans
17171 Bols ca, #68
Huntington Beach, CA 92649

109
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02/12/2007 MON 7:22 FAX STMPLE STAR hoot1/001

Th22a

California Coastal Commission
Attn: Meg Vaughn

200 Oceangate, 10th Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416
Fax: 562-590-5084

Dear Commigesion:
1) I support staff's recommendation to deny HNB-MAJ—1—06~as submitted.

2) I ask the Commission to review and amend the proposals for Wetlands,
as evidence suggests there are more wetlands an the property than are
currently outlined in Exhibit L.

3) I ask that the two ESHA buffer areas be 100 meters each and
conjoined
to better protect wildlife,

4) I ask that any Natural Treatment System (NTS) be constructed
*outside* of the ESHA buffers.

Regards,
Scot Mollot
REC!
South (.
FEB 1 & 2007
CAI ™
COASTA: <

- . R

\0O?
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Feb 10 07 11:21a John Hatala 7148474939 p.1

California Coastal Commission REC
SCUtT Lo
Attn: Meg Vaughn FEB 13 7307
200 Oceangate, 10" Floor Crie
COASTAL

Long Beach, Ca. 90802-4416

Dear Commissioners,

We are voicing our disapproval of any development
within the habitat buffer zone. We have been residents of
this lovely area for forty years. We are delighted with the
restoration and preservation of the Bolsa Chica. It is a
treasure well worth preserving for now and for future
generations. The buffer zone is vital to the success of
the whole preservation objective. We urge the
commissioners to just “SAY NO” to the development of
the Upper Bolsa Chica Wetlands.

Sincerely,

The Hatala Family

6301 Newbury Dr.

Huntington Beach, Ca. 92647-6535

|04
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Feb 10 2007 10:43AM Myriad Enterprises 7149645278 RO il

February 10, 2007

FE 01
California Coastal Commission FEB 13 200
Attn: Meg Vaughn Ch

200 Oceangate, 10" Floor. COASL

Long Beach, CA 90802-4416

Reference: Item #Th22a, HNB-MAJ-1-06

Dear Commissioners,

I am writing you today in regards to my concerns with the above item.

I strongly protest any developer wishes to place any limited development within the
habitat buffer zone. Any encroachment in the ESHA buffers is unacceptable.

As intelligent human beings, we should share this planet responsibly with other creatures.
If this area is damaged any further, it could cause permanent changes to the creatures that
find respite there during their migrations. Many of the local parks enjoy these exotic
visitors, which will no longer visit if these wetlands keep getting developed.

1 enjoy going to these local parks. 1 enjoy riding my bike past these wetlands. It’s a
source of great pleasure and relaxation to coexist with other creatures. This is something
that future generations deserve to experience as well.

As a business owner myself, I understand the importance of the freedoms of enterprise
with minimal government interference. However, this place is crucial to other species
survival. It is unique. It is our responsibility to preserve that. There are plenty of other
places to start developments, but there are not many wetlands such as this in existence,
especially along the California coast! Please do not let this happen.

Thank you for your time.

Cathy Fitzpatrigk
9432 Flicker Avenue \ \ O
Fountain Valley, CA 92708

HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit HH
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California Coastal Commission o

Public Hearing on Upper Bolsa Chica Wethnds b 7y
Aun: Meg Vaughn : Scily Lo
200 Oceangate, 10® Floor ' o
Long Beach, CA 908024416 | FEB 18 2007

Reference ltem #Th22a, HNB-MAJ-1-06

Dear Commissioners:

Any encroachment in ESHA buffers is UNACCEPTABLE!.
Sincere

ﬁ,}l a,uJ &}4.4«_) Mz «9/ ?A 7

Ed and Anne Farber
Huntington Beach, CA 92649

|
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714-846-0373 P-

Feb 12 07 10:34a Gary Gochman

ACTION ALERT!

California Coastal Commission
Public Hearing on Upper Bolsa Chica Wetlands

Thursday, February 15, 2007
Item Th22a; 1pm-5pm (time approx.)

Catamaran Resort Hotel in San Diego, CA

This public hearing would change 50 acres of open space
wetlands into low-density residential. This land is home to
White-tailed kites, Cooper’s Hawks, California Gnatcatchers,
Southern Tarplant, and other environmentally sensitive species.

The developer wishes to place limited development within the
habitat buffer zone. We need YOU to tell the Commissioners
that any encroachment in ESHA buffers is unacceptable!
Please write or fax (562) 590-5084 no later than February 12:

California Coastal Commission sR U?ngi

Attn: Meg Vaughn out R

200 Oceangate, 10th Floor p

Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 - FEB 13 2007
N2

Reference Itern #Th22a, HNB-MAJ-1-06, in your COASTAL e

correspondence.

Call the Land Trust office at (714) 846-1001 for information
on attending in person. Come show your support for Bolsa
Chica!

Be sure to visit www.bolsachicalandtrust.org for any late-breaking
information.
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FEB—-12-28807 16:28 aM MARYLOUWATKINS

7148481885

Mary Lou Watkins Moore
17678 Crestmoor Lane
Huntington Beach, California 93649
('714) 840-1888 Phone/Fax
mlouw@apl.com
S

California Coastal Qommission FEB 1 3 2007
ATTn: Meg Vaughn

800 Ooeangate, 10t Floor CALZT M)A

Long Beach, U 80808-4416 COASTAL CLWISSION

Reforence Item #ThERa, HNB-MAJ-1-06

As a resident of the area adjacent to the proposed Parkside Deavelopment I
urge you to not allow encroachment in BSHA buffers. The area is home to
many environmentally sensitive species who are readily observable. With
the rapid decline in the number of coastal wetlande over the last several
years, the fine work done with the restored Bolsa Chica wetlands deserves
to be complemented by having this additional ares presarved for the many
plant and animal species that constitute & wetland.

HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit N![H‘
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FEB. 0.7007 A:45PM  SEGERSTROM 714 546-9835 0. 3609 P
John M. Iacono

5421 Barwood Drive
Huntington Beach, CA 92649
TEL: (714) 840-6618
FAX: (714) 751-4934

TO: Meg Vanghn, California Coastal Commission
FROM: Joﬁ M. Iacono

DATE: February 09,2007

FAX: (562) 590-5084

RE: item #Th22a, NHB-MAJ-1-06
Ifyou do not receive 1 page(s) including the transmittal sheet, please call the abave number as soon as possible.

California Coastal Commission,

With repsect to Item #Th22a,HNB-MAJ-1-06, I urge you protect the designated Environmentally
Sensitive Habitat Areas and not allow ANY encroachment upon this land by development. I hope you
see fit to take into consideration the position of the Bolsa Chica Land Trust, and similar organizations,
with respect to any such matters now and in the future.

Sincerely,
Mr. and Mrs. John Iacono

\ (G

H - - -
The documents accompanying this facsimile rransmission may contain confidential information which Lplwgym)dfgﬂ@ﬂe
information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity abave. If you are not the imtended recipient, or the person
responsible for delivering it to the intended reczpzent yau are he; eby natzf ed that any a’zsala:ure capymg dutrzbutzon or use of
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FEB-0S-2087 15:43 FROM GARDEN GROVE WTR SERV TO 15625935884 P.a2

California Coastal Commission "Th-2 2a "
Attn: Meg Vaughn ¥
200 Oceangate, 10th Floor

Long Beach, CA 50802-4416

February 9, 2007 FEB 9 200/

CALTCNIA

COASTAL CURMISSION

Dear Ms. Vaughn,
1) I support staff's recommendation to deny HNB-MAJ-1-06 as submitted,

2) I ask the Commuission to review and amend the proposals for Wetlands,
as evidence suggests there are more wetlands on the property than are
cwrrently outlined in Exhibit L.

3) I ask that the two ESHA buffer areas be 100 meters each and conjoined
to better protect wildlife.

4) ] ask that any Natural Treatment System (NTS) be constructed
*outside* of the ESHA buffers.

NE o

Richard Mathis
17071 Berlin Lane
Huntington Beach, Ca. 92649

REC
| D W

South Co oS

FEB 9 200/
CAL T
COASTALC. -

17

HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit HH

Page 71 of 133

TNTAl P B2



Feb 09 07 01:35p Grad School of Management 849-824-7349 p.1

Elyse & Jim Barrett
20072 Cove Circle

Huntignton Beach, CA 92646
714.964.9530
Fax 714.962.1191

TO California Coastal Commission fax 562.590.5084 i
FromM Jim & Elyse Barrett

Darte [February 9, 2007

RE Uppet Bolsa Chica Wetlands -- Hearing 2/15/07

Re: Item #Th22a, HNB-MAJ-1-06

Dcar Commissioners,

You will be considering 2 reduction of open space in the Upper Bolsa Chica Wetlands at your
upcoming public hearing on February 15. We wish to encourage you to reject the proposal.

The developer proposes to converting 50 acres now included in an ecological sensitive habitar
area to low-density residential use. If approved, this proposal not only places the City of
Huntington Beach in violation. of its own Local Coastal Program, but eliminates established
habirat buffer zones surrounding the Bolsa Chica Wedands as a whole.

We strongly recommend that the Commission deny this proposal. Any encroachment in the
LESHA buffers is unacceptable.

Thank you for your rcceiving this request.

'Wl!;?) 5 o=
HOW e

South Cocst Region
FEB 9 2007

CALIFQRMNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION
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FROM MRX FAX NO. :714 848 6729 Feb., B3 2687 12:85PM P1

Feb 8, 2007

TO: California Coastal Commission
ATTN: Meg Vaughn
200 Oceangate, 10" Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802-4418

FROM: Evalena Tuell
16252 Honolulu Lane
Huntington Beach, CA 92649-2308

Reference ltem #Th22a, HNB-MAJ-1-06. Any encroachment in ESHA buffers is
unacceptable.

Cordially,

Evalena Tuell f M/ﬁ,&/ /7';@/@6/

=1

RCCLTVED

South Coa. magion
FEB 9 2007
CALET MR

COASTAL C_ 4iSSION

[ o
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FROM :MAX

FAX NO. :714 848 6729

Feb. @9 2@@7 11:37AM P1

Feb 8, 2007

TO: California Coastal Commission

ATTN: Meg Vaughn
200 Oceangate, 10" Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416

FROM: Max Tuell
16252 Honolulu Lane
Huntington Beach, CA 92649-2308

Reference Item #Th22a, HNB-MAJ-1-06. Any encroachment in ESHA buffers is
unacceptable.

Cordially,
%aZTZ;u; Z "

127
HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit HH
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Attn: Meg Vaughn 2/09/2007
Reference item# Th22a, HNB-MAJ-1-06

I received another notice on the Upper Bolsa Chica Wetlands.
Regarding another builder wishing to develop within the wild life habitat.

I feel compelled to voice my complete disapproval to any development
consideration by the California Coastal Commission.

Don’t consider opening the flood gates for any development. Preserve this
small sanctuary for us and future generations to enjoy.

Just say NO to any and all requests, bribes or threats from any and all
developers — whose interests are purely selfish and for monetary reasons
only!

As a HB resident since 1967, I and the community have been voicing our
opinion on this matter for years; we do not want development in the
Wetland! Please stop the monetary madness!

God willing - let your conscious be your guide.

 Patti Garrity Chase McQuade

2D

HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit HH
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RECE! ™
T e T

A
South Cut

FEB 9 2007

i’

CALY !

COASTAL C.
m George Nettels - 5151 Sparrow Drive - Huntington Beach, CA 92649-1439
February 8, 2007
California Coastal Commission
Attn: Meg Vaughn
200 Oceangate, 10" Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416

Reference: #TH22a, HNB-MAJ-1-06 — Upper Bolsa Chica Wetlands, Huntington
Beach

Dear Ms. Vaughn:

It is my understanding that the developer wants to place limited development within the
habitat buffer zone in the Upper Bolsa Chica Wetlands in Huntington Beach. I am
against this encroachment, find it unacceptable due to the potential destruction within that
sensitive habitat.

I strongly urge you to vote against the encroachment in the ESHA buffer area.

Thank you, Ms. Vaughn.

icerely,

S

glnettels@msn.com
714-891-4199

.
HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit H
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Feb 09 07 07:09a (714) 374-5822 p.1

RECE!VE

Edwin A. Robertson South Coo:! Fegi
19421 MacGregor Circle

Huntington Beach, CA 93648

Meg Vaughn
To: California Coastal Comm. Date: 02/08/2007
Fax: 562-590-5084 Phone:

Ref: Upper Bolsa Chica Wetlands Habitat

Pages: 1 From: Rosemary Robertson
' Ed Robertson

At your meeting on Thursday February 15 and any future meetings, please
resist any proposals that will cause encroachment in the ESHA buffer of
the above habitat.

It has taken years and the dedicated efforts of many residents and friends
to get to the stage where the habitat is beginning to revert to the natural
refuge all of the residents and visitors had dreamed to achieve. We implore
you to continue to support our efforts in returning a very small but not
insignificant parcel of our cherished coastal land to a protected sanctuary
for an increasing number of environmentally sensitive species.

To begin chipping away on the fringes, is an open invitation for other
developers and projects to press forward with additional self-indulgent
schemes of pride and profit. Of course, however well meant, each new
encroachment will provide pleasure for a small segment of the community,
at the expense of community at large and all future visitors....and more
significantly, life threatening circumstances to the wetlands natural
residents.

For most of the natural residents of the upper Bolsa Chica wetlands the
only acceptable residential density is ZERO.

Please continue the limited expansion of the wetlands whenever possible,
and if you require additional moral or monetary support we and our
neighbors can be counted upon to step forward.

Thanks in advance for your thoughtful consideration.

JO; 3
Page 80 of 13
Tel 714-969-5241 Fax 714-374-5822
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CHARLES A. MOLLIS
5222 Pearce Drive
Huntington Beach, CA 92649

February 9, 2007 RECL D
South Core ovion

FEB 9 2007
Via Facsimile (562) §90-5084 & U.S. Mail

California Coastal Commission CALIFCT 12 ;
Attn: Meg Vaughn COASTAL CC i uutiSE
200 Oceangate, 10* Fioor
Long Beach, CA 90802

Re:  Item #Th22a, HNB-MAJ-1-06

Upper Bolsa Chica Wetlands

Dear Ms. Vaughn:

I am aresident of Huntington Beach at 5222 Pearce Drive and have just found that there is another
subversive attempt by a greedy developer to build on yet more beautiful and protected land that helps
sustain the quality of life here. I find it not only unacceptable, but grossly offensive. My neighbors share
the same sentiments as I do.

Any encroachment in the Environmentally Sensitive Buffer Zone is unacceptable.

Thank you,
Very truly yours,
Chafles A. Mollis
CAM:eht
- == ’

Page 81 of l13il7
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1P:508 7148468643

February 9, 2007

California Coastal Commmission
Attn: Meg Vaughn

200 Oceangate, 10" Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802

RE: Item #Th22a, HNB-MAJ-1-06
Any encroachment in Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas is

completely unacceptable in the Upper Bolsa Chica Wetlands. Please vote
NO on the developer’s request to develop within the habitat buffer zone..

Thank you, e

Mandra Brimer Aﬂm—/

17121 Friml Lane
Huntington Beach, CA 92649

RECE
South Cee Y
FEB 9 2007
CALIFC v -

COASTAL CCv 500N

HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit H
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FROM @ UI COWDEN PHONE NO. : 714 969 1746 Feb. 88 2ad7 @i:36PM P1

Women Airforce Service Pilots, WWII

February 7", 2007

California Coastal Commission
Attn: Meg Vaughn

200 Oceangate, 10™ Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416

Dear Commissioner Meg Vaughn,

In reference to the public hearing of the Coastal Commission on the Upper Bolsa
Chica Wetlands on Febrauary 15 that would change 50 acres of open space
wetlands into low density residential is unexeptable, This land is home to White
tailed kites, Cooper’s Hawks, California Gnatcaters, Southern Tarplant, and other
environmentally sensitive. spec:es o .

7., Please votenoon #~Th22a, HNB-Ma_p-O6 Once thls land is developed it is forever o
. _gone from the original ownersiof the.fand. So‘much of the Wetlands'and Mesas are -
- gone forever. Somewhere along the line some commissioners were making .~ .
decisiens for the Jand ownér. Thé L:and Ownerdoes have the rightto do this. It
just seems to me we wotild hke 10 have the chance to save this land. Find the
money for the Land Owner Shea would leave alegacy forever if they would keep
it as close to what nature had mtended 1t to be and save the home for the
endangered birds and plants. " 7

You are privileged to make your vote no count to save the 50 aceres.

NOISSIWWOD Twig YOO

Sincerely, YiNE S (VD
Y} Coien 1002 8§34

Vi COWdel'.l UO!GGH .39,()"‘ U‘I'IO"‘
Director of the Bolsa Chica Land Trust <3 3

@
HNB-MAJ-1-06, ExhibitHH |
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FROM : PHONE NO. : 7148466882 FEB. 88 2807 84:53PM P1

California Coastal Commission January 8, 2007
Attn: Meg Vaughn

200 Oceangate, 10% floor

Long Beach, Cal. 90802-4416

Dear Ms. Vaughn:

Just a short fax requesting your consideration on ltem #Th22a, HBN-MAJ-1-06. The
public hearing scheduled for Thursday, February 15 in San Diego is a developer
requesting a change of 50 acres of open space wetlands to low-density residential.

The developer wishes to place this limited development within a habitat buffer zone. We
request that you deny any limited development or encroachment within Environmentally
Sensitive Habitat Areas.

We have lived in this area since 1980 and have seen development slowly erode away
wetland areas that are home 10 sensitive species. We hope that you will agree with many
of us who reside in the area and deny any encroachment in this area.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Byron 8. and Marcia E. Atkinson
17941 Shoreham Ln.

Huntington Beach, Cal. 92649
714-846-6802

RECEIVED

South Cocsi Fegion
FEB 8 2007

CALECRNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION

@,
HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit H\H%
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Melanie Manning
1705 Park Street
Huntington Beach, (A 92648
(714)536-5087

February 8, 2007 )
. - REC.
California Coastal Commission South €
Attn: Meg Vaughn
200 Oceangate, 10" Floor ‘ FER 9 200/
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 Chnt
- ' LSRR
FAX#(562)590-5084 COASTAL ("

Re: [temi#Th22a, HNB-MAJ-1-06
Dear Ms. Vaughn,

Please add my voice to the many that oppose ANY development within the
Boisa Chica Wetiands habitat buffer zone. Any encroachment in ESHA
buffers is contrary to the spirit and letter of the Coastal Commission
objectives. It is certainly offensive to those of us who have worked
tirelessly to preserve the space in its entirety. Low-density residential
development is simply not in keeping with the current approved use of the
S0 acres of open space in question.

Thank you for considering this position.

Respectfully,

Melanie Manning

HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit \Hﬁ {
Page 85 of 133




FROM @ CA OLIVE IND B ROSE PHONE NO. @ 714 848 7531 Feb. @B 2807 B3:34PM P1

February 8,2007

California Coastal Commission
Attn: Meg Vaughn

200 Oceangate 10%. Floor
Long Beach, CA. 90802-4416

Reference Item #Th22a, HNB-MAJ-1-06

Dear Ms. Vaughn,

I am writing to you regarding the up-coming meeting of the California Coastal Commission on
February 15%. to discuss this matter.

Iam a 30+ year resident of Huntington Beach and have seen our wetlands area squeezed and
changed over the years. Now I understand the developers wish to violate the Bolsa Chica
Wedlands once again by placing limited development within the habitat buffer zone that has been
established. Any encroachment in the ESHA buffers is totally unaceeptable in this
environmentally sensitive area.

Please protect our wetlands!!!! Thank you.

Sincerely,

B Mot Fe

Barhara Rose

17281 Blue Fox Circle
Huntington Beach, CA. 92647
(714) 842-7049

| 5

HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit HH
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REC:

South Cor
February 8, 2007
FEB 6 2007
CAlIf¢ ~

California Coastal Commission
Atim: Meg Vanghn

200 Oceangate 10® Floor

Long Beach, Ca 90802-4416

Subject: “Upper Bolsa Chica Wetlands
Ref# #TH22a, HNB-MAJ-1-06

I wigh to pledge my support to stop development of our wetlands. The coastal
commission was put in place to stop this development that is destroying our wild life, our

wetlands and the quality of all human life. Mankind is part of the circle of life and we
must take care of our weilands not only for now but also for future generations.

Please stop this development,
Low-density development is another word for destruction.
Huntington IBeach Resident 37 years

Taxpayer 50 years
Human Racc all my lifc

Cheryl E. Keen
17371 Caspers Circle /{eg !
Huntington Beach, Ca

92647

2%
HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit HH
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Feb-08-07  11:33  From-UNION DEVELOPMENT 562 467 2010 T-442  P.00I/001 -84

June & George Ross

5472 Kenilworth Drive
Huntington Beach, CA 92649
714-840-5876

February 7, 2007
California Coastal Commission REC. “Th-22a”
Attention: Meg Vaughn Soutn o
200 Oceangate, 10® Floor i
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 FEB 8 2007
By FAX: 562-590-5084 COASTAL ¢~
Dear Sirs:

We are writing with regards to the wetlands in Huntington Beach, and specifically to the parcel
of the wetlands owned by Shea Property. '

We have lived in Huntington Beach for the past 20 years, and one of the reasons we chose to live
there was the open space of the wetlands and the belief that our children and grandchildren
would have to opportunity to enjoy this expanse of nature. '

We would like to therefore support staff’s recommendation to deny HNB-MAJ-1-06 as
submitted

Ask the commission to review and amend the proposals for Wetlands, as evidence suggests there
are more wetlands on the property than are currently outlines in Exhibit L.

We ask that the two ESHA buffer areas be 100 meters each and conjoined to better protect the
wildlife and that any Natural Treatmeut System (NTS) be constructed “outside” of the ESHA
buffers.

While we realize that homes are important to everyone, we also know that the quality of life is
equally important, and building more homes in such an environmentally fragile area would be a
huge mistake. Any area that can be saved for the benefit of the wildlife and the enjoyment of the
many many people that make a point of visiting to enjoy the area would seem to us to be very
short sighted.

Please help us save this small area of every decreasing wetlands. \ g {\_&

< ,
k\,..s, s &5 kﬂf/B

J-1-06, Exhibit HH
Page 88 of 133



02/87/2087 17:04

TO:

FROM:

RE:

DATE:

7149638616 :ABHAYA CORP

California Coastal Commission
Attn: Meg Vaughn

200 Oceangate, 10™ Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416

Dr. & Mirs. James L. Grimes

8591 Mossford Drive

Huntington Beach, CA 92646

Upper Bolsa Chica Wetlands Hearing 2/15/07

February 7, 2007

PAGE B1/81

REC%J,W

South Coo:
FEB 7 2007

CALIEC:
COASTAL CCviniss

This is to inform you that we fecl yery strongly that the proposal to change 50 acres of

open space wetlands into a residential area is outrageous! Any encroachment in ESHA

buifers is unacceptable. This land is already home to many environmentally sensitive

species.

=re

HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit HH
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Feb 12 07 12:18p Austin Rohaly 1-714-536-0811 p-1

Nancy Bucciarelli, MD and Edward Rohaly, MD

6695 Pageant Drive

Huntington Beach, CA 92648 ANl ¢
February 12, 2007 SB UE%Ef A
California Coastal Commission

Ms. Meg Vaug] FEB 1 3 2007

200 Oceangate, 10™ floor CALIFORMIA

Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 COASTAL CCIMMISSION

Dear Ms. Vaughn,

We have lived in Huntington Beach for the past ten years. Bolsa Chica is a beautiful,
necessary wetland area which provides homes and resting areas for a large number of
different species. In the fall and winter it is amazing to see the different birds that utilize
this special place. The thought of even constructing “low density” housing within the
buffer zone is not acceptable.

Building is this sensitive area is going to hurt wildlife in so many ways. Development
will stress this unique ecosystem. Pollution, runoff, pesticides, trash, cars, noise, pets and
the like can only destroy what little is left of the wetlands. The development of this
expensive dwelling is going to be parasitic. A few, new, unenlightened, non-thinking
home-owners will be happy at the cost of so much to the environment, wildlife, and the
people of Huntington Beach.

I urge you and the Coastal Commission to deny this development plan. Building on the
wetlands is wrong. The people of Huntington Beach do not want it.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

ucciarelli,

ch7B

|37

HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit HH
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Feb 12 07 03:39p Austin Rohaly 1-714-536-0811 P-

Nancy Bucciarelli, MD and Edward Rohaly, MD
6695 Pageant Drive

Huntington Beach, CA 92648

February 12, 2007

California Coastal Commission
Ms. Meg Vaughn

200 Oceangate, 10™ floor

Long Beach, CA 90802-4416

Dear Ms. Vaughn,

We have lived in Huntington Beach for the past ten years. Bolsa Chica is a beautiful,
necessary wetland area which provides homes and resting areas for a large number of
different species. In the fall and winter it is amazing to see the different birds that utilize
this special place. The thought of even constructing “low density” housing within the
buffer zone is not acceptable.

Building in this sensitive area is going to hurt wildlife in so many ways. Development
will stress this unique ecosystem. Pollution, runoff, pesticides, trash, cars, noise, pets and
the like can only destroy what little is left of the wetlands. The development of this
expensive dwelling is going to be parasitic. A few, new, unenlightened, non-thinking
home-owners will be happy at the cost of so much to the environment, wildlife, and the
people of Huntington Beach.

1 urge you and the Coastal Commission to deny this development plan., Building on the
wetlands is wrong. The people of Huntington Beach do not want it.

Thank you for your time.
Sincerely, .
y R
Nancy Bucciarelli, MD cuin Cou Zion
/ Kﬁ/ FEB 13 2007
Edwafd " ly, MD CALFTTMIA
NSSION
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Feb 12 07 D2:11p

Marilgyn Leatherwood

1-714-374-6171

CHARLES W. LEATHERWOOD

19602 E!m Ridge Lane

Huntington Beach, CA 92648
714-374-6151 (home), 714-374-6171 (fax)

: charleswi@aol.com

I am writing to express my opposition to the placement of low density housing in the Bolsa Chica habitat
buffer zone. This buffer zone is of the same value to the sensitive species of plants and wild life as the area

that is designated wetlands.

The Coastal Commission is the last hope for our Wet Lands. When these properties are lost to development

the will be gone foe ever.

Thank You

/> (’
huck LeatHe!

Sou‘f\\i\- =
FEB 13 2647

CALTT
i .
COASTALC .
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February 12, 2007 CAITOT NS
y COASTAL CUiviISSION

Mr. Patrick Kruer, Chair
Members of the Commission
California Coastal Commission
200 Oceangate — 10th Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416

RE: Item Th 22a - Major Amendment Request
No. 1-06 to the City of Huntington Beach
Certified Local Coastal Program (For Public
Hearing and Commission Action at the
February 15, 2007 meeting in San Diego).

Dear Mr. Kruer and Membets of the Commission:

1) T support staff's recommendation to deny HNB-MAJ-1-06 as submitted.

2) I ask the Commission to review and amend the proposals for Wetlands,
as evidence suggests there are more wetlands on the property than are
currently outlined in Exhibit L.

3) I ask that the two ESHA buffer areas be 100 meters each and conjoined
to better protect wildlife.

4) 1 ask that any Natural Treatment System (NTS) be constructed
*outside* of the ESHA buffers.

[ currently walk and run by this area at least twice a week. You see raptors, coyotes and
currently a flock of Canadian Geese, (right in the middle of the field!).

[ have lived in Huntington Beach for 43 years and most winters, with the exception of
drought years, this area is flooded. Two years ago it flooded so much that water leaked
into the backyards of adjacent homes fronting on Kenitworth Drive, drained to their front
yards and out to the street. This went on for at least two weeks if not longer.

This is a very special area with unique features. So much of our wildlife and habitats and
environments have been destroyed in Orange County. Please consider the four points

listed above,
Sincerely, % 4 _
; 40
MB/MAA-06, Exhibit i}
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February 10, 2007

California Coastal Commission
Attn: Meg Vaughn

200 Oceangate, 10th Floor
Long Beach CA 90802-4416

’Reference Item #Th22a, HNB-MAJ-1-06
Dear Meg,

Commission staff have already verified the existence of wetlands on the site, as well as
called for the eucalyptus groves to be designated as Environmentally Sensitive Habitat
Areas (ESHA). Please do not allow the developers to encroach on the 50 acres of open
space wetlands that is home to White-tailed kites, Cooper's Hawks, California
Gnatcatchers, Southern Tarplant and other environmentally sensitive species.

I thank you in advance for your attention on this matter.
Cynthia George

PO Box 7190
Buena Park CA 90622-7190

|
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Judy Yancey
Huntington Beach, CA 92647

February 12, 2007 FeR 13 2007
California Coastal Commissioﬁ CALIETH A
Attn Meg Vaughn C(}*\ulf"\i (..\., 1\/ ISSION

200 Occangate, 10" Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416
Fax 562-590-5084

Reference Item #Th22a, HNB-MAJ-1-06

Dear California Coastal Commission,

Thank you for hearing all sides of the proposed development on the Upper Bolsa Chica Wetlands.
We know how important the Coastal Commission is and we are grateful for your dedicated duty!

I respectfully request that you deny the development. This is not about Man vs Nature or
Builder vs Environmentalist.

This is about our children and their children and their children’s children. It is our job, as the ones
who God has blessed to have dominion over all the Earth, to make sure it is done with the future of
our children in mind.

Making a difference is in the hands of the People because only People are worth making a
difference for! People are the reason all decisions are made. The water we work hard to clean and
then keep pure waters the crops that we eat — this is for Peaple. The animals eat the crops and we
eat the animals — this is for Peaple. 1 know you are already very knowledgeable regarding all the
benefits of natural areas, especially the ESHA Buffers that your denial will protect.

We work hard to keep the air clean because it is what the People breathe along with all the living
things that Peaple need to stay alive — lumber, crops, etc!

Past mistakes — DDT, smog, tobacco, asbestos, etc., - brought even larger problems because the
quick needs of the ‘now’ was the main decision making process. These past mistakes continue to
be costly to all and affect everyone. However, that is the past and we have seen and learned from
these past mistakes. Decisions made for the ‘now’ do not bring abundance, it brings further
problems - problems that are usually quite costly to solve or cannot be reversed at all.

The Coastal Commission was formed so that those decisions affecting the peaple were to review
by people such as you.
Because of urban development structures, many people don’t even know what wildlife is. They
have never been in the clean open area with the wonderful smells and sounds of abundant nature!
Every living tlung is beneficial for human life - Pegple. Please make your denial decision to protect
it!

You have the power and can make a difference with your denial decision ‘because decisions
benefiting all people are what make the difference.’

Thank you for your time and consideration.

I pray THE LORD gives you HIS Discernment and Wisdom all the days of your life through Our
LORD and SAVIOR JESUS CHRIST!

God Bless you always! Warmest Regards, HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit
Judy.Yancey , Huntington Beach, CA 92647 Page 96 of 13
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(Catamaran Resort Hotel in San Dlego. CA

This public hearing would change S0 aé:
wetlands into low-density residential.

Southern Tarplant, and other envnronmentally Semmve ;pecnes

The developer wishes to place limited development wn_t_h;n the
habitat buffer zone. We need YOU to tell the Commissioners
that any encroachment in ES buffers is unacceptable!
Please write or fax (562) 590-5084 no later than February 12:

California Coastal Commission
Attn: Meg Vaughn

200 Oceangate, 10th Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416

Reference Item #ThzZa, HNB-MAJ-1- 06 in your

correspondence.

Call the Land Trust office at (714) 846-1001 for information
on attending in person. Come show your support for Bolsa
Chica!

-, Mr. Michael H Noon
5442 Bankton Dr .
Be sure to s k’ Huntington Beach, CA 92649 ‘any late-breakmg
information.
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California Coastal Commissian
Attn: Meg Vaughn

200 Oceangate, 10" Floor
Long Beach, CA 908024416

Ref: #Th22a, HNBMAJ-1-06 -

Dear Ms. Vaughn,

We urge you to deny any development within the wetland area
nated in the above reference.

We believe that any encroachment in ESHA buffers is
- unacceptable.

Thank you for your consideration.

Regards,

Jeff and Laura Pratto
17902 Denvale Circle
Huntington Beach, CA 92649

Faxed to 562-580-5084

\ D0
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February 10, 2007

California Coastal Commission
Attn: Meg Vaughn

200 Oceangate, 10® Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416

Re: #Th22a, HNB-MAJ-1-06

I am writing this letter to request that you do not allow the development within the habitat
buffer zone of the Bolsa Chica Wetlands.

Please keep this natural habitat safe from destruction. This land is home to White-tailed
kites, Cooper’s Hawks, California Gnatcatchers, Southern Tarplant and other
environmentally sensitive species.

5701 Rogers Drive
Huntington Beach, CA 92649

HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit HED O
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February 8, 2007

California Coastal Commission
Attn: Meg Vaughn

200 Oceangate 10™ Floor

Long Beach, Ca 90802-4416

Subject: ‘Upper Bolsa Chica Wetlands
Ref# #TH22a, HNB-MAJ-1-06

I wish to pledge my support to stop development of our wetlands. The coastal
commission was put in place to stop this development that is destroying our wild life, our
wetlands and the quality of all human life. Mankind is part of the circle of life and we
must take care of our wetlands not only for now but also for future generations.

Please stop this development,

Low-density development is another word for destruction.

Huntington Beach Resident 37 years
Taxpayer 50 years
Human Race all my life

Cheryl E. Keen 7y -
17371 Caspers Circle %% /{M/‘/
Huntington Beach, Ca

92647

D
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Th22a

17071 Berlin Lane
Huntington Beach, CA 92649

February 7, 2007

Ms. Meg Vaughn

California Coastal Commission
200 Oceangate, 10" Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416

Reference: HNB-MAJ-1-06
Dear Ms. Vaughn:
I support staff's recommendation to DENY HNB-MAJ-1-06 as submitted.

I ask the Commission to review and amend the proposals for Wetlands, as evidence suggests there are
more wetlands on the property than are currently outlined in Exhibit L. The entire subject parcel is part
of the Bolsa Chica wetlands system, despite the owner’s ongoing efforts and tactics to convert it to
something else. In addition to the presence of ponding and wetland plant species, which have been well-
documented on the site, the fact that the subject parcel is one to two feet below sea level and requires
overexcavation, dewatering, and 260,000+ cubic yards of imported fill material (approximately 13,000

truck trips) to make it suitable for building should provide evidence enough that the site is a wetland and

not suited for residential development.

The California Coastal Commission is tasked with protecting the functions and values of the wetlands in
my watershed. If the California Coastal Commission allows the subject parcel to be drained, filled, and
developed, they will destroy habitat for endangered wildlife and plant species, which have been well-
documented on the site, further degrade my watershed’s water quality due to increased pollution and
storm water runoff, increase the surrounding area’s vulnerability to flooding, and eliminate scarce open
space and yet another vital productive ecosystem from our coastal area.

In regards to ESHA buffers, at a minimum, the Commission should require 100 meter buffer areas for
ESHAs. Furthermore, ESHA buffer areas on the site should be conjoined to better protect wildlife. If
any Natural Treatment System (NTS) is constructed on the site, it should be constructed OUTSIDE of
the ESHA buffers to protect wildlife.

Respectfully submitted, .
)CU(A i Wl
Sara M. Mathis

HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit HB |
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CHARLES A. MOLLIS
5222 Pearce Drive
Huntington Beach, CA 92649

February 9, 2007

Via Facsimile (562) 590-5084 & U.S. Mail
California Coastal Commission

Attn: Meg Vaughn

200 Oceangate, 10" Floor

Long Beach, CA 90802

Re:  Item #Th22a. HNB-MAJ-1-06
Upper Bolsa Chica Wetlands

Dear Ms. Vaughn:

I am a resident of Huntington Beach at 5222 Pearce Drive and have just found that there is another
subversive attempt by a greedy developer to build on yet more beautiful and protected land that helps
sustain the quality of life here. 1 find it not only unacceptable, but grossly offensive. My neighbors share
the same sentiments as 1 do.

Any encroachment in the Environmentally Sensitive Buffer Zone is unacceptable.

Thank you.
Very truly yours,
ey %
'/Ch les A. Mollis
CAM:eht

NACAM\2007\Vaughn 020907 ltr.wpd
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California Coastal Commission
Attn. Meg Vaughn

200 Oceangate, 10" Floor
Long Beach CA 90802-4416

Re. Item #Th22a, HNB-MAJ-1-06, (Possible development within a designated habitat
buffer zone)

The 50 acres of open space wetlands within the subject area is Home to White tailed
kites, Cooper’s Hawks, California Gnatcatchers, Southern Tarplant, and other
environmentally sensitive species. Any development, whatsoever, within this area would
be a tragedy and should not be permitted under any circumstances!

As long term residents of the city of Huntington Beach we are vitally concerned in
preserving the precious, but few remaining, areas such as these along our coast. Please

do not permit any development within this area.

Sincerely,

Cl%nd I\/[arq;a/nn Rozzelle

9402 Daytona Circle
Huntington Beach, CA 92646

|
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20852 Hunter Lane
Huntington Bch., CA 92646

California Coastal Commission
Attn. Meg Vaughn

200 Oceangate, 10" Floor
Long Bch., CA 90802-4416

Dear Ms Vaughn:
Reference Item #Th22a, HNB-MAJ-1-06

Regarding the developer’s plan to build out into the habitat buffer zone. This seems to be
another example of a developer reneging on an agreement with the public, much like the
proposed taking of mitigation land for the Toll Road.

We strongly oppose any action by the developer that does not advance the purpose of the
Bolsa Chica wetlands conservation program. These plans by the developer are totally
unacceptable. They will damage the environment and abrogate the concept of the
wetlands conservation.

Jm% ona-

Don & Kay Thomas

\Lolp
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
ATTN: MEG VAUGHN

200 Oceangate, 10th Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416

Re: #Th22a, HNB-MAJ-1-06

ANY ENCROACHMENT IN ESHA BUFFERS IS UNACCEPTABLE!

We MUST protect our Wetlands. We cannot afford to make mistakes
regarding our environment. The health of future generations may

very well depend on what we do NOW!

MARILYN H#TMBERG 657
17142 PCH #101

Huntington Beach, CA 92649

\ o]
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e Julie Bixby

February 10, 2007

California Coastal Commission
c/o Meg Vaughn

200 Oceangate — 10™ Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416

RE: Item Th 22a - City of Huntington Beach Major LCP Amendment No. 1-06
(Shea/Parkside).

Dear Chariman Kruer and Members of the Commission:

I wish to address the following statement made by the landowner in their brochure sent to
Huntington Beach residents this week: “Shea Homes’ plan will protect and enhance all
natural wetlands on the site, as well as the eucalyptus groves that are home to many local
birds of prey.” If this is really true, then why are they proposing minor 100 foot buffers
for the ESHAs and doing away with the natural WP wetland altogether? I say, hold them
to their promises and uphold the Coastal Act!

Section 30250 of the Coastal Act states, in pertinent part:
(a) New residential ... development ... shall be located ... where it will not have
significant adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources.

I am gratified to see that CCC staff is proposing 100 meter buffers for the two Eucalyptus
groves on site. It is unfortunate that the groves are spaced in such a way that the 100m
distance for each does not automatically conjoin the buffers into a single, continuous
protective zone for wildlife and habitat. To have the two buffers separated by roughly 50
feet is like forcing wildlife to cross the street without providing an overpass or underpass
to get to the other side. While it is highly unlikely a house would be situated within those
50 feet, leaving the area unprotected and vulnerable to human disturbance does not make
sense in the overall context of the proposed development and its cumulative impacts.

The Commission addressed this issue in 2002 in its staff report for the Marblehead
development (application #5-01-459) in San Clemente. That report reads:

“Presently, these and other wildlife have potential use of the entire 201
acre site. The proposed development would narrow this use area to
approximately 87 acres. In addition to narrowing the area usable by
wildlife, the project would significantly intensify use of the site from an
open space area with low levels of human activity to...high levels of
human activity. This change in intensity of use of the site will introduce
significant vectors of disturbance for wildlife. Impacts from the loss of
habitat linkages due to physical impediments (e.g. houses, fences and
roads), noise, light, domestic animals, and other human activity will
intensify at the site. Measurers to ensure the development does not have \ (0 @
a significant individual or cumulative adverse impact on coastal

HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit HH

Page 122 of 133



2/15/07, Th22a
Julie Bixby

resources would include maximizing the quantity of open space
provided on the site and i 1mprov1ng the quahty and ﬁmctlon of the
wildlife habitat that will remain on the site.”

Furthermore, Coastal Act section 30007.5 states: The Legislature therefore declares that
in carrying out the provisions of this division such conflicts be resolved in a manner
which on balance is the most protective of significant coastal resources. In order to be
“most protective” of resources, and to “improve the quality and function of the wildlife
habitat that will remain on the site” as noted above, the two ESHA buffers must be joined
into one contiguous buffer area.

I also wish to address the issue of the Wintersburg Pond “WP” wetland that the
landowner proposes to eliminate in their January 23, 2007 letter (staff report Exhibit R):

“...our team’s biologists do not feel it would result in a wetland area as
viable as could be established if the WP were eliminated and mitigated
at the westerly area of the project site to create a larger, consolidated
wetland...”

Coincidentally, the Marblehead staff report of 2002 addresses this issue as well:

“A recent Court of Ap}Peal decision [Bolsa Chica Land Trust v. Superior
Court, 71 Cal. App. 4" 493, 83 Cal Rptr 2d 850 (1999)] speaks to the
issue of mitigating the removal of ESHA through development by
‘creating’ new habitat areas elsewhere....In the decision, the Court held
the following: ‘The Coastal Act does not permit destruction of an
environmentally sensitive habitat area [ESHA] simply because the
destruction is mitigated offsite....Importantly, while the obvious goal of
section 30240 is to protect habitat values, the express terms of the statue
do not provide that protection by treating those values as intangibles
which can be moved from place to place to suit the needs of
development.’” (underline added for emphasis)

It is inconvenient for WP to exist as it interferes with the landowner’s plans. Thus it was
no surprise that within days of the CCC recognizing WP as wetlands, the landowner’s
lease-holder graded a section of it without CCC approval. Illegal grading activity has
happened at least twice before with this property, and both of those times the CCC took
enforcement action. It is truly baffling that the WP unpermitted activity remains “under
investigation” more than a year after it occurred, particularly given the past history of
violations at this site. When you combine the court decision with the illegal grading, it is
clear that 1) WP must remain where it is, 2) it must be restored to undo the damage, and
3) there must be a 100 foot buffer placed around the restored WP.

Lastly, I wish to reiterate something I pointed out in my August 31, 2006 letter to the
CCC: “Shea Homes bought a piece of land that the Commission long ago identified as a | (OC
wetland.” This is referring to the CCC’s own LCP status map i
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(http://www.coastal.ca.gov/lcp/lcpstatus-map-sc.pdf, also attached) which, to this day,
refers to the subject property as “MWD wetland”, not “MWD site” as stated in the
current staff report. The LCP map makers could very well have used the term “site” and
not “wetland.” But they didn’t. Food for thought.

Please make the landowner keep their “protect and enhance” promises and ensure full
compliance with the Coastal Act. Thank you.

v
lie Bixby

17451 Hillgate Ln
Huntington Beach, CA 92649-4707

Sincerely,

Enclosure

e
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California Coastal Commission
Attn: Meg Vaughn

200 Oceangate, 10th Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416

Dear Ms. Vaughn:

I wish to ask the Commission to DENY the LCPA and CDP for Huntington Beach and Parkside
Estates. The project will destroy Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA) and wetlands, and it
will have a negative impact on the greater Bolsa Chica ecosystem by putting increased pressure on the
raptors and other wildlife in the vicinity. The project will destroy valuable open space, increase traffic
and congestion in an already crowded area, and it will lower the quality of life for residents of the
surrounding neighborhoods.

In addition, the required dewatering, trenching, and filling of the site will have substantial adverse
effects on the adjacent neighborhoods in the form of subsidence, airborne particulates, and lowered
property values. The project will require the removal and recompaction of 470,000 cubic yards
{1,410,000 cubic feet) of earth and the importation of another 210,000 cubic yards (630,000
cublic feet) of fill soil from an as yet unnamed off-site source; the imported soil is to be trucked
down city streets and will require approximately 37,000 double-trailer truckloads to transport.
This 1s wholly unacceptable. The addition of approximately 500 new residents and their accompanying
vehicles will further clog arterial and existing residential streets, and the adverse human impact on the
protected ESHA and wetland parcels will be immediate and permanent.

Shea Homes contends that building Parkside Estates will improve drainage and lessen the potential for
flooding, however those claims are in error. Drainage for Parkside Estates will be channeled toward the
neighborhood immediately to the north of the proposed development site, and the improvements to the
flood control channel will in fact increase the potential for flooding in surrounding neighborhoods
should there be a breach in the channel berm upstream or downstream of the project area.

e Hr Wt
R

Shea Homes has a long history of illegal trenching, grading, and filling of the wetlands which still exist
on the site, and has repeatedly attempted to cover those wetland features by intenstve farming,

cover crops, and removing wetland vegetation. The project site is home to a multitude of bird species,
many of which are raptors or are listed as Species of Spectal Concern by the CESA and/or FESA. Loss
of nesting, roosting, hunting, and foraging habitat will have decistve negative impacts upon these
species, not only in the immediate vicinity of the project area, but throughout the greater Bolsa Chica
ecosystem as well.

Therefore, for the above listed reasons and others:
1) I support Coastal Commission staffs recommendation to DENY HNB-MA.J-1-06 as submitted.

2) I ask the Commission to review and amend the proposals for Wetlands, as evidence suggests there
are more wetlands on the property than are currently outlined in Exhibit L.

3) I ask that the two ESHA buffer areas be a minimum of 100 meters each and conjoined to better
protect wildlife.
»

4) I ask that any Natural Treatment System (NTS) be constructed *outside* of the ESHA buffers.

\ / ol
Sincerely, W Urel Date: <~ 7=7 \7

Address: / 1/TZ &fccrr/é‘cc laanc

/7/%"754/17’74”74 ARency ibi
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5581 Ridgebury Dr.
Huntington Beach, CA 92649
Feb. 9, 2007

California Coastal Commission
Attn: Meg Vaughn

200 Oceangate, 10™ Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416

1) I support staff's recommendation to deny HNB-MAJ-1-06 as submitted.
2) I ask the Commission to review and amend the proposals for Wetlands,
as evidence suggests there are more wetlands on the property than are
currently outlined in Exhibit L.

3) I ask that the two ESHA buffer areas be 100 meters each and conjoined
to better protect wildlife.

4) I ask that any Natural Treatment System (NTS) be constructed
*outside* of the ESHA buffers.

Yours truly,

3 Copww |

\"15
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FORM FOR DISCLOSURE OF
EX-PARTE COMMUNICATIONS

Name or description of the project: Parkside Estates, Huntington BEach
Time/Date of communication: Feb. 1, 2007
Location of communication: 22350 Carbon Mesa Rd, Malibu, CA

Person(s) initiating communication;: Tony Baumkamp, Mike Joslyn, Donna Andrews, Nancy
Lucast, Art Honrighaussen, Ron Metzler,
Mary Beth Broeren

Person(s) receiving communication: Sara Wan
Type of communication: Meeting

Discussion focused around wetlands, ESHA and buffers. :
Stated thye have done lots of work, including chemical analysis of the soils- disagree on whether
or not the AP and WP areas are wetlands.

AP- not disagreeing over soils- reduction in greater than 30 days; CP- 14 days: WP- couldn’t do
the test- maximum amount of ponding 11 days- hydrology not sufficient in most years to for
hydric soils or vegetation

Hydration and duration- 7days vs 14 days- most years not more than 14 days, if use 7 days as a
basis it does pond- question is will it lead to vegetation in 7 days? Vegetation data- has been
fenced off for 2 years but vegetation has not formed- last year- although not a lot of rain there
was high ground water. That high water was in the AP area but not in WP .

They estimated ponding from historical record. WP did not have a depression until 1970
Discussed the polygons and what they mean.

They are willing to preserve the AP area but not the WP area.- the water budget confirms WP is
different and upland not wetland. They do not agree with Dixon that if left unfarmed WP would
behave as CP and that surface ponding at CP and WP are the same

Water budget- size of the water shed for WP is 3 acres, for CP it is 8§ acres

Mark Bixby’s photos- only take what he wants to show- photos of ponding in CP area in Dec but
no ponding either AP or WP but he didn’t show that- therefore they don’t behave the same way-
Dixon didn’t do an anaylsis of how long CP ponds- they estimate CP ponds more than 7 days
virtually every year but the others only some years

Buffer issue around ESHA- don’t agree the northern grove is ESHA- surveys- many years- many
species but a quantitative difference in the amount of use by about 1/3 as compared to the other
grove even if you use Bixby’s data- also this is not a nesting grove- only Cooper’s Hawk nesting
there and they can nest near residences as proven by the current nest location- Northerly grove is
more isolated and associated with the residential area- about 700 feet from the other trees
therefore it is not a logical extension of the ESHA

HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhib#-HH
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Northern trees have a passive park on one side and an active park on the other side but they do
not plan to schedule any activities there-
Since it is not an ESHA do not belive it requires a 100 meter buffer- believe the birds now using

this will continue to do so

Balancing- if no project homes around this area would be flooded out because of the opening by
USFWS - need to place a vegetated “seawall — levee” around this. This is okay with Dixon

To place the NTS in the buffer area- they are proposing to treat the first flush for the condos
nearby and the dry weather flows from about 50% of the surrounding area. Current size only
treat 30% and City wants it to treat 50%. This would mean enlarging the NTS to go within 25’
of the ESHA. Don’t know the precise impact on the southern ESHA area but this provides a
regional benefit. It also elevates homes in the area and can provide LOMAR relief from FEMA
requirements. Also, balancing- water quality benefits- without this project will not get those

benefits.

Date: Feb. 3, 2007

Sara Wan
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feB L3 c&quxxci;‘TaIToENé
CALECT A jmiatt
COASTAL CCMMISSICN '
Date and time of communi:ation:' Z/ 9’/‘;’ 7

—
Location of communication: . ___AAM_%

(1P communication was sent by
matl or facsimila, 1ndicate the

means of transmission.) | L ﬂ}ﬂf’d ‘
€ peih I72,

Identivy of person(s) fnitiating communication: __ZEW//E Veis 5 SR,

Identity of parson{s) recelving commnication: i ' L
Name or description of project: Cﬂ@_&g{é’ o eipalt Yeac

Deseription of content of tormunication:
{1f communication included written material, attach
& copy of the complete toxt of the written material.) . :

 Aop hoans Prigasec po move. 4o gy BV‘} & 1 £ ey
Yuslt-sn 1959and subbrorie. ke 2 ;‘_.»‘,’;-’- S
unthy W= /7 leds mn The dieters The
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1gnature of Commissfuner

Date

If communication occurvad 3sven or mora days in advance of the Commissian
hearing on the tem that was the subject of the communication, cemplote this
Fornm and transmit it to the Execufive Director within seven days af the -
commynication. IT it is redsonable to believe that the complatad form witl
not arrive by U.S. matl at the Commission's main. affice prior-to the
commsncement of the meeting, othar means of delivery should be used, such as
tacsimile, overnight mail, or parsonal delivery by {he Commissionar to the
Executive Diractor at the mesting prior to the fime that the heavring on the
matter commances. : : .

If communicatien gccurred within seven days of thewhearing, -complete this
form, provide the {nfarmation ardily on the recovd &7 -the proceeding and
provide the Executive Dirgctar with 2 topy of any Written material that was

part of the communication. . . .
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(1f communication was sent by

mail or facsimila, indicate the oy Z?s Y /é éﬁ .
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Ldentity of person(s) initiating communication:

ldentity of person(s) rezelving communication: M@ﬁ_ _

Description of content of communicatian:
(1f communicatton included written material, attach
4 topy of the complate text of the written material,)
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Shpndd nstbe in Ezha '

")
27 ,éé; .
f Date / ) ature of Commissioner

I[P comnunicatian occurred seven or more days in advance of the Commissign
hyaring on the item that was the subject of the communication, cempieta this
form and transmit it to the Executive Direckor within seven days df the -
communication, IT 3t is roasonsbie to beliegve that the compleded form witl
not arrive hy U.S. mall at the Commission's mafn.office prior-to the
cammencemant of the meeting, other means of delivery should be used, such 3s
facsimile, overnight mail, or persenal delivery by the Commissiener to the
Executive Dirsstor st the meeting prior to the fime tha® the hearing on the
matter commences. : . .

If commuaicaticn occurred within sevan days of thewhasaring, complete this
form, provide the information arally on the record 6F.the procesding and
provida the Exgcutive Director with a copy of any written material that was

part of tha communication, ! _—
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| " ‘ ‘ Th, 22.a.
I O FORM FOR DISCLOSURE
__ ~ OF EX PARTE
T COMMUNICATION
COSL w Do o JSTON
Date and Ume of communication: Friday, February 9, 2007; 9:30 AM
(For meesages oenl lo a Commissloner
by mall or faceimile or received & @
telephone or olher mesaage, date
lIme of recalpt should be Indloated.)
Location of communication: Del Mar, CA

{Far communiaations sent by mall or
facsimile, or recaivad as a (slephons
or other meseage, Indicate the means
of transrmission.)

Person(s) (nitlating communication: Scott Hess, Ron Metzler, Art Homyighausen, Nancy
Lucast, Donna Andrews, Tony Bamkamp, Steve Kaufinann.

Person(s) recelving communication:  Patrick Kruer

Name or description of project: Huntington Beach LCPA 1-06; Parkside Estates (Shea Homes),
Agoenda temn Thurs, Feb 18, 2007, 22.a.

Detailed substantive description of content of communication;
(4 comrn:::callon inshided written malerlal, altach & vopy of the complete text of the wrillen -
matsrial,)

City Flanning Director and affected property owner and cansultants indicated that they are in
accord with regard to the LCPA and the staif recommendation and described the following:

Mafor Public benefits of the proposed LCPA include:

»  The Cilyllandowner's newly proposed NTS will treat a larger areq than is the subjsct of
this LCPA, resulting in clean water discharges Into already /mpaired water bodjes AS
WELL AS the welland habitat bensfits that naturally accrue from a natural freatment
systam.

» large areas of exlsting, low-slevalion devslopment, presently at risk af #lcoding, will be
protected from floading by virtus of construction of the ultimale project that this LCPA will
enable.

o Sensitive public access proximate to the Bolsa Chica wetlands.

Disagreements with Staff Recommendation:
» “WP"is not a “wetland’; over 20 studles by pre-eminent California wetland scientists
attest to that,
o Staff's position is that "WP" could become a watland in the future. This runs
counter o the Commission’s and staff's 30-year record of, “we take the /and as
we find it.”

v The northern grouping of Eucalyptus tme§ does nat canstitute ESHA. ‘ _,( %
o Itis Immediately adfacent to Iong-standlhf devia\l,cipment

AJ-1-06, Exhibit HH
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o any rapter usage is actlimated to this adjacency,
o the Cily's propased adjacent use is parkland (laf-/af, benches---no lighting or ball

flslds).
a Though this grouping does not qualify as ESHA, the Clty’s LCPA raquires that jt
be preserved and enhanced, and a 100-ft buffer pravided,

Ctty and landowner requesf that the Commission aedopt the staff recammendstion, with the
exoeptions that

1 The * WP* nol be designated watland, and
2 The porthern Eucalyptus trges not be designated a3 ESHA, and that the buffer

thereto be limited fo 100 feet, consistent with the Commission’s past actions.

1j/z/ﬂ7
U

D

Signatlird of Commissioner

If the cammunicalion was provided at the game lime ta staff as |t wae providad to a Commisslaner, lhe communleation Is
hol eX parte and this form does nol need 1o be Med oul. .

If communieslion occunrad seven of mare daya in advance of the Commission heating on the ilam that was the subject of
lhe communication, complete (hls form and tranamit It Lo the Exacutive Director within seven days of the communicalian,

{f {t is reasonabls to belleve that the campleted farm will not arrlve by U.S. mall at the Commisslan's main office priar to
the commencement of the meeling, olher means of delivery shauld be used, guch as facsimila, svernight mall, of personal
dalivery by (he Commisalonar to tha Exscutive Director at ihe meeting prior to the time that the hearing on the matler
commences,

If sammunieation eceurrad within seven days of the hearing, camplele this form, pravide the Information orafly on the

record of the procaading and provide the Executive Direclar with a capy of any writian material that was part of the
eammunication.

119
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SheaHomes

Caring since 1881

Our Vision ... to be the most respected builder in the country

COASTAL COMRBUSZION

March 7, 2007
a——
EXHIBIT # o
Ms. Meg Vaughn
California Coastal Commission PAGE 5 (‘_”:,F__;B__ ‘‘‘‘‘
South Coast Area Office

200 Oceangate, Suite 1000
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416

Subject: Huntington Beach LCPA-MAJ-1-06 (Parkside Estates) -- Response to February 4,
2007 Letter from Neighbors for Wintersburg Wetlands Restoration

Dear Ms. Vaughn:

This responds to the subject letter from Mr. Mark Bixby, which was distributed at the Coastal
Commission meeting on February 15. In it, he claitns, “Staff gave Shea an opportunity to submit such
data [on groundwater levels in the CP following the introduction of seawater into the muted tidal
pocket],” and that we have declined requests for this data. He also urges Staff to request this
information from us.

Mr. Bixby’s implication that Shea Homes has withheld data, and/or not cooperated with staff, is an
egregiously false characterization of Shea Homes’ interaction with staff throughout the LCPA and
CDP process for this project.

It is true that groundwater elevation and soil salinity data was collected prior to the Pocket flooding,
but groundwater salinity data was not collected at that time. Most of the systematic, widespread
groundwater elevation measurements were taken from 1999-2001 and were made available to the
Commission and the public via the Shea Parkside EIR. In addition, Shea Homes’ consultants advised
staff in November 2006 of their intent to begin collecting both groundwater elevation and salinity data,
while noting that this was being done for general information purposes, and not to provide information
necessary for consideration of the LCPA. Staff requested these data on February 7, 2007 and they were
provided on February 8, 2007,

As for Mr. Bixby’s observations and theories regarding the possible effects of the Bolsa Chica muted
tidal flooding on the Shea Homes property’s Southern Eucalyptus ESHA, while interesting they are
not relevant to the questions before the Commission relative to the LCPA. Nevertheless, I asked our
consultants to respond to Mr. Bixby’s letter. Their responses follow.

1. Rising of groundwater table — Issue: Both in his letter and in comments on his web site, Mr.
Bixby has made statements to the effect that the groundwater table has risen dramatically,
implying that the groundwater table is at or near the surface in the low-lying areas. As support
for this contention, Mr. Bixby cites his observations of prolonged surface water puddles in this
year of low rainfall. Response: The two shallowest monitoring wells in the CP area (LSA 10
and L.SA 13) have exhibited groundwater at depths ranging from 0.5 feet to 2.3 feet below the

Shea Homes Limited Partnership, Southern California Division

An independent member of the ShcafH NBMM AJ 1 _06 Exh | blt I I
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surface. Other wells in the CP have water depths ranging to over six feet, These depths are
actually deeper than the depths in the same wells that were recorded from 1999 through 2001.
While there are certainly isolated pockets of shallow water, there is clearly no uniformly high
groundwater. Furthermore, based on the available data, there is no perceptible increase in
groundwater elevations following the introduction of seawater in the pocket.

2. Decline of Eucalyptus trees — Issue: Mr. Bixby has recorded observations of declining
eucalyptus tree health in the vicinity of the Pocket, and eastward through the entire southern
Eucalyptus grove on the Shea property. Mr. Bixby attributes this decline fo seawater intrusion
associated with the Pocket flooding. Although he does not specifically mention increasing
salinity levels as the mechanism for this decline, this is the implication. Mr. Bixby states in his
letter that virtually all of the southern Eucalyptus ESHA is being affected. Response: The
implication that all of the Eucalyptus trees in the Southern ESHA are dying is certainly an
overstatement. There are observable pockets of healthy trees throughout the area, and there
were observable pockets of dying trees prior to the flooding of the Pocket. Nevertheless it is
reasonable to consider whether the tidal flooding is having an effect on the trees,
Unfortunately, LSA Associates did not collect any groundwater salinity data prior to the
introduction of the Pocket flooding. Groundwater salinity measurements collected on the Shea
Homes property beginning in November 2006 have not shown any consistent trends
throughout the area since that time. However, it should be noted that groundwater salinity
levels are quite high throughout the CP area, ranging from 9 to 37 parts per thousand, with
most of the measurements above 15 parts per thousand.' It is reasonable to predict that
BEucalyptus trees immediately adjacent to the Pocket would have died due to the introduction
of seawater, although this apparently was not explicitly considered by the Bolsa Chica
Wetlands Steering Committee, or the Coastal Commission during its Coastal Zone
Management Act consistency determination, Easterly of the Pocket and into the Shea property,
the effect of the Pocket flooding is not as apparent, but it is certainly possible some effect
could oceur, However, the situation is more complex than Mr. Bixby’s theory. For example, it
should be noted that the soil in the CP area had high salinity, even before the Pocket flooding,
and that these high levels may be due to the fact that the area does not discharge, and that
evapotranspiration over long periods of time can increase salinity levels. Regardless of the
possible effects of the flooding of the Pocket, the planning and implementation of the Bolsa
Chica Restoration is not related to the LCPA, and should have no bearing on it.

In summary, Mr. Bixby falsely implies that Shea Homes has not cooperated with staff. To the
contrary, Shea Homes has gone to extensive lengths to cooperate with staff for more than four years,
and has produced more data and documentation relative to wetland issues on the site than for any other
project that we are aware of. Further, his assertions about the effects of the Pocket flooding on the
Eucalyptus trees in the designated ESHA, while reasonable to consider, are overstated, not entirely
consistent with available data. Moreover, these assertions are not relevant to the questions before the
Commission with respect to the LCPA.

1 The salinity of seawater ranges from 30 to 35 ppt and treshwater is considered 0.5 ppt or less. As such, the
areas in the CP exhibit salinities consistent with saltmarsh habitats or others areas with at least some present or
historic tidal influence. It is also important to note that high soil salinity measurements for the CP were obtained
prior to the flooding of the pocket.
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This letter, along with the submission of the Shape files requested by Dr. Dixon, which were
transmitted electronically today, concludes our responses to all matters requested of us by Staff at and
following the February hearing. We respectfully request to be agendized in May in San Pedro, as we
have previously discussed with Staff.

Sincerely,
Shea Homes, LP

=

Ron Metzler
Vice President, Planning and Entitlement

ci Sherilyn Sarb
Karl Schwing
John Dixon, Ph.D.
Mark Johnsson, Ph.D.
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Coastal Law Enforcement Action Network

CLEAN

enforcing laws protecting the California coast
322 Culver Blvd., Suite 317
Playa del Rey, CA 90293
(310) 821-9045 ~ facsimile: (310) 448-1219 e“,\).

February 15, 2007 2 , .S ' ﬂ

The Honorable Patrick Kruer, Chair, California Coastal Commission
& Honorable California Coastal Commissioners

and Peter Douglas, Executive Director

California Coastal Commission

45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000

San Francisco, CA 94105-2219

item: TH 22 d

RE: Bolsa Chica Wintersburg Wetland - Shea/Parkside: Major Amendment
Request No. 1-06 to the City of Huntington Beach Certified Local Coastal

Program

Dear Commission Chair Kruer, Commissioners and Mr. Douglas:

Please include the same language in your staff report which you have included
in other staff reports where there are acknowledged violations of the California
Coastal Act. Evidence of these violations include documentation in the footnote
to the staff report on page 29, and other violations are documented in the staff’s
addendum, dated February 13, 2007, on page 7. If you are to approve this
LCPA, it is very important that this language be included in your findings.

This language mirrors the language the Commission included in its approval of a
permit for Southern California Gas Company last month. (APPLICATION
NUMBER: 5-06-174) We have spoken with your enforcement staff, and they
have indicated they support inclusion of this language in the findings of your

approval. | COASTAL COMMISSION

EXHIBIT #_50) \)
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California Coastal Commission — CLEAN comments ~ re: enforcement
Bolsa Chica Wintersbury Wetland - Shea/Parkside
February 15, 2007

ot et ot it st ot it Pt Pt it o it ot i i i it ) R P S S (R e S e St d i o

C. Unpermitted Development

Development has occurred on site without benefit of the required coastal
development permit. Unpermitted development on the site includes the place-
ment of fill material in wetlands and unpermitted fill and unpermitted removal of
wetland vegetation as documented in the staff report, addendum and in the
public record. Although unpermitted development has taken place prior to sub-
mission of this permit application, consideration of the permit application by the
Commission has been based solely on the consistency of the proposed develop-
ment with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. Approval of this permit
does not constitute a waiver of any legal action with regard to the alleged
unpermitted development, nor does it imply any finding of legality of any develop-

ment undertaken on the subject site without a coastal development permit.

While LCP Amendments and permit applications have been approved in the
past, it is an accepted custom of this Commission to include this language so as
not to undermine potential enforcement actions by the Commission or by citizen
groups which have the same ability to enforce the Coastal Act as the Commission
does.

Also, for your information and consideration, Coastal Law Enforcement Action
Network filed a citizens’ enforcement complaint in Orange County Superior
Court yesterday related to the numerous violations of the law undertaken by
Shea on the Wintersburg Wetlands at Bolsa Chica.

With best regards,
Ww—_
Marcia Hanscom

Managing Director

HNB-MAJ-1-06;,-Exhibit JJ
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COPY

David J. Weinsoff, Esq. (SBN 141372) SUPERIOEJILEU|

Law Office of David Iq Weinsoff CEOQUN%%TF%%@RM
138 Ridgeway Avenue NTIRAL JUSTICE CEMTER
Fairfax, California 94930 FEB 14 2007
Telephone (415) 460-9760 '

Facsimile: (415) 460-9762 ALAN SLATER, Clerk of the Gou
J. Timothy Nardell, Esq. (SBN184444) BY__ M SAMELA . DEPUTY

Law Offices of J. Timothy Nardell
790 Mission Street
San Rafael California 9490)

Telephone: (415) 485-2200 a‘ A @
Facsimile: (415) 449-6990
Hoanwt
Attorneys for Plaintiff: < Io"l
COASTAL LAW ENFORCEMENT ACTION NETWORK l |
SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF caLiFornia BY FAX

IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ORANGE
UNLIMITED JURISDICTION

COASTAL LAW ENFORCEMENT CASE NO.: '
ACTION NETWORK, a project of 07 C C 0 2 8 9 5 '
the International Humanities Center, COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY
o RELIEF, INJUNCTIVE RELIEF, AND
Plaintiff, CIVIL FINES FOR VIOLATIONS

OF THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL ACT
V.

SHEA HOMES LIMITED PARTNERSHIP,
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA DIVISION and
DOES 1-100, Inclusive, JUDGE JAMES P. GRAY

DEPT. C9

[Public Resources Code § 30000 et seq.]

Defendants.

NOW COMES Plaintiff, COASTAL LAW ENFORCEMENT ACTION NETWORK

* (hereafter, “CLEAN"), by and through its counsel of record, and for its complaint against

Defendants SHEA HOMES LIMITED PARTNERSHIP, SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA DIVISION,
and DOES 1-100, Inclusive (hereafter, “DEFENDANT” or “DEFENDANTS"), states as follows:

]
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I. INTRODUCTION

1. Thisis a civil suit brought against DEFENDANTS under the citizen suit enforcement
provisions of the California Coastal Act of 1976, California Public Resources Code § 30000 et seq.
(hereafter, “California Coastal Act”). This complaint seeks relief from DEFENDANTS for their
illegal coastal development including, but not limited to, the failure to dbtain a Coastal
Development Permit prior to diking, dredging and/or filling of wetlands located within the Coastal
Zone in the years 2002 and 2005.

I1. PARTIES

2. Plaintiff COASTAL LAW ENFORCEMENT ACTION NETWORK (“CLEAN") is a
prdject of the International Humanities Center, a California charitable trust, located at 322 Culver
Boulevard, Suite 317, Playa del Rey, California, 90293, CLEAN's mission is to ensure protection
of the California coastline. CLEAN was established to address concerns relating to the
enforcement of violations of the California Coastal Act and federal, state, and local laws protecting
the California coast. The failure to enforce effectively the protections of the California Coastal Act
and other applicable statutes is a leading cause of the decline in the protection, preservation, and
restoration of coastal habitats and public access to coastal resources in California. CLEAN’s aim is
to provide effective citizen oversight of the California Coastal Act and other applicable statutes in
order to ensure compliance with the law. Supporting members of CLEAN have interests in the
property which is the subject of this action, including recreational and aesthetic concerns and
scientific and environmental preservation, which interests are or may be adversely affected by
DEFENDANTS’ violations of the law as alleged in this Complaint. The relief sought by CLEAN
herein will redress the injury in fact and the likelihood of future injury and interference with the
interests of CLEAN’s supporting members.

3. CLEAN is informed and believes and on such information and belief alleges that

- DEFENDANT SHEA HOMES LIMITED PARTNERSHIP, SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

DIVISION, is a California Limited Partnership and is the owner or operator of property which is

the subject of this Complaint, referred to in California Coastal Commission LCP Amendment
2
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Request 1-06.(February, 2007) as “Shea Homes Parkside Estates,” located within the City of
Huntington Beach, with a boundary on the west side of Graham Street, south of Kenilworth Drive,
north of the East Garden Grove — Wintersberg Channel and adjacent on the east to the Bolsa Chica
Ecological Reserve (hereafter, the “Property”).

4. The true names and capacities of DEFENDANT DOES IHOO, Inclusive, whether
individual, corporate, or otherwise, are presently unknown to CLEAN, who therefore sues
DEFENDANTS by said fictitious name. CLEAN is informed and believes that each of said
fictitiously-named DEFENDANTS 1s responsible in whole or in part for the acts alleged herein.
CLEAN will seek leave of the Court to substitute the true name of said fictitiously-named
DEFENDANTS when the same has been ascertained.

5. CLEAN alleges that at all relevant times herein, each DEFENDANT was the agent,
representative, employee, surrogate, partner, or joint venturer of each other DEFENDANT and in
doing the actions alleged herein, acted within the scope of his/her/its authority as such agent,
representative, employee, surrogate, partner, or joint venturer and acted with the permission and
consent of each of said DEFENDANTS.

HI. JURISDICTION

6. Orange County Superior Court has jurisdiction over this action pursuant to
California Constitution, Article VI, Section 10, which grant the Superior Courts “original
jurisdiction in all causes except those given by statute to other trial courts.”

7. Venue is proper in Orange County because the violations of DEFENDANTS as
alleged herein have occurred in Orange County, and because the individual(s) affected by
DEFENDANTS’ actions as alleged in this Complaint suffered injury in fact in Orange County.

1V. STATEMENT OF FACTS

8. The legislature adopted the California Coastal Act in 1976 to protect and enhance
California’s natural and scenic coastal resources. The Act created the California Coastal

Commission (hereafter, “the Commission”) in addition to an elaborate planning process to ensure

3
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that development in the “coastal zone” is consistent with and reflects the findings and declarations
made by the Legislature as stated clearly in Public Resources Code § 30001
“(a)  That the California coastal zone is a distinct and valuable natural resource of
vital and enduring interest to all the people and exists as a delicately

balanced ecosystem.

(b)  That the permanent protection of the state’s natural and scenic resources is a
paramount concern to present and future residents of the state and nation.

(c)  That to promote the public safety, health, and welfare, and to protect public and
private property, w:ld)ife, marine fisheries, and other ocean resources, and the
natural environment, it is necessary to protect the ecological balance of the coastal
zone and prevent its deterioration and destruction.

(d)  That existing developed uses, and future developments that are carefully planned
and developed consistent with the policies of [the Coastal Act], are essential to the
economic and social well-being of the people of this state and especially to working
persons employed within the coastal zone.”

9. The Califormia Coastal Act provides that the Act “shall be liberally construed to

accomplish its purposes and objectives.” (Pub. Res. Code § 30009).

10.  The “coastal zone” 1s that Jand specified on maps identified and set forth in section 17
of Chapter 1330 of the Statutes of 1975-1976 Regular Session enacting Division 20 of the Public
Resources Code and subsequent amendments In significant coastal estuarine, habitat, and
recreational areas it extends inland to the first major ridgeline paralleling the sea or five miles from
the mean high tide line of the sea, whichever is less, and in developed urban areas the zone generally
extends inland less than 1,000 yards (Pub. Res. Code § 30103(a)).

11.  The California Coastal Act requires that “any person ... wishing to perform or
undertake any development in the coastal zone ... shall obtain a coastal development permit”
(hereafter, “CDP”). (Pub. Res. Code § 30600(a)).

12.  The California Coastal Act, referencing the definition in the California Environmental
Quality Act (commonly referred to as “CEQA”), defines “person” as “any person, firm, association,

organization, partnership, business, trust, corporation, limited liability company, company, district,

county, city and county, city, town, the state, and any of the agencies and political subdivisions of

4

Complaint for Declaratory Relief, Injunctive Relief and Civil Fines

HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit JJ
6 Page 6 of 20




10
1
12
13
14

16
17

19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

those entities, and, to the extent permitted by federal law, the United States, or any of its agencies
or political subdivisions.” (Pub. Res. Code § 21066).

13.  The California Coastal Act defines “development” as “on land, in or under water, the
placement or erection of any solid material or structure; discharge or disposal or any dredged
material or of any gaseous, liquid, solid, or thermal waste; grading, removing, dredging, mining, or
extraction of any materials; change in the density or intensity of use of land, including, but not
limited to, subdivision pursuant to the Subdivision Map Act _.._and any other division of land,
including lot splits, except where the land division is brought about in connection with the purchase
of such land by a public agency for public recreational use; change in the intensity of use of water;
or of access thereto; construction, reconstruction, demolition, or alteration of the size of any
structure, including any facility of any private, public, or municipal utility, and the removal or
harvesting of major vegetation other than for agricultural purposes, kelp harvesting, and timber
operations which are in accordance with a timber harvesting plan ... (Pub. Res. Code § 30106.)

14 The Coastal Act provides that “[t]he diking, filling, or dredging of . wetlands ...
shall be permitted in accordance with other applicable provisions of [the Coastal Act], where there
is no feasible less environmentally damaging alternative, and where feasible mitigation measures
have been provided to minimize adverse environmental effects, and shall be limited to the following:
(1) New or expanded port, energy, and coastal-dependent industrial facilities, including commercial
fishing facilities. (2) Maintaining existing, or restoring previously dredged, depths in existing
navigational channels, turning basins, vessel berthing and mooring areas, and boat launching ramps.
(3) In open coastal waters, other than wetlands, including streams, estuaries, and lakes, new or
expanded boating facilities and the placement of structural pilings for public recreational piers that
provide public access and recreational opportunities. (4) Incidental public service purposes,
inchuding, but not limited to, burying cables and pipes or inspection of piers and maintenance of
existing intake and outfall lines. (5) Mineral extraction, including sand for restoring beaches, except
in environmentally sensitive areas. (6) Restoration purposes. (7) Nature study, aquaculture, or

similar resource-dependent activities.” (Pub. Res. Code § 30233(a)).

5
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15.  The Cahfornia Coastal Act defines “wetland” as “lands within the coastal zone which
may be covered periodically or permanently with shallow waters and include saltwater marshes,
freshwater marshes, open or closed brackish water marshes, swamps, mudflats, and fens.” (Pub.
Res. Code § 30121).

16.  CLEAN is informed and believes, and on such information and belief alleges, that
during 2002 and 2005 DEFENDANTS illegally diked, filled, and/or dredged wetlands on the
Property without first obtaining and complying with a CDP. DEFENDANTS’ first known illegal
diking, filling, and/or dredging, which continued an historic pattern and practice of such illegal
activities on the Property by prior owners, occurred between November 1 and December 31, 2002
The Commission subsequently issued DEFENDANTS an after-the-fact (or after-the-violation) CDP
for this activity. DEFENDANTS second known illegal diking, filling, and/or dredging on the
Property occurred in December, 2005. The Commission has not, as of the filing of this Complaint,
issued DEFENDANTS a CDP for this activity.

V. FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION

(Declaratory Relief)

17.  CLEAN incorporates by reference the allegations contained in paragraphs 1 through
16, inclusive, of this Complaint as though set forth in full.

18. Pursuant to Public Resources Code § 30803, subdivision (a), the California Coastal
Act provides in relevant part that “[a]ny person may maintain an action for declaratory and
equitable relief to restrain any violation of this division ..."

19.  An actual controversy exists between CLEAN and DEFENDANTS in that
DEFENDANTS have violated and are violating the California Coastal Act but refuse to admit the
illegal nature of their activities.

20. Because of the controversy which exists among the parties, a declaration of the
rights and responsibilities of the parties with respect to the California Coastal Act 1S necessary.
Specifically, CLEAN seeks a declaration from the Court that DEFENDANTS’ acts as alleged

herein are separate and continuing violations of the California Coastal Act.

6
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V1. SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION

(Injunctive Relief)

21.  CLEAN incorporates by reference the allegations contained in paragraphs 1 through
20, inclusive, of this Complaint as though set forth in full.

22, CLEAN has no adequate remedy at law to require DEFENDANTS to reverse the
consequences of their unlawful activities as alleged in this Complaint and, therefore, civil fines alone
will not remedy the wrongs about which CLEAN complains.

23. Unless this Court grants the equitable relief sought by CLEAN herein, CLEAN’s
supporting members will be irreparably harmed in that they will be deprived of both the aesthetic
enjoyment and environmental protection of the natural resources on the Property in this part of the
California Coastal Zone.

24 Pursuant to Public Resources Code § 30803, subdivision (a), the Coastal Act provides
in relevant part:

On a prima facie showing of a violation of this division, preliminary
eqmtable relief shall be 1ssued to restrain any further v1olatlon of the division.
No bond shall be required for an action under this section.”

25. As a consequence of DEFENDANTS’ activities, CLEAN is entitled to injunctive
relief mandating DEFENDANTS to obtain, and comply with all the terms and conditions of, a-
CDP. CLEAN is also entitled to a temporary restraining order to prevent any further development
on the Property while the Court considers any application by CLEAN for preliminary injunctive
relief

VIl. THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION

(Civil Fines)
26.  CLEAN incorporates by reference the allegations contained in paragraphs l‘ through
25, inclusive, of this Complaint as though set forth in full.
27.  Pursuant to Public Resources Code § 30820, subdivision (), the California Coastal
Act provides in relevant part for civil fines as follows:

i

7
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“(a) Any person who violates any provision of this division may be civilly liable in
accordance with this subdivision as follows:

l. Civil liability may be imposed by the superior court in accordance with this article
on any person who performs or undertakes development that is in violation of this
- division ... in an amount that shall not exceed thirty thousand dollars ($30,000)
and shall not be less than five hundred dollars ($500).

2. -Civil liability may be imposed for any violation of this division other than that
specified in paragraph (1) in an amount that shal) not exceed thirty thousand
dollars ($30,000).”
28. CLEAN alleges DEFENDANTS are liable for civil fines by virtue of the fact that
they have failed to obtain, and comply with the terms and conditions of, a CDP as alleged herein.

VIII. FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION
(Daily Fines)

29. CLEAN incorporates by reference the allegations contained in paragraphs | through
28, inclusive, of this Complaint as though set forth in full,

= 30.  Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 30820, subdivision (b), the California

Coastal Act provides in relevant part for additional civil fines as follows:

“(b) Any person who performs or undertakes development that is in violation

of this division ... when that person intentionally or knowingly performs or
undertakes the development n violation of this division . may, in addition to
any other penalties, be civilly liable in accordance with this subdivision.

Civil hability may be imposed by the superior court in an amount which shall not
be less than one thousand dollars ($1,000), nor more than fifteen thousand
dollars ($15,000), per day for each day in which the violation occurs.”

31.  CLEAN alleges that DEFENDANTS, by virtue of their knowing, intentional and
continuing violation(s) of the California Coastal Act, are liable for daily fines of up to fifteen
thousand dollars ($15,000.00) for each day in which the alleged violation(s) have occurred and

coptinue without abatement.

IX. PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, CLEAN prays for judgment against DEFENDANTS as follows:
1. For a declaration of the rights and responsibilities of the parties with respect to the

California Coastal Act. Specifically, CLEAN seeks a declaration from the Court that

8

Complaint for Declaratory Relicfﬁnﬁnctive Relief and Civil Fines

-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit JJ
“j’age 10 of 20




DEFENDANTS’ actions are separate and continuing violations of the California Coastal
Act; |

For preliminary and permanent injunctive relief mandating DEFENDANTS to obtain, and
comply with the terms and conditions of, a CDP. CLEAN is also entitled to a temporary
restraining order to prevent further California Coastal Act violations by DEFENDANTS
while the Court considers any application of CLEAN for preliminary injunctive relief:

For a civil fine of up to $30,000.00 against DEFENDANTS for each act authorizing or
engaging in or permitting activities in violation of the California Coastal Act;

For a civil fine of up to $15,000.00 per day against DEFENDANTS for each day from the
commencement of the violation(s) of the California Coastal Act to the date DEFENDANTS
comply with the requirements of the California Coastal Act;

For costs and attorney’s fees incurred by CLEAN in prosecuting this action as allowed by
CCP § 1021.5 and/or any other applicable provision(s) of law;

For interest as allowed by law; and,

For such other and further relief as the Court deems just and proper

DATED: February 14, 2007 LAW OFFICE OF DAVID J. WEINSOFF

Lot
By: D/( lia }4 N g/_“"] <, )
DAVID J. WEINSOFF
Attorney for Plainuff
COASTAL LAW ENFORCEMENT ACTION
NETWORK

9
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23 DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
&F http://www.dfg.ca.gov

" Bouth Coast Reglon

330 Golden Shore, Suite 50

L ong Beach, Califomnia 80802
(562) 580-5113

March 16, 1998 MAR 27 1998
CALUFORNIA
COASTAL COMM!SS|ON
Mr. James R. Bames, Project Manager ‘
City of Huntington Beach "Li'-;
2000 Main Street eﬂ'
Huntington Beach, Callfomia 92648 : , \$ ' D"'.

Dear Mr. Bames:

Shea Homes Residential Development
Orange County

The Department of Fish and Game (Department) is providing comment on the
Biological Evaluation and Wetland Determination for the proposed Shea Homes
residential development site located within the City of Huntington Beach, in Orange ~
County. Also included in these comments is the Department’s opinion conceming the
potential for restoring any pDI'tan of the site anto a functmning wetland

The Department is providing these written comments as requested by the City of
Huntington Beach (City), lead agency for the proposed Shea Homes davelopment
project under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The City made this
request during a pre-project planning meeting held by the Department on February 18,
1888. The Department understands that these comments are necessary in order to
facilitate the Coastal Commission’s evaluation of Shea Home's coastal devalopment
permit application.

it is the Department's understanding that the majority of the proposed site (44
acres) is located within the City of Huntington Beach, with & 5-acre portion located
within an adjoining unincorporated area of Orange County.

At this time, the Department is only providing commaent on the wetland
delineation for the 44-acre portion of the site located within the City of Huntington
Beach. The Department's evaluation is based upon information submitted by Ms. Lisa
Kegarice of Tom Dodson and Associates (TD&A), as provided in a December 47, 1997 )
letter to Ms. Jana Morgan of EDAW, Inc.. This letter provides information verifying and
updating the wetland determination for the 44-acre portion of the project site only.
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Based upon the information outlined within the above-referenced letter by TDA,
the Department concurs that the subject property located within the City of Huntington
Beach does not meet wetland criteria nor would there appear to be any likélihood that
this portion of the site could be restored to a functional wetland without substant:al
manipu!atlon of the hydrologncal conditions softhe sita. — L et &M zﬁowz;\?

e T Tr—

The Department also concurs with the biological assessment performed on the
total site including the westem most portion, by Mr. Frank Hovore of Frank Hovare and
~ Associates (FH&A), as detailed in a February 17, 1997 comespondence to the
- ‘Department. This assessment appears to be consistent with conditions existing on the
site. -

The Department would also like to reiterate what was discussed at the pre-
project pianning meeting regarding the western most portion of the proposed site
located within the unincorporated area of Orange County. It is the Department’s
understandmg, based upon the above-referenced | | assessment and direct

e R mg portlon of this wetland, as a result of proposed site development, would need
to be assessed and provided, under CEQA, in order to comply with the Department's

*No Net Loss of Wetland Habitat” Policy.

In addition, the Department has also determined that separate notification for a
Streambed Alteration Agreement pursuant to Fish and Game Code § 1600 et seq,, is
not required for the project as described, including that portion of the site containing

hydrologically isolated remnants of saltmarsh vegetation.

‘The Department recommends that any mitigation measures implemented under
CEQA be performed directly adjacent to the contiguous areas associated with

ngfemnantssitmarshipprtion of the projett site into an on-site viable wetland

'--' y ' \Mt imited success due to its small size, the isolated nature of
the site from any existing functioning wetland or tida! influence, and its close proximity
to the proposed residential development and associated disturbancas by people and
domestic pets.

HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhi J
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Mr. James R. Bames
March 16, 1998
Page Three

ther recommends that a descripti 00 L AnKAelRoARISEN

BIEP which includes total acreage loss and a detailed mitigation
ded in the Environmental Impact Report for thig4project. This informauon
would facilitate review by resource agencies and other interested parties.

The Department appreciates the opportunity to comment on this proposed
project. If you have any questions regarding this matter please contact Mr. Scott
Harris, Wildlife Biologist at (562)580-5100.

Sincerely

Qm@&‘bﬁ?w

Ronald D. Rempel
Regional Manager

copy: Ms. Termi Dickerson
Department of Fish and Game
Laguna Niguel, Califormia

Mr. Tirn Dillingham
Department of Fish and Game
San Diego, California

Mr. Stephan Rynas
Califomnia Coastal Commission
Long Beach, Califomnia

Mr. Jack Fancher
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Carisbad, California

HNB-MAJ-1-06, EP ibit JJ
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JAN D. VANDERSLOOT, M.D.
2221 East 16th Street
Newport Beach, CA 92663
(714) 548-6326 FAX (714) 848-6643

July 27, 1998

Steve Rynas

California Coastal Commission
South Coast Area Office

200 Oceangate, 10th Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302

Re: Meeting this Friday, July 31, 1998, with Bolsa Chica Land Trust members
Shea Parkside Estates wetlands issues, Huntington Beach

Dear Mr. Rynas,

Thank you for agreeing to meet with members of the Bolsa Chica Land Trust this Friday,
July 31, 1998 to discuss the Shea wetlands issues.

| am enclosing a copy of the letter | sent to John Dixon last week, who is planning to
attend the meeting. | have not been able to talk to the Dept of Fish and Game, although |
have left messages for Ron Remple.

I sent a number of color photocopies and other enclosures to John Dixon, which | hope
he will bring along and include in the Coastal Commission files. | will bring the originals and
other photographs, numbering in the hundreds, which will help substantiate our position that
there are wetlands on the Shea property deserving of Coastal Act protections.

I am enclosing a set of photocopies of wildlife and water on the property, City and County
parcels, which shows how the water persisted on the property and was used by wildiife. This
condition actually lasted from December, 1997, to April 22, 1998, when the property was
bulidozed, graded and filled. A color photocopy sequence of the filling is also attached,
which | also ask that you investigate in terms of its propriety in light of wetlands filling
provisions and potential violations in the Coastal Act.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Jan D. Vandersloot, M.D.

Enclosures

HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibgglz.(l)
o

Page 1



JAN D. VANDERSLOOT, M.D.
2221 East 16th Street
Newport Beach, CA 92663
(714) 548-6326 FAX (714) 848-6643

July 29, 1998

Steve Rynas

California Coastal Commission
South Coast Area Office

200 Oceangate, 10th Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302

Re: Shea Parkside Estates wetlands issues, Huntington Beach
Meeting with Bolsa Chica Land Trust
Potential violations of Coastal Act

Dear Mr. Rynas,

In anticipation of meeting with you and John Dixon on Friday, July 31, 1998, | had sent
him a letter dated July 21, 1998, which included a packet of information, color photocopies,
and other evidence for him to review prior to the meeting. Although the meeting has been
postponed, | am still forwarding to you the letter | sent him, with a few of the color copies,
but the bulk of the evidence is in his hands which | expect he will keep in the Coastal
Commission files. When we do reschedule the meeting, | will bring along the originals, as
well as the hundreds of photographs that Bolsa Chica Land Trust members collected over
the past winter, showing how the water ponded in certain areas of the Shea property, both in
the City and County portions, for over 4 months, with development of wetland vegetation on
the property prior to the bulldozing which occurred on April 22, 1998.

Our purpose is to substantiate the wetlands characteristics on the site so that Coastal Act
provisions protecting wetlands will be applied to the site.

In addition to color photographs, we also have nearly $3000 worth of aerial photographs
over the years showing water ponding in the same areas year after year. These areas
correspond to the ground photographs we took this year, as we will show at our meeting.

I am enclosing a partial set of the photocopies of wildlife and water on the property, City
and County parcels, which shows how the water persisted on the property and was used by
wildlife. This condition actually lasted from December, 1997, to April 22, 1998, when the
property was bulldozed, graded and filled. A color photocopy sequence of the filling is also
attached, which | also ask that you investigate in terms of its propriety in light of wetlands
filling provisions and potential violations of the Coastal Act.

Thank you, and | will call to set up a meeting.
Sincerely,

HNB-MAJ-1-06, ExhibitdJ
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JAN D. VANDERSLOOT, M.D.
2221 East 16th Street
Newport Beach, CA 92663
(714) 548-6326 FAX (714) 848-6643

October 9, 1998

Stephen Rynas

California Coastal Commission
South Coast Area Office

200 Qceangate, 10th Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802-4302

Re: Shea Parkside Estates wetlands issues
Potential violations of Coastal Act

Dear Mr. Rynas,

As a followup to my July 29, 1998 letter to you detailing potential Coastal Act violations
by Shea Homes, | am submitting additional information conceming the agricultural history
of the property, and | am submitting copies of aerial photographs and color photographs of
the property. Emphasis is on the County portion of the property

Some history of the agricultural use is contained in documents in the "Report of
Historical Site Usage", prepared by Hunsaker & Associates, Inc. for Shea Homes, dated
July 24, 1997 | assume you have this report from the meeting in Huntington Beach in April.

Specifically, Tab 8 of the report is a lease agreement between MWD and Roy C.
Pursche dated June 1, 1975. This lease was for cultivation of ¢crops in the City portion of
the property. No lease for agriculture was granted in the County portion. This lease was
terminated on October 2, 1989

Tab 30 is a lease agreement between MWD and Norman L. Abbott, dated September 1,
1993. Exhibit A to this lease describes the area to be farmed was within the City of
Huntfington Beach, not the County portion. Exhibit B shows the barley plowing and planting
to he the City portion. However, the “Limits of the Agricultural Lease" prepared for Shea
Homes by Hunsaker, dated 6/25/97, shows the lease created by Shea to extend into the
County portion. Thus, Shea artificially extended the previous farmed area, which was in the
City limits, to the County portion, which had not been farmed by MWD, The variations in
topography evident on this map would also argue that farming was not done in this
topographically varied County portion previously.

Tab 7 of the report is a Quitclaim Deed from Signal Properties, Inc. and Signal Bolsa
Corporation, to MWD dated February 22, 1974. Thus, MWD acquired the land in 1974, and
since then, farming was restricted to the City portion.

HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhib\it—?lJ
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JAN D. VANDERSLOOT, M.D.
2221 East 16th Street
Newport Beach, CA 92663
(714) 548-6326 FAX (714) 848-6643

Tab 34, the June 11, 1997 letter from reed thomas co, inc, describes the previous
disking to be limited to the Westerly City limits while under MWD ownership. Shea
extended the disking to the pipeline, which is in County temitory, in February, 1997,
apparently without proper authorization from the Coastal Commission, as this area
contained previously mapped wetlands.

Tab 36 shows the mapped area of wetlands in the 1996 Recirculated Draft EIR, which
was approved by the County. This shows a green pickieweed area in a Y shaped
configuration in the County area of the property. Most of this area has been eliminated by
Shea's disking and filling since then.

Tab 37, the Grant Deed from MWD to Shea, describes the "growing crops” rights by
MWD, who only grew crops in the City, not the County, portion.

Tab 40, the Biclogical Evaluation for Shea Homes by Frank Hovore & Associates,
states on the first page, third paragraph; "We observed that the entire site had been disked
recently, and that the Orange County portion of the site, which previously had been
identified in our report as supporting a small stand of degraded, pickleweed-dominated
marshland-type habitat had been cleared and filled, completely eliminating remnant natural
vegetation”. Page 2 of this report also describes the "small, unvegetated seasonal ponds
and saltmarsh fragments' (in the County portion), which were "left relatively undisturbed
until the most recent grading” (the Wintersburg flood control channel was built in 1960.
Thus, the area in the County was relatively undisturbed from 1960 untit Shea's activities in
1997. MWD owned the property from 1974 to 1996). Page 4, second paragraph states
there were pickleweed patches in the County portion and that: "This area was partially filled
and entirely graded over prior to our 07 June, 1997 visit, leaving virtually no trace of
natural vegetation formations..." Note the discussions of the County area in the section 2.1
“"Historic land uses inferred from aerial photographs" The 12/26/52: "County area: the 5
acre Orange County ("O.C.") parcel is indistinguishable, in terms of its surface features and
relative contiguity with surrounding habitats, from land to the south and west, most of which
appears to be marshland..." On page 5: 3/24/59, " County area: The 5 acre site remains as
itwas in 1952" .. 1/31/70: "County area The 5 acre county parcel shows little evidence of
activity or use” The rest of the evaluations indicate no farming was done in the County
parcel, but with disturbance in the eastern portions of the County area, apparently
associated with the stables. Page 10, section 3.2.2, descrbes fill in the bottomlands, and
section 3.2.3 describes a "seasonal pond” in the arena area.

Thus, no farming was done in the County from 1952 until Shea started doing it recently,
apparently without permits from the Coastal Commission.

The evaluations for "Prior Converted Cropland" pertained to the 8.1 acre EPA delineated
area on the City portion of the property, not the County portion. Tab 25 describes an "8.1
acre portion of a 45.6-acre agricultural field” which was studied by Sanders. This area is in
the City portion, not the County.

, 1€
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JAN D. VANDERSLOOT, M.D.
2221 East 16th Street
Newport Beach, CA 92663
(714) 548-6326 FAX (714) 848-6643

Tab 26, the May 20, 1992 letter from the Department of the Army, pertained to the “8.1
acres in question”, and determined this B.1 acre area was prior converted cropland. This
acreage was in the City, not the County. '

Tab 1, the aerial photograph from 12/26/52, shows a disked area in the City, not the
County. Note the Wintersburg channel is not built. Tab 2, 2/24/569 shows no farming in the
County area. Tab 3, 1/31/70, no farming in the County area. Tab 4, 6/28/70, disturbance in
eastemnmost portion of the County portion, east of the road. Tab 5, 10/26/73, disturbance in
easternmost portion of the County. Tab 10, 12/14/78, disturbance associated with the road
in the County area. All the rest of the aerials do not show farming in the County area, but
disturbance associated with the arena at the eastern edge of the County portion. The
arena appears to be the westermmost limit to the farming.

Sample aerial photos from my collection include 5-1-67, 1-31-70, 1-24-78, 2-25-80, 1-
31-81, 2-19-83, 1-9-87, 3-15-80, 1-8-92, 3-14.94, 3-95, 3-19-96, 2-14-97, 3-10-98,
enclosed, show vegetation, not farming, in most of the County area, with some disturbance
at the east edge, not due to farming. | aiso have more aerials (total number 34) for your
perusal, if desired. The aerials show characteristics of the City portion, including ponding
water, as well.

Also enclosed is the 1989 EPA delineation of watlands. The County wetlands are
shown as weli as the City 8.3 acres. Attached to it is the portion of the 1873 US Coast and
Geodetic Survey showing the area to be tidal waters.

I am enclosing a set of color photographs, taken during fate 1997 to May, 1998,
showing how water and wetland vegetation (pickieweed), appeared almost continuously,
and how the County area was filled during the disking and grading operations in April,
1998. Like the aerials, | have many more photographs, which | can show you during a
meeting, if we can arrange one. These photographs were taken by several people, who
documented nearly constant ponding from December 1997 through May 1998 in both City
and County portions of the property. The aerial photographs also show consistent ponding
in roughly the same areas, year after year.

Even the sales flyer for the MWD property, 1996, shows the vegetation in the County
areas, and the green areas in the City area, where ponding occurs. Note that the sales
fiyer only included the City portion of the property. Somehow, the County area got included
in the transaction.

| am also enclosing the June 15, 1998 letter from the USFWS concerning the issue of
wetlands on the property, | would recommend considering the concepts in this latter,
including protection of the wetlands and the detention basin and flood control possibilities.

\
HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit JJ
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JAN D. VANDERSLOOT, M.D.
2221 East 16th Street
Newport Beach, CA 92663
(714) 548-6326 FAX (714) 848-6643

Ideally, the consequences of the violation would lead to removing the fill, restoring the
wetlands and requining the nomal 100 foot buffer for any development project. As |
mentioned previousiy, the possible wetlands on the City portion should also be reexamined
in light of the new evidence we have developed.

| hope this material helps to show the inappropriate disking and filiing in the County
portion, violating the Coastal Act. | also will forward more material on the agricultural uses if
| can find it. If you have questions, please call me. | would be happy to schedule a meeting.

Sincerely,

Jan D. Vandersioot, M.D.

Enclosures

4 D0
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TO: California Coastal Commission. March 12, 2007
South Coast Area Office
200 Ocean Gate, Suite 1000
Long Beach CA. 90802-4302

FROM: Surfrider Foundation Major Amendment Request
Huntington Beach/Seal Beach Chapter No. 1-06 (postponed).
OPPOSED

SUBJECT: City of Huntington Beach Certified
Local Coastal Program (L.CP)
Shea Homes-Parkside Development.

ATTN: Patrick Kruer Chair,
Commissioners and Staff. ~

Dear Commissioners;

in accordance with Section 30503 of the Coastal Act, which requires public input to Local Coastal
Program (LCP) developments, our Huntington Beach/Seal Beach Chapter of Surfrider Foundation
wishes to submit the following comments in support of the Coastal Commission Staff recommendation
to deny the above referenced Major Amendment Request No. 1-06, City of Huntington Beach Certified
Local Coastal Program-Shea Homes; Parkside Estates Development proposal.

Specifically, we agree with the Commission Staff comments regarding the Parkside Estates
Development proposal as not being consistent with Sections 30233 of the Coastal Act with respect to
wetland protection, Section 30240 with respect to Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA),
Sections 30230,and 30231 with respect to water quality, Sections 30210 and 30252 with respect to
public access, Section 30244 with respect to archaeological resources, Section 30253 with respect to
minimizing hazards, and Section 30251 with respect to visual resources.

We would urge the City of Huntington Beach, as a minimum, to consider adoption of the suggested
modifications to the Land Use Plan (LUP) No. 1-06 as described in the Coastal Commission Staff
“Resolution to Certify with Suggested Modifications.” dtd. Feb. 2, 2007.

We are also concerned that there may be large portions of the proposed development plan property
that are on “wetlands” as defined in Section 30121 of the Coastal Act, and therefore these areas should
be zoned accordingly, and provided the same consideration, and conservation as the adjacent Bolsa
Chica wetlands receives,

HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit KK
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Additionally, it is suggested that any plan proposed by the City of Huntington Beach for use; or
development of one of the last remaining vestiges of unprotected natural wetlands within aOrango
County should be carefully considered, and if the plan does not fully comply with the Coastal WGt it )
should he denied, and considered as inferior to the “no project” altemative. L AN

We greatly appreciate the Commission’s attention to this issue, and the opportunity to make these
comments to the Coastal Commissioners, and Staff members.

D.P: (562)430-2260

Executive Committee Member,
Surfrider Foundation

Huntington Beach/Seal Beach Chapter

o . i

P.O. Box 3087, Long Beach, CA 90803

HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit KK
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February 7, 2007

L

California Coastal Commission ) T Region
Attn: Meg Vaughn e g o0z
200 Oceangate, 10™ Floor T
Long Beach, California 90802-4416 T s OHEORNA

Reference Item #Th22a, HNB-MAJ-1-06

Dear Coastal Commission Members:

Hopefully you have toured the Bolsa Chica Wetlands since restoration efforts are well
underway. At the same time, the devastation caused by the development of the Upper

Bolsa Chica Wetlands is also very apparent.

Now, the developer wants to encroach on the buffer zone! This is unacceptable. So little
natural habitat remains. Please safeguard the buffer zone from any and all building,

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,
\

Barbara Bott
5782 Bellfield Lane
Huntington Beach, CA 92648

-

WA s ]’D AN QA AN Wé
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Marinka Horack
21742 Fairlane Circle
Huntington Beach, CA 92646

February 9, 2007

Cdlifornia Coastal Commission
Aftn: Meg Vaughn

200 Oceangate, 10 Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416

RE: Th-22A, Proposed Shea Parkside Project in Huntington Beach
Dear Commissioners:

As a Californian and an Orange County resident for 57 years, | write 1o
strongly support the preservation what is little is left of the Bolsa Chica
Wetlands. 95% of our coastal wetlands have been destroyed by the
development boom of the last century. There is no room for
“compromise” with the 5% remaining wetlands.

Historical photos and records show that Bolsa Chica was a vast and rich
wetlands that included much of the lowland area of what today is west
Huntington Beach. There is absolutely no doubt that historically, the
Parkside area was part of the Bolsa Chica wetlands. Today attempts
have been made fo erase the evidence of this wetland by plowing it up
and farming it. Despite the farming, the water ponds up in the winter,
wetlands plants grow in large numbers, and multitudes of wetlands birds
visit the areaq.

[ support your staff's recommendation to deny HNB-MAJ-1-06 as
submitted. :

I ask the Commission 1o review and amend the proposals for wetlands, as
evidence suggests there are more wetlands on the property than are
currently outlined in Exhibif L.

| ask that the two ESHA buffer areas be 100 meters each and conjoined to
better protect wildlife.

| ask that any Natural Treatment System (NTS) be constructed outside of
the ESHA buffers.

Sincerely Yours for a Better Californiq,

’M ANt e 'Hﬁ” Y Gl (&.

Marinka Horack <)
HNB-MAJ-1-06h,/Exhibit KK
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California Coastal Commission
ATT: Meg Vaughn

200 Oceangate, 10” Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416

Former Item: TH22, HNB-MAJ-1-06
March 28, 2007
Dear Coastal Commission:

I have a fantasy that any land development is kept out of the upper Bolsa Chica Wetlands or
ESHA buffers. I totally support keeping our habitat open. BUT, if there has to be a compromise
what about this:

Shea/ parkside homes be kept at 21000 square feet on quarter acre lots to encourage more
landscaping and then for every 1/4 of home property, Shea be required to do an acre of
indigenous plant landscaping (a combination of native and plants that naturalize to the areas,
such as eucalyptus, which so many of the migratory birds here depend on).

Keeping the usable property limited does not have to mean limited profit for Shea as they can
charge a lot for people to have the privilege of living in such a low density area with less traffic
flowing onto Graham. Shea could also build “green” homes so that the neighborhood would
appeal to people who appreciate wildlife and ecological issues, again something a part of the
public would be willing to pay more for.

Also, Shea could grade the terrain to create natural drainage valleys, full of native and newly
indigenous plants and trails, then set the homes on higher land, again a cost savings over raising
the whole landscape above the flood plane.

I am a landscape designer and an avid bird watcher and hiker. I would love to see no homes
built in these areas but if they are going to be built, I think Shea and the commission should get
creative with solutions and stop the either-or fallacy of either open land or packing a bunch of
miserable tract homes with lots of square footage together. That isn’t the only solution.

Sincerely,

Gary Hoffman

5142 Warner Ave. Unit 100
Huntington Beach, CA 92649
714-846-5842

HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit KK
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Stop Polluting Our Newport
P.O. Box 102 Balboa Island, California 92662

February 13, 2007

Patrick Kruer, Chair

Members of the Commission
California Coastal Commission
200 Oceangate — 10™ Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416

Subject: Shea/Parkside Local Coastal Plan Amendment

Dear Mr. Kruer and Members of the Coastal Commission:

Stop Polluting Qur Newport (SPON) is a nonprofit resident organization, who for the past 30
years has worked to preserve and protect the environment of Newport Beach and surrounding
areas. We understand that there will be a Coastal Commission public hearing on the
Shea/Parkside Local Coastal Plan Amendment for the Upper Bolsa Chica Wetlands on Thursday,
February 15, 2007 at the Catamaran Resort Hotel in San Diego.

SPON supports the Coastal Commission staff recommendation to deny the Huntington Beach
LLCP Amendment regarding the Shea Parkside property. We also support the protection of more
wetlands on the property, the designation of the north grove of eucalyptus groves as
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA), a 100 meter buffer from the ESHA, and
relocation of the Natural Treatment System outside the ESHA buffer. We believe these
additional measures are appropriate given the significant historical loss of wetlands in Southern
California, and the connection of these wetlands to the Greater Bolsa Chica wetland system. A
copy of this letter has been forwarded to Coast Commission staff.

Sincerely,

i s G o

Marko Popovich and Brent Cooper
SPON Presiding Officers

cc:  Sherilyn Sarb, California Coastal Commission
Meg Vaughn, California Coastal Commission %’
Karl Schwing, California Coastal Commission
Teresa Henry, California Coastal Commission

HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit KK
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February 8, 2007

Attn: Meg Vaughn g
California Coastal Commission

200 Oceangate, 10" Floor L AL
Long Beach, CA 90802-416 COASTAL i

Re: tem Th 22a, HNB-MAJ-1-100
Dear Ms. Vaughn
Haven't “developers” done enough harm to Bolsa Chica?

| have lived all my 70 years in Orange County. When | was a kid, this
land was owned by the Huntington Beach Company. They kept it as a
duck hunting preserve. It was nearly valueless for anything else. I'm sure
that as Chevron bought out HB Co. it continued to be valued as residual
open space. ‘

“Developers” have gambled over and over on being able to influence the
political process to create immense capital gain by converting seemingly
undervalued lands into subdivisions. Their aggressiveness most often
pays big dividends at the expense of habitat.

The Commission was formed with the mandate to protect our coast. You
are my local contact to my Commission representative and maybe the
only person standing between more luxury homes (that neither of us can
afford) or sanctuary for local and migratory birds.

Can I count on you and the Commission members to save what is left of
Bolsa Chica?

Please let me know your thoughts.

Sincer

P
:M4
Robert Reed
19930 Lures Lane

Huntington Beach, CA 92646
c: 310 592 4323 ﬁ

HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit KK
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California Coastal Commission

Attn: Meg Vaughn cpe 16 20l
200 Oceangate 10™ Floor .
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 CANE SsION

CQASfAL o
Ms Vallghn:

We understand that a developer wants to place limited development WITHIN the habitat
buffer zone that is 50 acres of open space wetlands into low-density residential.

This land is home to many environmentally sensitive species.

We can’t understand why these developers continue to be given time or even
consideration regarding their efforts to build in any part of the wetland areas.

It is shocking to us. We only hope our protest is not too late to be registered before the
Public Hearing scheduled February 15. ‘

Mrs. Sunelei Meylor Bevnets

13560 Cedar Crest Lane #109L
Seal Beach CA 90740

0
HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit KK
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Dear Coastal Commissioners:
" Re: Shea/Parkside Project, Huntington Beach, CA
i ~As you know, 95% of California’s wetlands have been lost to development. The

. Shea/Parkside property contains substantial wetlands and ESHA under Secnon 30233 and _
- 30240 of the Coastal Act and must be protected. o

. suppoﬁ Commlssxon SW s mqommendatmn of Jllly 26\ 2006 to D m se o

Cormission DENY the Land Use Plan Amendment md-mplmm abist
taff’ modlﬁcahons. umtil such mne as addltlonal omsade analysxs can

" Print Name “"f‘?é“J\Aﬂ"ﬁtuﬂf Mareere: g% "% )
Address 7ol _HERpERT Lae \ 2 e
‘. City,State, Zip Hunriered Benck O 72099
IR

C e J D[ OSE ) /
/ C:?) A0 JQ (W /\,f./@_ﬁ,ﬁ__x_'_,x\/k-é O
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ST Dear California Coastal. COi;;ﬁllssion: May 2007

L ]

L ]

+

-

Re: City of Huntington Beach Major LCP Amendment No. 1-06 (Shea,/Parkside).

The 50-acre Shea (nee MWD) property in Huntington Beach is severely degraded
wetlands (DFG, 1980). 25 years later, that Is stlll true.

Due to all the lllegal grading on the property, the full extent of wetlands that need to be
preserved and buffered has not yet been definitively established.

All wetlands on the property must be protected by true buffers— buffers that are
undiminished and unimpeded by any NTS or passive recreation or similar human
disturbance. :

In 1981, the City of HB requested residential zoning for this parcel. CCC staff
recommended at the time that “The ‘Residential’ designation shall be deleted.” The CCC
did not approve of houses then; it should reject houses now!

Uphold the Coastal Act section 30233. Deny the LCPA.

(s, a ./
Sincerely: S C._fb( \,-éﬂ/ AT

Address: ..\ / T /e

o ,V

A4 T

' / e, o /,,{,"_
/[/d ([ Jele s 77

\ 6
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85 Copies of the Following Form Letter Were Received
(the orange cardstock they are printed on did not copy legibly)

Dear Coastal Commissioners:
Re: Shea/Parkside Project, Bolsa Chica, Huntington Beach, CA

The California Coastal Commission is the most important protector of coastal
resources. Shea/Parkside development project proposes to build over 150
homes on approximately 40 acres at Bolsa Chica.
| support the Commission staff's recommendation to DENY the Land Use Plan
amendment and Implementation Plan. | further request that the Commission
DENY the project for the following:

o Substantial wetlands present on the property

» ESHA present on the property

* The ESHA must be protected with robust efforts

» All lllegal fills need to be removed
Under Section 30233 and 30240 of the Coastal Act these resources must be
protected.

Thank you,

HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit KK

Page 17 of 17



LETTERS
In
SUPPORT

COASTAL COMMISSION

XHIBIT # L
E
PAGE __\_ OF 5

e ——

HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit LL

Page 1 of 5




Mgg Vaughn

From: TINA NASRATYAR [NASRATYAR@YAHOO.COM]
Sent: Wednesday, February 14, 2007 6:10 PM

To: Meg Vaughn

Subject: Huntington Beach Parkside LCPA: Approval requested

Dear Ms. Vaughn,

I am familiar with the Shea Homes Parkside Estates project and strongly encourage the
Coastal Commission’'s approval of Local Coastal Program Amendment 01-06 and Coastal
Development permit, as proposed by the City of Huntington Beach and Shea Homes. There is
a great shortage of new homes in the coastal areas of Orange County, and this site - as an
infill property surrounded almost entirely by existing development - is an ideal place to
build new homes.

I also would like to draw your attention to the enhanced public access to coastal areas
and new parks that will be provided by the plan. The new bike and hiking trails and vista
points overlooking the restored Bolsa Chica wetlands and nearby Environmentally Sensitive
Habitat Areas will be a great asset for the public.

4

In addition, the plan will protect and expand wetland resources and Environmentally
Sensitive Habitat Areas; it includes water quality improvements that will treat a portion
of the runoff from the surrounding 3,000-acre watershed - that currently reaches the ocean
untreated; and it will lead to $15 million in developer-funded improvements to the local
flood control system, which would reduce flood risk and flood insurance costs for
approximately 7,000 Huntington Beach residents and businesgses.

Sincerely,

TINA NASRATYAR
Huntington Beach

HNB-MAJ-1-06; Exhibit LL
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Meg Vaughn

From: Tony Nelson [gosynergy@aol.com]

Sent: Friday, February 16, 2007 7:48 AM

To: Meg Vaughn

Subject: Huntington Beach Parkside LCPA: Approval requested

Dear Ms. Vaughn,

I am familiar with the Shea Homes Parkside Estates project and strongly encourage the
Coastal Commission’s approval of Local Cecastal Program Amendment 01-06 and Coastal
Development Permit, as proposed by the City of Huntington Beach and Shea Homes. I
particularly draw your attention to the enhanced public access to coastal areas and new
parks that will be provided by the plan. The new bike and hiking trails and vista points
overlooking the restored Bolsa Chica wetlands and nearby Environmentally Sensitive Habitat
Areas will be a great asset for the public.

In addition, the plan provides much-needed new homes in an environmentally sensitive plan
that will protect and expand wetland resources and Environmentally Sensitive Habitat
Areas; it includes water quality improvements that will treat a portion of the runoff from
the surrounding 3,000-acre watershed - that currently reaches the ocean untreated; and it
will lead to $15 million in developer-funded improvements to the local flood contreol
system, which would reduce flood risk and flood insurance costs for approximately 7,000
Huntington Beach residents and businesses.

Sincerely,

Tony Nelson
Villa Park

HNB-MAJ-1-06; Exhibit LL
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Meg Vaughn

From: Graham Anderson [grahamanderson@dslextreme.com]
Sent: Thursday, February 15, 2007 7:38 PM

To: Meg Vaughn

Subject: Huntington Beach Parkside LCPA: Approval requested

Dear Ms. Vaughn,

I am familiar with the shea Homes Parkside Estates project and strongly encourage the
Coastal Commission’s approval of Local Coastal Program Amendment 01-06 and Coastal
Development Permit, as proposed by the City of Huntington Beach and Shea Homes.

This parcel is an infill property surrounded almost entirely by existing development, so
it is an ideal place to build new homes. Furthermore, the property has been zoned
residential by the City of Huntington Beach for decades and is consistent with the City's

General Plan.

The project proponent has been very diligent in complying with all the requirements of the
California Environmental Quality Act and the Coastal Act, and should be given the
opportunity to develop the property.

I also would like to draw your attention to the enhanced public access to c¢oastal areas
and new parks that will be provided by the plan, and the fact that the applicant is
prepared to protect and expand wetland resources and Environmentally Sensitive Habitat
Areas; treat urban runoff from more than 1,000 acres that currently reaches the ocean
untreated; and spend $15 million on much-needed improvements to the local flood control
system, which would reduce flood risk and flood insurance costs for approximately 7,000
Huntington Beach residents and businesses.

Sincerely,

Graham Anderson
Huntington Beach

‘ - ) o ) b ey
LZ/‘]Z”V[“UL RS am \f) _'(.D(}-' \—fJ u(‘% LC PA— / ()@
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Meg Vaughn

From: ila White [ila.white@verizon.net]

Sent: Friday, February 23, 2007 11:27 AM

To: Meg Vaughn

Subject: Huntington Beach Parkside LCPA: Approval requested

Dear Ms, Vaughn,

I am familiar with the Shea Homes Parkside Estates project and strongly encourage the
Coastal Commigsion’s approval of Local Coastal Program Amendment 01-06 and Coastal
Development Permit, as proposed by the City of Huntington Beach and Shea Homes. The plan
will lead to much-needed improvements to the local flood control system because of Shea
Homes' agreement to spend $15 million on new storm drains, pumps and levee improvements.
Once completed, these improvements will reduce flood risk and flood insurance costs for
approximately 7,000 Huntington Beach home and business owners.

In addition, the plan provides much-needed new homes in an environmentally sensitive plan
that will protect and expand wetland resources and Environmentally Sensitive Habitat

Areas; it provides for treatment of urban runoff that currently reaches Huntington Harbour
and the ocean untreated, and it includes enhanced public access to coastal areas and new

parks.

Sincerely,

Ila White
Huntington Beach
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RECEIVED

South Coast Region

Th, 22.a.
FORM FOR DISC Xﬁngmj\A
OF EX PAR ISSION
COMMUNICATION
Received at Commizsigy
Meeting

Date and time of communication: Friday, February 2, 2007, 12:00 PM FE
(For messages sent to a Commissioner B 15 7 {]Q?

by mail or facsimile or received as a

telephone or other message, date From-

time of receipt should be indicated.) '—-._..__%ui_\mm:_
Location of communication: Rancho Palos Verdes, CA
(For communications sent by mail or :

facsimile, or received as a telephone

or other message, indicate the means

of transmission.)
Person(s) initiating communication: Scott Hess, Ron Metzler, Art Homrighausen, Nancy

Lucast, Tony Bomkamp, Donna Andrews and Steve Kaufmann.
Person(s) receiving communication:  Larry Clark

Name or description of project. Huntington Beach LCPA 1-06; Parkside Estates (Shea Homes),
Agenda Item Thurs, Feb 15, 2007, 22.a.

Detailed substantive description of content of communication:
(If communication included written material, attach a copy of the complete text of the written material.)

Affected property owners and consultants indicated that they and the City are in accord with
regard to the LCPA and the staff recommendation and described the following:

Major Public benefits include:

» The City/landowner’s newly proposed NTS will treat a larger area than is the subject of
this LCPA, resulting in clean water discharges into already impaired water bodies AS
WELL AS the wetland habitat benefits that naturally accrue from a natural treatment
system.

s Large areas of existing, low-elevation development, presently at risk of flooding, will be
protected from flooding by virtue of construction of the ultimate project that this L CPA will
enable.

« Sensitive public access proximate to the Bolsa Chica wetlands.

Disagreements with Staff Recommendation:
o “WP”is not a “wetland”; over 20 studies by pre-eminent California wetland scientists
attest to that.
o Staff's position is that “WP” could become a wetland in the future. This runs
counter to the Commission’s and staff's 30-year record of, “we take the land as
we find it.”

* The northern grouping of Eucalyptus trees does not constitute ESHA.
o Itis immediately adjacent to long-standing development, D\

HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit MM
Page 2 of 9
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the City’s pmpos d adj; :

fields). . .

o Though this groupmg doss'n, )
be preserved and enhancé' \

City and landowner request that the Commlssm adOpt the'staf
exceptions that:

1 The “ WP” not be designated wetlaﬁd and

2 The northern Eucalyptus trees not be designated as ESHA, ano”,fhai*the r
thereto be limited to 100 feet, consrstent w:th the Commlss:on s pasta' ons.

2)13 /92

Date Signature of Commissioner

If the communication was provided at the same time to staff as it was provided to a Commissioner, the communication is
not ex parte and this forrn does not need to be filled out.

If communication occurred seven or more days in advance of the Commission hearing on the item that was the subject of
the communication, complete this form and transmit it to the Executive Director within seven days of the communication.
If it is reasonable to believe that the completed form will not arrive by U.S. mail at the Commission's main office prior to
the commencement of the meeting, other means of delivery should be used, such as facsimile, overnight mail, or personat

delivery by the Commissioner to the Executive Director at the meeting prior to the time that the hearing on the matter
commences.

if communication occurred within seven days of the hearing, complete this form, provide the information orally on the

record of the proceeding and provide the Executive Director with a copy of any written material that was part of the
communication.

HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit MM
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Th, 22.a.

FORM FOR DISCLOSURE
OF EX PARTE
COMMUNICATION

Date and time of communication: Wed, February 14, 2007; 12:15 PM R E
(For messages sent to a Commissioner E ' VE

by mail or facsimile or received as a Sou th Co D

telephone or other message, date Qast Reg

time of receipt should be indicated.) MAR

1yq,
Location of communication: San Diego, CA 2007
(F icati t b il
orf:cc:)sTr:;I:r,"g?r'gg:i\fgg asyar?ealle;g:none co A ‘S?ALIFORNIA

or other message, indicate the means PTAL QQMM

of transmission.)
Person(s) initiating communication: Donna Andrews, Nancy Lucast
Person(s) receiving communication: Larry Clark

Name or desctiption of project: Huntington Beach LCPA 1-06; Parkside Estates (Shea Homes),
Agenda ltem Thurs, Feb 15, 2007, 22.a.

Detailed substantive description of content of communication:
(Iif communication inciuded written material, attach a copy of the complete text of the written material.)

Discussion of history of activities on the site.

2) is] 2 g@w

Date ¢ Signature of Commissioner

If the communication was provided at the same time to staff as it was provided to a Commissioner, the communication is
not ex parte and this form does not need to be filled out.

if communication occurrad seven or more days in advance of the Commission hearing on the item that was the subject of
the communication, complete this form and transmit it to the Executive Director within seven days of the communication.
I it is reasonable to believe that the completed form will not arrive by U.S. mail at the Commission's rnain office prior to
the commencement of the meeting, other means of delivery should be used, such as facsimile, overnight mail, or personal
delivery by the Commissioner 1o the Executive Director at the meeting prior to the time that the hearing on the matter
commences.

if communication occurred within seven days of the hearing, complete this form, provide the information orally on the
record of the proceeding and provide the Executive Director with a copy of any written material that was part of the
communication.

HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit MM
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Th, 22.a.
FORM FOR DISCLOSURE
OF EX PARTE
COMMUNICATION

Date and time of communication: Thursday, February 8, 2007; 12:15 P E

(For messages sent to a Commissioner
by mail or facsimile or received as a o fh CE ' VE D
telephone or other message, date uth Coast Reg,'on
time of receipt should be indicated.)

Location of communication: Santa Rosa, CA VAR 1 4 2007
(oot snt sl CAUFORNIA

ot vanemissiony COASTAL COMMISSION
Person(s) initiating communication: Ron Metzler, Art Homrighausen, Nancy Lucast.
Person(s) receiving communication:.  Mike Reilly

Name or description of project.  Huntington Beach LCFA 1-06; Parkside Estates (Shea Homes),
Agenda Item Thurs, Feb 15, 2007, 22.a.

Detailed substantive description of content of communication;
(If communication included written material, attach a copy of the complete text of the written
material.)

Affected property owners and consultants indicated that they and the City are in accord with
regard to the LCPA and the staff recommendation and described the following:

Major delic benefits include:

« The City/landowner’s newly proposed NTS will treat a larger area than is the subject of
this LCPA, resulting in clean water discharges into already impaired water bodies AS
WELL AS the welland habitat benefits that naturally accrue frorm a natural treatment
system.

= Large areas of existing, low-elevation development, presently at risk of flooding, will be
protected from floading by virtue of construction of the ultimate project that this LCFA will
enable.

« Sensitive public access proximate to the Bolsa Chica wetlands.

Disagreements with Staff Recommendation:
e “WP”is not a “wetland”; over 20 studies by pre-eminent California wetland scientists
attest to that.
o Staff's position is that “WP” could become a wetland in the future. This runs
counter to the Commission’s and staffs 30-year record of, “we take the land as
we find it "

« The northern grouping of Eucalyptus trees does not constitute ESHA.
o Itis immediately adjacent to long-standing development,
o any raptor usage is acclimated to this adjacency,

HNB-MAJ-1-06, Exhibit MM
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o the Cily's proposed adjacent use is parkland (tot-lot, benches—no lighting or ball
fields).
4 o Though this grouping does not qualify as ESHA, the City's LCPA requires that it
be preserved and enhanced, and a 100-ft buffer provided,

City and landowner request that the Commission adopt the staff recommendation, with the
exceptions that:

1 The " WP” not be designated wetland, and
2 The northem Eucalyptus trees not be designated as ESHA, and that the buffer

thereto be limited to 100 feet, consistent with the Commission’s past actions.

i [0 ﬂ/}/bd,@ M

Date = ' Signature of Commissi@ner

If the communication was provided at the same time to staff as it was provided to a Commissioner, the communication is
not ex parte and this form does not need to be filled out.

If communication occurred seven or more days in advance of the Commission hearing on the item that was the subject of
the communication, complete this forrm and transmit it to the Executive Director within seven days of the communication.

If it is reasonable to believe that the completed form will not amive by U.S. mail at the Commission’s main office prior to
the commencement of the meeting, other means of delivery should be used, such as facsimile, ovemight mail; or personal
delivery by the Commissioner to the Executive Director at the meeting prior to the time that the hearing on the:matter
commences.

If communication occurred within seven days of the hearing, complete this form, provide the infornation orally on the
record of the proceeding and provide the Executive Director with a copy of any written material that was part of the
communication.
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Th, 22.a.

FORM FOR DISCLOSURE
OF EX PARTE
COMMUNICATION

Date and time of communication: Wed, February 14, 2007, 12:00 noon

(For messages sent to a Commissioner
by mail or tacsimile or received as a
telephone or other message, date

time of receipt should be indicated.) REC E l VE D

Location of communication: San Diego, CA South Coast Region

(For communications sent by mail or M
facsimile, or received as a telephone .
or other message, indicate the means AR 1 4 2007
of transmission.)

CALIFORNIA
Person(s) initiating communication:  Nancy Lucast COASTAL COMMISSION

Person(s) receiving communication: Mike Reilly

Name or description of project. Huntington Beach LCPA 1-06; Parkside Estates (Shea Homes),
Agenda Item Thurs, Feb 15, 2007, 22.a.

Detailed substantive description of content of communication:
(If communication included written material, attach a copy of the complete text of the written material.)

Very short discussion of history of activities on the site.

215 o7 dm& Eory

Date Signature of Comrr@sioner

If the communication was provided at the same time to staff as it was provided to a Commissioner, the communication is
not ex parte and this form does not need to be filled out.

If communication occurred seven or more days in advance of the Commission hearing on the item that was the subject of
the communication, complete this form and transmit it to the Executive Director within seven days of the communication.
i it is reasonable to believe that the completed form will not arrive by U.S. mail at the Commission's main office prior to
the commencement of the meeting, other means of delivery should be used, such as facsimile, overnight mail, or personal
delivery by the Commissioner to the Executive Director at the meeting prior to the time that the hearing on the matter
commences.

If communication occurred within seven days of the hearing, complete this form, provide the information orally on the
record of the proceeding and provide the Executive Director with a copy of any written material that was part of the

communication.
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,5/' 2/22/2007 1:06 PM FROM: Fax  TO: 1 415 357-3839 BAGE: Q02 OF 002

FORM FOR DISCLOSURE OF
EX-PARTE COMMUNICATIONS

Name or description of the project: Parkside Estates SO“\“ Co% .
W
Time/Date of communication: Feb. 20, 2007 \l\[\?\ 1 A
L
Location of communication: 22350 Carbon Mesa Rd, Malibuy, CA CP\“?(%‘){xN\\SS\O
P\
Person(s) initiating communication: Sara Wan OPS‘P‘

Person(s) receiving communication: Garry Brown
Type of communication: Phorie call

I was talking with Garry about some other issues when he mentioned Parkside development. I
asked him what s position was on the project. He stated that their water quality plan was
adequate but that he did not approve of it being placed in the buffer. That buffers were for
habitat. I asked him if he understood the issue with the levee, that I thought it was quite
complicated but didn’t understand. If it was needed to prevent seawater from intruding into the
homes, then wouldn’t that mean that the area involved was, by definition, a wetland? He said he
also didn’t fully understand it but tended to agree with me about the complexity and in particular
was concerned about the amount of grading involved.

Date: Feb. 21, 2007

Sara Wan

b
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3/4/2007 -11:59 AM  FROM: Fax  TO: 1 415 357-3839 FAGE: 002 OF 002

FORM FOR DISCLOSURE OF
EX-PARTE COMMUNICATIONS

Name or description of the project: Parkside Estates R E E'V
So

Time/Date of communication: March 1, 2007 Uf/’ CQQS t R(gb

1on
Location of communication: 22350 Carbon Mesa Rd, Malibu, CA MAR 1 4 200

7
Person(s) initiating communication: Sara Wan
COAs7 AUFOR
T NI

Person(s) receiving communication: Jan Vandersloot AL O MII%SION

Type of communication: Phone call

Discussed the issue of the violation. In particular we discussed the nexus between the violations
and wetland delineations. In the WP area it js clear that if there was a violation, that is a fill, then
that would affect what might be considered to be wetlands. In the southwest corner, staff stated
in their addendum that there were several areas that had been filled without a permit. Again, if
50, then this needed to be decided beforehand since it could influence the wetland delineation
and the placement of the NTS, Jan also talked about an area that the EPA had determined was
wetlands in the 80°s that in the area of the AP wetland but was much bigger. I said I didn’t know
anything about it but that should be looked at. He also said that they had dug a drainage ditch
without 2 permit and that is obviously influencing the extent of the wetland since it is draining
the area. Istated that unless these igsues were resolved first by the commission I did not see how
the LCP could be approved.

Date: March 3, 2007

Sara Wan

-
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