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July 5, 2007

ADDENDUM
To: Commissioners & Interested Persons
From: South Coast District Staff

Re: Commission Meeting of Wednesday, July 11, 2007, Item W8.5a, Huntington Beach
LCP Amendment 1-06 (Parkside), Huntington Beach, Orange County.

l. Letter from Arthur L. Donahur regarding unpermitted fills, dated June 11, 1007

. Letter from Bolsa Chica Land Trust regarding unpermitted fills, dated June 25,
2007

Il. Letter from Neighbors for Wintersburg Wetlands Restoration regarding response
to Shea Homes Letter of June 20, 2007

V. Letter from City of Huntington Beach requesting withdrawal of application, dated

July 3, 2007

V. E-mail from Julie Bixby responding to e-mail from Lauren Pearce, déted July 3,
2007

VI. Ex-parte Communication Forms Received Since Publication of the Staff
Recommendation

VIl.  Letters Objecting to Hearing located in San Luis Obispo

VIII. Letters Supporting the LCP Amendment, as submitted

IX. Letters Opposed to LCP Amendment, as submitted

X. Exhibit LLL, Memorandum by Dr. John Dixon, Staff Ecologist, dated July 2, 2007

XI. Exhibit MMM, Memorandum by Jonathan Van Coops, Mapping/GIS Program
Manager, dated July 2, 2007



June 11, 2007 “ﬁ" CEIVED
TO: California Coastal Commission i

- Ao
From: Arthur L. Donahur “OASTAL

RE: Shea development

I have read City Staffer Duane Wentworth’s memo of
May 2, 2007 related to the above project. The
contents of his memo are not what I remember of the
red- tagged unpermitted fills at the property in 1989.

I sent a letter to the City of Huntington Beach dated
July 24, 1989. It is included in your staff report. At
that time, I was very concerned about the dump
trucks that were dropping fill dirt on the property.

According to the City memo, the fill that was red-
tagged was only 2 ft. high. My recollection is that
big dump trucks were continually dumping loads of
fill. Then Mr. Burkett, the owner of Smoky’s Stables
would use a tractor to drop manure on the fill area
and smooth it out for more dump trucks. This went
on for a long time. My neighbor and I went over to
talk to Mr. Burkett, but we were told to leave the

property.



The fill was much larger than 20’ by 50’ and only 2
feet high as described in the memo of May 2007.

The fill was never removed.

I visited the site with Flossie Horgan and have
included two photos taken in June, 2007.

One of the photos is of me standing in the trough that
separates fill on my right from the Wintersburg
Channel on my left. It is still a large fill, but lower
than it was in the 1989.

The second photo is taken from the bridge that
connects the southern portion of the Wintersburg
Channel to the northern Wintersburg. The fill is
located to the northeast of the bridge, not the south
west as has been reported.
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June 25, 2007

Mr. Patrick Kruer, Chair
Members of the Commission
California Coastal Commission
200 Oceangate- 10™ floor
Long Beach, Calif. 90802

Dear Mr. Kruer and Members of the Commission,

I am writing to you regarding the July, 2007 Coastal Commission hearing scheduled in San Luis Obispo
concerning the Shea Parkside project (City of Huntington Beach Major Amendment Request No. 1-06 to
the City’s certified LCP). I am specifically concerned about the number of unpermitted fills which have
been performed at the property, as well as the location of such unpermitted fills.

The Coastal Commission staff addendum of February 2007 page 7 refers to the unpermitted fill that this
letter is addressing. That page references a fill on the subject property that is located within the “City
parcel” along the northern levee of the EGGWFCC, between the WP wetland and the line to the west that
divides the “City parcel™ and the “County parcel™.

In a letter dated February 9, 2007, Shea states:
~The bridge at Slater pump station was constructed in the 1960s to carry Slater Avenue

over the newlv-constructed East Garden Grove-Wintersburg flood control channel, and the
fill in question is associated with the construction of the levees and bridge™

Endorsements:

Amigos de Boisa Chica City of Huntington Beach Orange County Coastkeeper
Peninsula Open Space Trust Qrange Coast League of Women Voters Huntington Beach Wetlands Conservancy
Sierra Club Angeles Chapter Friends of Harbors, Beaches ana Parks California Trails and Greenway Foundation

Wildlands Conservancy Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy The Nature Conservancy

Sea and Sage Audubon Algalita Marine Research Foundation Ballona Wetlands Land Trust

Surfrider Foundation Tree Society Anza Borrego Foundation
Coastwalk City of Seal Beach

5200 Warner Ave Suite 108, HUNTINGTON BEACH, CA 92649-4029 - PHONE 714-846-1001
www.bolsachicalandtrust.org
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However, the historical record is not consistent with Shea’s position.

For example, in the City of Huntington Beach August 15. 1989, Staft report to the Planning Commission
CUP 89-2/ Conditional Exception ( Variance) No 89-32/ Negative Declaration 89-10. the applicant,
Smoky's Stables was requesting the following:

* To permit the expansion of a temporary commercial horse facility with a variance to
encroach within the 300ft residential zone or use setback and waive the required perimeter
fencing and landscaping requirements.

August 15, 1989, City of Huntington Beach Staff report states:

“Land Use violation” Unpermitted fill dirt ( stockpiling)

New dirt ( less than a year old on the east end of the site) placed on the premises: Red
tagged by Public works on 1/20/89, 2/3/89, and 2/28/89 for violations of Section 17.10,010
(a) of the Huntington Beach Municipal Code and Section 7003 of the Uniform Building
Code ( permits for grading re required). The applicant has indicated it will be removed
following the Planning Commission action.”

On page 6 of the 1989 City Staff report, the following is stated:

“The specific location of the stockpiling of dirt is in the southeast area of the site. This is
the location of the proposed expansion. The site has been raised approximately 8 feet
above the existing natural grade of the site which would bring the site’s elevation to a
height of the Wintersburg Channel. The placement of a 12 foot high stall in this area
would indicate that the stalls are approximately 8 to 9 feet above the channel. This would
impact the residential property to the south...The applicant is required as a condition of
approval for proposed expansion to provide a grading plan and obtain a stockpiling permit
from Public Works Dept to eliminate the unpermitted fill and reduce the elevation from the
area to the natural level prior to the illegal stockpiling.”

The 1989 City Statf report goes on to say that regardless of the proposed expansion being approved that
the land use violations (unpermitted fill) must be abated within 90 davs of final action.

Within the 1989 City Staff report there is a petition signed by neighbors and several letters from
neighbors living south of the proposed expansion. The letters all refer to aspects of the expansion to
which theyv are opposed.

One letter from Mr. Donaher, dated July 1989. states in part:

“The section of land this permit will allow expansion on, is to be on illegal dumped and
graded dirt. This hundreds of yards of dirt. raises the height to almost the same as the
Wintersburg Channel Dikes. making the stables no longer hidden but looking down into
our vards instead.”



Page 5
The Commission Staff report ot 89-10 states:

... The elevation of the site has gone from -.5 to 8 to 10 feet. To allow the fill to be
compacted and made a permanent part of the site would be to alter the area’s topography.
The original topography of the site should be restored by removing the fill. With
mitigation, no significant impacts are anticipated.”

Therefore, in August of 1989, the City Planning Commission action regarding this application placed a
condition of approval that required the removal of the “unpermitted fill from 8-10 ft to 1-2 ft.”

Further, on May 2. 2007, Duane Wentworth from the City of Huntington Beach sent a memo to the
Coastal Commission. He is the City employee who red tagged the 1989 unpermitted fill.
He states in this memo

 on January 20, 1989, January 25, 1989, and February 28, 1989, was a  small stockpile
of freshly placed soil that had been leveled into a pad approximately 20’by 50° and around
2’high. This would be approximately 75 cubic yards of soil...”

Recently, two neighbors, Mr. Donaher and Mr. Kittredge, who had signed the petition in 1989 visited the
site. Both indicated that their current understanding from viewing the site is that the fill was never
removed, and indeed parts of it still remain. The unpermitted fill was dumped on the site during 1988 and
1989, not in 1960s as the Shea homes letter of 2007 indicates. Further, the unpermitted fill was not 2 ft
high but over 7ft high. See the attached two letters from Mr Donaher and Mr. Kittredge.

It is clear that there is significant confusion regarding the unpermitted fill referred to in the City of
Huntington Beach Staff Report dated August 13. 1989 and the current City staff memo of May 2007 as to
the location of the fill and the height of the fill. If indeed the current memo from Mr. Wentworth is
correct. then there were obviously two very separate and distinct unpermitted fill issues in August of
1989. One. the two foot high unpermitted fill. was removed according to the staff memo of 2007. The
other unpermitted fill of 8-10 tt referred to in the City Staft report ot 1989 and by the current neighbors
observations has never been removed. Indeed. the {ill that the neighbors reter 1o is suill evident at the Shea
property. (see photo of Mr. Donaher at bottom of fill site) This fill material has been used by SHEA 1o fill
in wetlands in on the property. See attached photo dated A pril 1998.

Since the Coastal Commission in 1981 and 1982 withheld certitication of the LCP tor this area because of
the 40 acres of wetlands present on this site. it seem reasonable to require removal ot this unpermitted fill

area to the pre-fill level and determine if hydric soils are present.

Thank vou for vour attention to this letter.

iy

Flossie Horgan
Bolsa Chica Land Trust



June 11, 2007

TO: Califofnia Coastal Commission
From: Arthur L. Donahur

RE: Shea development

I have read City Staffer Duane Wentworth’s memo of
May 2, 2007 related to the above project. The
contents of his memo are not what I remember of the
red- tagged unpermitted fills at the property in 1989.

[ sent a letter to the City of Huntington Beach dated
July 24, 1989. It 1s included in your staff report. At
that time, I was very concerned about the dump
trucks that were dropping fill dirt on the property.

According to the City memo, the fill that was red-
tagged was only 2 ft. high. My recollection is that
big dump trucks were continually dumping loads of
fill. Then Mr. Burkett, the owner of Smoky’s Stables
would use a tractor to drop manure on the fill area
and smooth it out for more dump trucks. This went
on for a long time. My neighbor and I went over to
talk to Mr. Burkett, but we were told to leave the

property.



The fill was much larger than 20’ by 50’ and only 2
feet high as described in the memo of May 2007.

The fill was never removed.

[ visited the site with Flossie Horgan and have
included two photos taken in June, 2007.

One of the photos is of me standing in the trough that
separates fill on my right from the Wintersburg
Channel on my left. It is still a large fill, but lower
than it was 1n the 1989.

The second photo is taken from the bridge that
connects the southern portion of the Wintersburg
Channel to the northern Wintersburg. The fill is
located to the northeast of the bridge, not the south
west as has been reported.
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TO: Bolsa Chica Land Trust

A
4

FROM: Danie!l Kiuredge. 3332 Glenstone Drive, Huntington Beach. CA
SUBJECT: Smokey's Stables [llegal stockpiling of dirt

DATE: June 4, 2007

I wrote a letter to the city of Huntington Beach dated 8/1:89 complaining about the many. many
dump truck loads of dirt that arrived and was dumped on the Metropolitan Water District fand
located west of Graham street and south of Warner Ave.

This dumping of dirt went on for quite awhile unul a huge pile of dirt was almost to the height
of the top of Wintersberg Channel. The owner of Smokeys Stable would then bulldoze the dirt
around when it got close to the top of the channel. The dirt had to be a least 7 or 8 feet high or
more. The dirt went from just before the bridge to well beyond the the concrete lining across
from the pump discharge. It also spread out to the field quite away. I thought, at one point, that
Smokey’s was going to move his double wide trailer there. The dirt was also used for the two
riding circles that the stables built.

| asked one of the truck drivers about where he was bringing the dirt in from and he said it was
from a construction project downtown and that it was cheaper to dump it at Smokeyv’s then to
take it elsewhere. He said a lot of different projects where dumping dirt there.

I complained to the city on numerous occasions on the phone and eventually by letter. The dirt
dumping still went on. [ also called and complained to the city attorney’s staff about what was
going on and about the “red tag™ notice not being followed. At some point the dirt dumping
stopped and I remember thinking that it would cost a fortune 1if Somkey's was made to remove
all that dirt.

_Jconclude by staring that the letter dated 3 2 07 tfrom Duane Wentworth concerning the size and
scope of the dirt dumping in no way matches my recollections of how much dirt was duﬁibc[i
there. [ jogged on the Garden Grove Fast Wintersberg channel at least three times a week for
many vears and saw what was going on there.

[ hope this will help clarity and paint an accurate deseription of how much dirt was illegalh
dumped on the Metropolitan Water District land.
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FO: Bolsa Chica Land Trust
FROM: Daniel Kittredge. 3332 Glenstone Drive. [Huntington Beach., CA
SUBJECT: Smokev’s Stables Illegal stockpiling of dirt

DATE: June 4. 2007

[ wrote a letter to the city of Huntington Beach dated 8/1/89 complaining about the many. many
dump truck loads of dirt that arrived and was dumped on the Metropolitan Water District land
located west of Graham street and south of Warner Ave.

This dumping of dirt went on for quite awhile-until a huge pile of dirt was almost to the height
of the top of Wintersberg Channel. The owner of Smokeys Stable would then bulldoze the dirt
around when it got close to the top of the channel. The dirt had to be a least 7 or 8 feet high or
more. The dirt went from just before the bridge to well beyond the the concrete lining across
from the pump discharge. It also spread out to the field quite away. I thought. at one point. that
Smokey's was going to move his double wide trailer there. The dirt was also used for the two
riding circles that the stables built.

[ asked one of the truck drivers about where he was bringing the dirt in from and he said it was
from a construction project downtown and that it was cheaper to dump it at Smokey’s then to
take it elsewhere. He said a lot of different projects where dumping dirt there.

[ complained to the city on numerous occasions on the phone and eventually by letter. The dirt
dumping still went on. I also called and complained to the city attorney’s staft about what was
voing on and about the “red tag™ notice not being followed. At some point the dirt dumping
stopped and I remember thinking that it would cost a tortune it Somkey s was made to remove
all that dirt.

Feonclude by stating that the letter dated 3°2°07 tfrom Duane Wentworth concerning the size and
scope of the dirt dumping in no way matches my recollections of how much dirt was dumped
there. | jogged on the Garden Grove Fast Wintersberg channel at least three times a week tor
many vears and saw what was going on there.

I hope this will help clarify and paint an accurate description of how much dirt was iHegally
dumped on the Mcetropolitan Water District land.
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1. Condition No. 4 - No structure other than those shown on-
.the approved site plan shall be constructed.< -;, A ~

Caan '24 horse stalls not shown on the approved site plan were

e -~ found to be in place north of the arena. i

2. Condition No. 11 - The 5-acre facility shall not exceed 25
horses per acre or a maximum of 125 as permitted by Section
9670.3... ‘ v

128 horses counted on the l2-acre site (300 horses would be
allowed based upon City standards). Ce

3. ggndi;ignqﬂg*_Lz - So0lid waste shall be removed from the -
., site a minimum of twice weekly by an approved commercial
collect1on company.
:,The stable owner stated that horse manure was bezng pch&d
"up every 2 to 3 days with no set schedule. T X

4Lnnd._usumln.ums | : RS TR TR TN
N v.n\r..,h)\. [0 IR RN YA SV Il £
j (stockpiling) Rt
New ‘dirt. (1ess than one year old ‘on the: east
;. 83te) placed on:the premises; .. @ i.ilx:
wz;ﬁgedﬁtagged by Public. Works on:: /20/&&,“_
2/28/89 for violations of Section '17.1G::010
Huntington Beach Municipal Code and Section 7 _
»-Undfoxm:Building .Code: (permits:for graddngrare:

-requized)c: The applicant. has-indicated
-£ohlowing Plannan Comminsionw

ting S
ide of .the. site which.would bring thagsite 8 elevation to
zpf -the Wxntersburg Channel embankment.: -The .placement of
; nglhigh .stall. in this area would indicate that the .stalls are
rozximately 8.to 10 feet above the channel. This would impact the
A sidential ‘property to the south. The applicant is required as a
.cqnd tion, of approval for the proposed expansion to provide a.
grad1ng plan and obtain a stockpiling permit from the Public Works
Department to eliminate the unpermitted f£ill and reduce the

Staff Report - 8/15/89 -6- (33644)



X

ielevatxonvfromnthe area to the natural level prior to the illegal

” -",'11ﬁmé¥mrhia, .in addition to the stalls being setback a

e Wil 082300 3owill~reduce the visual and noise impact of the.

pogﬁtheuresidential property to the south.

mﬂjt’ vaty 1} SR . (-

rovwiolation noted by the Land Use Division is the housing of
&”'igeons on site. The inspection noted approximately 75 to

IOOspigeons. The Municipal Code allows approximately 10. The -

\3applicantxwill ‘ba:required - to reduce the number of pigeons on-site

to.co piyuwith Code.‘

LA,
v(. 9

éﬁkrﬁpé‘attachment #8) are working together to abate %Xj/g
Bfons. and bring the site into conformance. with.all
) ged;plans.  The applicant will be required to
& land’ ‘usé violations regardless if the proposed expansion
s ) gpproved'o denied~within 90 days of final action.

u"Cbnat-cibnawnxceptionuWariance');,No.\8’9—32{"""“,
and-fencing and.reducedrsetback: for: wag.chma A
following findings and c0nditions of appfdvaig

djacent structures and uses in that they
h th ex:sting facilities.

o, O\‘;( ;'\‘ NI
{ : onditional Exception (Variance) No. 89—~ 32 for
ﬁa&n&ngw -fencing, and the ‘placement of the watchman's
v“ttbiﬂerywithin'the minimum 300* setback requirement will not be
3z m&tenxally detrimental to the public health, safety and welfare
or injurious to the surrounding uses in the neighborhood since
exceptional circumstances apply to the land which preclude
detrimental effects.

/(\

- Staff Report - 8/15/89 -7- (33644)



.~.a..Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the Orange County
Vector Control District shall be notified to inspect the
premises to reduce the potential for rodent dispersal.

c#wwani b, The applicant will be required to file a Report of .
Waste Discharge with this Regional Board for issuance
of an animal confinement facility permit.

~ic.- .If dewatering is found to be necessary during ...
construction activities, either a national Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for
discharge:to surface waters of ' a Waste Discharge :
Requirements (WDR) permit for discharge to land will be
required from this office.

,“

. 6\

3 ;f_ d;'vThe caretaker s unit shall be provided with an adequate
STmes i sewer system per Public Works Depattment standards.
s [ B "v' Al Ly LN
6.)R‘Priot to issuance of buxldzng perm1ts, the applzcant/owner
shall complete the following: . ~

FE T b
e T Lo ‘_ BN

n&;t ﬂCondition NOu
»the en
: he—appri ant shall remove f111 on the propos
. .ervwhich is comparable: to' thei adja nef

A P
£ fﬂﬁblz fast)s: srheﬂvmupﬁsedbsbx
‘GI$VGt;on ‘similar: to: on:less:thanr

"mbﬁfﬁers £r0m adjacent viewpoints. ‘
*ﬁbofs ‘shrall ‘be ‘sloped ‘away from=cozn&d§@b

{ ape'plan £or review and approval.t;Petx er
ﬁ~ shrubs shall be shown on the site plan fb:“&dst
~;Pkants: that are attractive .to rodents, ‘suchias..:

lgerian ivy, oleander, palm, trees, yuccas, etc.: shall be .
avoided.

‘£. - The applicant shall submit a log containing the name of
every horse, the owners name and address and location of

o every horse on site to the Community Development Department
é:: for inclusion in the file and thereafter on an annual basis.

" staff Report - 8/15/89 -9- (3364d)
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°4, CITY OF HUNTINGTON BEACH

@ INTERDEPARTMENTAL COMMUNICATION
TO: Terri Elliott, Principa! Civil Engineer

FROM: &Duane Wentworth, Contract Administrator

SUBJECT:  Smokey's Stables Red Tags

DATE: May 2, 2007

At your request, | have reviewed my personal diary from 1989 for references conceming
Stop Work Notices or “Red Tags” that | wrote to Smokey's Stables. My position with the
City at that time was as a Senior Construction inspector.

Smokey's Stables was located on the west side of a property owned by the Metropolitan
Water District that was located west of Graham Street and south of Wamer Avenue. This
property is now owned by Shea Homes and is commonly referred to as the Parkside site.

On Friday January 20, 1989 | was sent to this site to investigate illegal dumping or
grading most likely due to a citizen complaint. 1 found a small stockpile of freshly placed
soil that had been leveled into a pad approximately 20°.Qy.80" and around 2' high, This
would be approximately 75 cubic yards of soil and would exceed the 50 cubic yard
maximum allowed by the UBC without a permit. | posted two red tags on wooden stakes
at the site and handed a third to the owner of Smokey's. He informed me that he was
building up the site to place more stables at that location. | verbally explained to him that
the dirt was an illegal stockpile and that he would have to obtain a grading permit before
he could continue. He agreed to comply.

On Wednesday January 25, 1989 at the request of City Engineer Les Evens, | retumed to
investigate another complaint of illegal dumping. ! found no change in conditions or any
evidence of additional dumping since my last visit. | hand delivered to someone in the
office trailer, a letter from Principal Engineer Bill Patapoff that explained the requirements
necessary to obtain a grading permit.

On Tuesday February 28, 1989 | received another complaint of illegal dumping at
Smokey’s. | retumed to the site but did not observe any dumping or any change in
conditions from my previous visits. | did speak with the owner again and reminded him
not to move any more dirt without a permit. | also left him another red tag as a reminder.

| found no other diary entries related to Smokey’s Stables and it is my recollection that
they ceased operations at that site a short time later. | visited the site with Planning
Commissioner Flossie Horgan in April of 2007 and verified the stockpile no longer exists.



Neighbors for Wintersburg Wetlands Restoration
17451 Hillgate, Huntington Beach, CA 92649-4707 - 714-625-0876 - www .bixby.org/parkside

July 2, 2007 W8.5a

California Coastal Commission
South Coast Area Office
ATTN: Meg Vaughn

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

RE: Response to Shea Homes letter of June 20, 2007 criticizing project opponent claims
Dear Ms. Vaughn and Coastal Commissioners,

I would like to set the record straight regarding certain errors and omissions in the Shea Homes
letter of June 20, 2007 criticizing project opponent claims (HNB-MAJ-1-06 Exhibit HHH).

This document may be viewed in its original color format at:

http://www.bixby.org/parkside/documents/CCC/nwwr-ccc-070702-shea-070620-response.pdf

Smoky’s Drainage Ditch or Fill?

Page 7 of the Shea letter shows an aerial photo apparently taken on February 19, 1983 and
annotated with a blue arrow point to a drainage ditch. The letter asserts that we opponents
mischaracterized this drainage ditch as fill. This is a false assertion on Shea’s part. I am the
person who performs nearly all of the opponent aerial photo analysis, and [ have never
characterized that particular ditch as fill.

Attachment 1 below is an aerial photograph from March 15, 1981. The ditch in question is not
yet visible.

Attachment 2 below is a higher quality aerial photograph from February 19, 1983. The ditch is
plainly visible, but so are three large arcas of fill piles that the Shea letter depicts but neglects to
mention.

Attachment 3 below is the previous February 19, 1983 aerial photograph, but with the addition of
rcd polygons to denote the areas that I classified a new fill imported after the March 15, 1981
photograph.

The ditch has become noticeably less prominent by May 28, 1984 (Attachment 4), and has
completely disappeared by May 8, 1986 (Attachment 5), likely through the importation of more
fill. So while I have never classified the ditch as fill when it first appeared, it can be used to
track the importation of more fill in subsequent years.

Beginning around November 12, 1986 (Attachment 6), fresh heavy equipment tracks are seen as
large amounts of fill begin to be imported north of the channel bridge, culminating in the 8ft of
red-tagged fill visible north of the bridge on January 30, 1989 (Attachment 7).



Dixon Draft Wetland Memo and the Subsequent Filling of WP

Page 11 of the Shea letter asserts that the date of Dr. Dixon’s draft wetland memo is January 12,
2006, but the cover page of the Dixon draft memo obtained by BCLT (Attachment 8) shows the

date as December 16, 2005, which is about a week prior to WP being filled by the box plow, just
as | asserted in my previous letter of April 30, 2007.

Sincerely,

Warks D, Bivky

Mark D. Bixby

Neighbors for Wintersburg Wetlands Restoration
17451 Hillgate Ln

Huntington Beach, CA 92649-4707
714-625-0876

mark@bixby.org
http://www.bixby.org/parkside/

Attachments:
7 aerial photos
Dixon draft memo cover page
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Attachment 8 — Dixon Draft Memo Cover Page

STATE OF CALIFORNJA—THE RESOURCES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENFEGGER, COVERNOK

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

45 FREMONT. SUITE 2000

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105- 2219
VOICE AND TDD (415) 904. 5200
FAX (41%) 904- 5400

DRAFT
MEMORANDUM

FROM: John Dixon, Ph.D.
Ecologist / Wetland Coordinator

TO: Meg Vaughn
SUBJECT: Wetlands at Shea Homes Parkside
DATE: December 16, 2005

Documents reviewed:

Bames, J.R. (City of Huntington Beach). January 8, 1998. Letter to T. Dickerson
(CDFG) re: “Request for comment on Shea Homes property wetlands status.”

Bilhorn, T.W. (Earth Science Consultant). September 1986a. Seasonal variations in
the extent of ponded surface water in the Bolsa Chica lowtand, Orange County,
California. A report to Signal Bolsa Corporation.

Bilhom, T.W. 1986b. Shallow ground water system of the Bolsa Chica lowland, Orange
County, California. A report to Signal Bolsa Corporation. [Not held; cited in
Sanders (1987) and EPA (1989) )

Bilhorn, T.W. June 1987. Agricultural area delineation, Bolsa Chica, Orange County,
California. A report to Signal Bolsa Corporation.

Bilhorn, T.W. February 25, 1995. Hydrology and cartography, Bolsa Chica Area,
California. Supportive information to a Section 404 delineation. A reportto D.R.
Sanders & Associates.

Bixby, M. 2005. Ponding at Shea Parkside. A website containing ground-ievel and
aerial photographs of the agricuitural area and the former county parcel owned
by Shea Homes (http://www .bixby.org/parksida/multimedia/ponding/index.html).

Bomkamp, T. (Glenn Lukos Associates). May 7, 2005a. Memorandum to J. Dixon
(CCC) re: "Areas requiring clarification within May 4, 2005, technical
memorandum regarding application of atypical situation methodology for
Parkside Estates.



Karl Schwin{

From: Julie Bixby [julie@bixby.org]

Sent: Tuesday, July 03, 2007 6:42 AM

‘To: Mark Bixby

Cc: Meg Vaughn; Karl Schwing; John Dixon; Jonna Engel; Bolsa Chica Land Trust; Dena Hawes;

Flossie Horgan; Jan Vandersloot; Karen Merickel; karen merickel; Linda Moon; Lyndon Lee;
Peggy Fiedler; Marc Stirdivant; Marcia Hanscom; Marinka Horack; Paul Arms; Paul Horgan;
Robert van de Hoek; Rudy Vietmeier; Sandy Genis

Subject: Re: Respose to Shea's letter (Exhibit HHH)

Julie Bixby wrote:
> Hi, CCC staff and Friends of Bolsa Chica,

>
> I have to respond to Mr. Metzler's June 20, 2007 letter (Exhibit HHH)
> stating that BCLT 1is misrepresenting the facts about Shea's 1998

> farming operations;

Regarding that same memo from Melanie Fallon, it also mentions that DFG
was considering changing their minds about the presence of wetlands at
Shea (their appearance at that City Council meeting April 20, 1998, plus
a meeting DFG had with city staff on April 28, 1998.).

Julie Bixby
Engage Romulan .sig cloaking device...



U e City of Huntington Beach

@ \g 2000 MAIN STREET CALIFORNIA 92648
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING

Phone 536-5271
Fax 374-1540

July 3, 2007

Meg Vaughn

Coastal Program Analyst
California Coastal Commission
200 Oceangate, 10th Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416

RE: W8.5a LCPA No. 1-06 (CITY OF HUNTINGTON BEACH LCPA 1-06
PARKSIDE/SHEA HOMES) — APPLICATION WITHDRAWAL

Dear Ms. Vaughn:

The purpose of this letter is to withdraw and immediately re-submit the Implementation
Plan (IP) portion of the above Local Coastal Program Amendment (LCPA). The City
and property owner, Shea Homes, assume as in prior withdrawals and re-submittals, staff
can carry forward the file information that you already have.

We have only just recently received the Staff Report for this LCPA, which is scheduled
on the July 11, 2007 public hearing agenda. However, we have yet to receive two key
documents which the Staff Report incorporates by reference — Exhibits LLL and MMM,
memoranda prepared by Dr. John Dixon and Jon Van Coops. In addition, the Staff
Report presents a radically different recommendation from staff’s May 2007
recommendation which effectively denies any feasible project on the Parkside Estates site
and has significant repercussions for flood protection.

The Commission took action to deny the LUPA, as submitted, at its May 10, 2007
meeting. The remainder of the LCPA (i.e., LUP Suggested Modifications, IP, and IP
Suggesi.  Modifications) has been set for the July 2007 meeting because the deadline for
Commission action on the Implementation Plan is July 12, 2007. The City’s withdrawal
and re-submittal of the Implementation Plan will eliminate that time constraint.

The City requests that staff postpone the hearing on the LUPA’s Suggested Modifications
to the October 2007 meeting in San Pedro. This will provide a more convenient venue
for the hearing of this matter, provide the City and the property owner with a fair and
reasonable amount of time to properly respond to the staff recommendation, and enable
the Commission to resolve important issues raised by this LCPA, including the need for
flood protection in a timely manner.



Ms. Meg Vaughn

California Coastal Commission
LCPA 1-06

Page 2

We have received approximately 400 postcards from our residents requesting that the
hearing be postponed until October to make it easier for people to attend the hearing. We
are hoping that our early withdrawal and re-submittal will enable staff to post on the
Commission’s website and otherwise circulate notice that the hearing has been postponed
so as to not inconvenience those interested persons who would otherwise have to travel to
the San Luis Obispo meeting,

If you need additional information, please let me know.

cc: Mr. Patrick Kruer, Chair
California Coastal Commissioners, Alternates
Mr. Peter Douglas, Coastal Commission Executive Director
MSs. Sherilyn Sarb, Coastal Commission Deputy Director, OC Section
Ms. Teresa Henry, Coastal Commission District Manager
Mr. Karl Schwing, Coastal Commission Orange County Area Supervisor
Ms. Flossie Horgan, BCLT
Mr. Mark Bixby, BCLT
Mr. Ron Metzler, Shea Homes
Ms. Mary Beth Broeren, Principal Planner



Karl Schwing

From:
Sent:
To:

Julie Bixby [julie@bixby.org]

Tuesday, July 03, 2007 9:01 PM

pkruer@monarchgroup.com; kram@contentlic.com; bonnie.neely@co.humboldt.ca.us;
kachadjian@co.slo.ca.us;, mreilly@sonoma-county.org; forelc@cox.net; districts
@co.monterey.ca.us; benhueso@sandiego.gov; thayerp@sic.ca.gov;
brian.baird@resources.ca.gov, lwan22350@aol.com; sblank@kandsranch.com;,
drbburke@aol.com; mary_shallenberger@ppfa.org; drdan@cox.net; skinsey@co.marin.ca.us;
gonzalez@unionyes.org; Meg Vaughn; Karl Schwing; ron. metzier@sheahomes.com

Subject: _ Response to Lauren Pearce's e-mail

Commission staff & Commissioners,

Normally I would not contact Commissioners in this fashion (as I know
some are adverse to any ex parte communications), but I could not let
this young lady's comments go without response. Thus I am obligated to
communicate with the same people she initially contacted (and I have
added Karl Schwing to the staff distribution). My comments are inserted
below the relevant text from Ms. Pearce.

P T m e e e e e e e e e M e e e e T e e e m EEE - - — == = - —

>> Date: Mon, 2 Jul 2007 20:47:25 -0700

>>

>> From: "Lauren Pearce" <laurenpearce@gmail.com>
>>

>> To: pkruer@monarchgroup.com, kram@contentllc.com,

>> bonnie.neely@co.humboldt.ca.us,

»>> kachadjian@co.slo.ca.us,mreilly@sonoma-county.org, forelc@cox.net,

>> district5@co.monterey.ca.us, benhueso@sandiego.gov,

>> thayerp@slc.ca.gov, brian.baird@resources.ca.gov, lwan22350@aocl.com,
>> sblank®kandsranch.com, drbburke®aol.com, mary_shallenberger@ppfa.org,
>> drdan@cox.net, skinsey@co.marin.ca.us, gonzalez@unionyes.org,

>> mvaughn@coastal.ca.gov, ron.metzler@sheahomes.com

>>

>> Subject: Do not approve the staff's recommendation for Local Coastal
>> Plan W8.5a LCPA No. 1-06

>>

>> Commissioners:

>>

>> I am the blonde environmental studies major who spoke at the May

>> 1l0thhearing on the proposed Shea Parkside plan. I recently heard about
>> the staff's recommended plan for the site, and aside from disagreeing
>> with their proposal, I am outright appalled at their recommendation. I
>> urge you to vote against their proposal and vote for a plan that

>> follows the facts.

Ms. Pearce is too modest. Not only is she an environmental student, but
she also happens to be a "Junior Associate" employee of Laer Pearce &
Associates, Shea's P/R firm. Even if she is not speaking on behalf of
LPA, or on behalf of Shea, one would think she would have cleared up
this fact to prevent any misunderstanding.

Full disclosure: while I'm on the board of directors of the Bolsa Chica
Land Trust, I am *not* writing this on BCLT's behalf; I am writing this
as a concerned, private citizen.

>>

>> There is a lot of information circulating about the chemical

>> dihydromonoxide. This information states that dihydromonoxide or DHMO
>> 1s responsible for thousands of deaths each year, is a major

>> contributor to global warming, is used in pesticides, and exists in
>> every living being on this planet. Even though DHMO is so dangerous,
>> it is still legal, and is used in many industries. When the city of

1



>> Aliso Viejo California found this information in 2004 they made time
>> on the agenda of the next City Council hearing to discuss banning this
>> dangerous chemical. However, before that hearing took place, someone
>> informed the council that DHMO was in fact water.

>>

>> Why am I telling you this true story? Because your staff is acting

>> just as Aliso Viejo did on the matter of Local Coastal Plan W8.5a LCPA
>> No. 1-06. They are acting on emotion, not on fact. Their

>> recommendation should not be adopted, and the Commission needs to

>> approve a more reasonable and balanced plan that achieves the city's
>> and Coastal Act's objective. It is within in interest of public and

>> environmental safety to do so.

>>

>> Shea Homes has presented public record after public record proving

>> that there are no wetlands on the farm field portion of their site.

>> They have shown the staff historic topographic maps, as well as

>> published documents from The City of Huntington Beach, the Department
>> of Fish and Game, the USGS, Corps of Engineers, Natural Resource

>> Conservation Service, as well as Coastal Commission itself, disproving
>> that the EPA is a wetland and that there was illegal fill on the farm
>> field portion of the site. They have also shown testimony and analysis
>> from many experts in many different fields of study. However, despite
>> this vast and factual information, the staff would rather believe a

>> dermatologist, a software engineer, some well-chosen photographs and
>> an old newspaper article.

Staff have NOT taken what Dr. Jan Vandersloot and my husband Mark (the
dermatologist and software engineer, respectively) on faith. What the
Land Trust has done, and what these two in particular have done, is to
simply ask staff to look at ALL the facts-- Shea's reports, historical
photos not previously on the record, modern photos and observations--
and to look at the information as a whole, rather than just look at the
parts Shea is submitting. Of course Shea is going to present
information that is favorable to them, and the Land Trust is going to
present information that is favorable to it. It is up to staff to
disseminate all of the information. Not to decide who is right and who
is wrong, but to determine how the information applies to the Coastal Act.

What is unusual about this situation is the amount of information
presented by the public, noted by Peter Douglas at the San Pedro
hearing. Usually the information stream is one-sided, from the
applicant. That is probably why Mr. Pearce called the San Pedro hearing
"unfair", if he was used to the applicant getting to do all the talking.

But the public came out to San Pedro, and all of the proper speaking
slips were submitted to the Commissioners.

>>

>> Just as the information claiming that DHMO is a dangerous chemical

>> failed to mention that DHMO is essential to the life of every organism
>> on the planet, the Bolsa Chica Land Trust failed to include the public
>> record discrediting their information in their presentations. The

>> Bolsa Chica Land Trust would like you to believe that illegal fill is
>> the reason why Parkside Estates no longer has wetlands on the site.

>> Historical USGS maps clearly show that the site became dry when the

>> floodgates were installed decades before any dirt was placed on the

>> site, and that there was never any pickleweed mapped north of Slater
>> Ave. The Bolsa Chica Land Trust did not show the Commission the CDP

>> issued for Smoky's Stables, the CUPs issued by the City and County, or
>> the approvals Shea received for farming.

Regarding this last sentence: why submit things already on the record?

>>
>> It is the obligation of the Commission to put public safety first.

Ms. Pearce does not understand the workings of the Coastal Commission.
It is the obligation of the Commission to put the COASTAL ACT first.

2



Yes, hazards are a portion of the Act. But first and foremost the
Coastal Act 1is about PROTECTION OF COASTAL RESOURCES.

>> More than 800 homes are at eminent risk of flooding because your

>> Commission approved the flooding of "the Pocket.m" The Pocket's

>> engineering was flawed, but you still approved the plan. Now, the only
>> thing keeping the water in the Pocket out of these homes is an old,

>> deteriorated oil field road. You are obligated to protect these

>> people, and Shea's plan will protect them.

>>

>> Shea's plan also puts the public safety first. Their flood

>> improvements would remove 7,000 homes from the flood plain, removing
>> the need for mandatory flood insurance, and 2,000 more acres of homes
>> will have lowered premiums, helping these families out financially.

>>

>> If the Commission follows the staff's recommendation then none of

>> these improvements will be built. Those 800 homes will be flooded if
>> there is even a 10 year storm with a high tide, those 7,000 homes will
>> be at risk of flooding and burdened by expensive flood insurance

>> payments. All while the Parkside sits there, completely dry, without
>> wetland vegetation, because it is removed from the hydrology that

>> would allow wetlands to exist.

Everyone agrees additional flood protection is needed. The applicant
and its supporters have droned on and on about the $15 million worth of
flood protection they will provide. They have dangled this carrot so
long, the County and City have seen no need to come up with the money
for improvements themselves. But I gotta ask, somewhat sarcastically,
is the company called Shea Homes or Shea Public Works? The main issue
before the Commission is residential zoning, not flood protection
zoning. Shea Homes has lost sight of that.

>>

>> Alternatively, if Parkside Estates 1is approved, Shea will restore and
>> protect wetlands on the site, and it will be far more viable habitat
>> then could ever exist there due to the lack of hydrology.

>>

>> Don't fall for the emotional argument like Aliso Viejo did. Review

>> the

>> facts and listen to reason. Shea Homes' plan is environmentally

>> friendly and responsible. Don't let a couple NIMBY's who failed to

>> realize what the empty lot across from them was zoned for keep the CP
>> and AP from becoming viable wetlands again, and postpone indefinitely
>> improved flood safety for thousands of homes and families from being
>» realized.

>

>> Lauren Pearce

Again, Ms. Pearce 1is ignorant of the Commission's actions. The lot has
long been designated "MWD Wetland" on the Commission's LCP status maps.
It has NO zoning as far as the Commission is concerned.

If anything in the Parkside matter has been an emotional argument, it is
clearly the "flood protection for thousands" P/R cry, and the ads in the
local papers deploring the Land Trust for delaying said protection.

Such rhetoric should not cloud decision making on Coastal Act regulations.

I can agree with Ms. Pearce on one point: review the facts. That is
exactly what staff has done with their June 29, 2007 report.

Mrs. Julie Bixby
17451 Hillgate Ln
Huntington Beach, CA 92649-4707
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(Received After Staff Report Was Mailed Out)
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Letters

Objecting
to

Hearing Location in
San Luis Obispo

LCPA 1-06 as Submitted

(Received Since May 10, 2007 Hearing)
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RECEIVED

MAY 2 2 2007

Fax (415) 904-5400
CALIFORNIA

COASTAL COMMIBBION
RE: Shea Parkside meeting in SLO in July
California Coastal Commission ; RECE'VED
attn: Peter Douglas Ut Coast Region
45 Fremont St #2000 MAY242007
San Froncisco, CA 94105-2219

ALIF
COASTAL Cgmf\SSION

Dear Peter

~ It is going to be terribly expensive for all of us who came to the meseting in San
Pedro to get to San Luis Obispo. We are checking and the AMTRA and the
6reyhound which both take 6/7 hours and depending on the number we are going to
be on the agenda it will mean overnight lodging if we are either early or late. For
this Shea project it seems unfair to me to hold the meeting in the sites which are
50 far away from where we all live. 3
The next one is Eureka and then SF. Please urge the City of HB to withdraw their
request that the continuance of City Of Huntington

Beach LCPA No. HNB-MAJ-1-6 (Parkside/Shea Homes) be continued to the

CCC's next local area meeting in October, 2007,

Eilesn Murphy

201 213t Street

HB CA 92648

Faz 415-904-5400

& i Bttt



Dear Mr Douglas, 520/07

| respectfully request that the continuance of City of Huntington
Beach LCPA No. HNB-MAJ-1-6(Parkside/Shea Homes) be continued
to the CCC's next local area meeting in October 2007.
/ am unable to make the trip to San Luis Obispo.
At the San Pedro hearing you noted how important
public participation is. For something as significant as the fate of
Bolsa Chica and surrounding residents, the public deserves

the opportunity to be present.

Signed %Z(ﬁé (‘ ZL?(

ZCZIVED

.h Coast Region
MAY 25 2007

CALFORNIA
OASTAL COMMISSION

Page 1



May 23 Q7 08.24a Alan J. Schinnerer 562 494-2089 p.1

& @O
: &
CEIVED Wy
> Califomia Coastal Commission R E %4& <y g‘? & 6'0
> attn: Peter Douglas MAY 31 2n07 2 Cfgo% o
> 45 Fremont St #2000 o Mg,
> San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 CALIFORNIA 7
> COASTAL COMMISSION
> FAX (415) 904-5400 NFNTRAL COAST AREA
>
> Dear Mr. Douglas,
>

> I respectively request that the continuance of City Of Huntington

> Beach LCPA No. HNB-MAJ-1-6 (Parkside/Shea Homes) be continued to the

> CCC's next local area meeting in October, 2007. | AM A HOMEOWNER

> ON RIDGEBURY DRIVE DIRECTLY AFFECTED BY THIS DECISION AND CANNOT MAKE

> THE TRIP TO SAN LUIS OBISPO. At the San Pedro hearing you noted how

> important public participation is. For something as significant as the

> fate of Bolsa Chica (and my own property), the public deserves the

> opportunity to be present.
;.
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Letters

SUPPORT

of

LCPA 1-06 as Submitted

(Received Since May 10, 2007 Hearing)



Joun M. W. Mooriach, C.P.A., CFP® Magio Manexg

ORANGE COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

SUPERVISOR, SECOND DISTRICT RicaARD FRANCIS
DeruTy Criee oF STaFp

ORANGE COUNTY HALL OF ADMINISTRATION Joun CoLLINS
333 W. SANTA ANA BLVD. EXBCUTIVE ASSISTANT
10 CIV:C CENTER PLAZA, SANTA ANA, CALIFORNIA 92701

PHONF (714) 834-3220 FAX (7Y4) 834-6109
john.meorlach@ocgov com

KaraLEeN MoraN
EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT

IAN RUDGE
ExBCUTIVE ASSISTANT

June 25, 2007

CATRY SULLIVAN
ADMINISTRATIVB ASSISTANT

Mr. Patrick Kruer, Chairman
California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street, Suite 4000
San Francisco, CA 94105

RE: Local Coastal Permit Amendment 1-06, Huntington Beach
Dear Chairman Kruer:

I am Supervisor for the Second Supervisorial District of Orange County, which includes
Huntington Beach. Among my commitments to my constituents is the protection of
environmental resources, and I am proud that the Second District includes the Bolsa
Chica restoration project as a centerpiece of cooperative environmental restoration. We
also have a critical commitment to protect the public safety, and in that regard T am
writing you to request that the Commission approve Huntington Beach LCPA 1-06, and
Shea Homes’ Parkside Estates project.

In order to build Parkside Estates, Shea Homes must install regional flood protection
features that will result in more than 7,000 Huntington Beach homes and businesses
being rcmoved from the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s flood map, which
represents a great enhancement of public safety. Additionally, homes on 2,000 adjacent
acres will be placed at lower flood risk, and 800 homes now at risk of tidal flooding from
the Pocket Wetlands will be protected from that risk. That risk is real, since severe
flooding may well occur in the event of a 10-year flood and high tide.

None of this critical flood mitigation, which will bring economic relief and relief from
the threat of flooding to many residents of the Second District, can happen without
Parkside Estates’ approval by the Coastal Commission. Further, because Parkside
Estates is at the far end of the Wintersburg-East Garden Grove flood control channel, no
upstream improvements can be undertaken until the Parkside Estates improvements are
completed. 1 am working to secure funding and approvals for upstream channel
improvements and believe Parkside Estates will help us to expedite our own process.



Patrick Kruer
June 25, 2007
Page 2

My staff and I have met with representatives of Parkside Estates in the process of
walking the property and viewing the possible impact of development on the surrounding
habitat, and we understand that they have committed to preserve and restore all
environmentally sensitive habitat identified by the Commission on the site. With that
assurance, and with their commitment to construct much needed regional flood protection
improvements, I urge you and your fellow commissioners to support this project.

Very truly yours,



John Healey
6181 Palisade Drive
Huntington Beach CA 92647

June 25, 2007

Mr. Patrick Kruer, Chairman
California Coastal Commission
c/o The Monarch Group

7727 Herschel Ave.

La Jolla, California 92037

RE:  Parkside Fstates, Huntington Beach

Dear Chairman Kruer:

I am writing to express my displeasure that the Coastal Commission did not approve
the Huntington Beach Local Coastal Plan Amendment for Parkside Estates at its May
meeting. I was unable to attend the hearing due to work commitments, but I was
shocked to learn that the Coastal staff did not even speak in defense of its own
recommendation, which supported approval of a revised plan.

It is disgraceful that the Coastal Commission and its staff were duped so easily by local
no-growth environmentalists who presented nothing new into the record. The staff
report addressed the “illegal fill” issues raised by the opponents of this plan — why
didn’t the staff defend its report and its findings? Why wasn't the staff asked to speak
in defense of its staff report?

Recently a change, by FEMA, of the floodplain map caused a redesign and delav of
extensive building improvements for a Huntington Beach school and church (of which I
am a member) property. This added significant costs to this project along with delaying
the benefits of these improvements. It is my understanding that this would not have
been necessary had the improvements planned by Shea been approved and
implemented in a timeline manner.

[ am particularly upset because the California Coastal Act requires that the Commission
protect people, as noted in Section 30253:

New development shall:
(1) Minimize risks to life and property in arcas of high ... flood ... hazard.

Note that protection of the public safety and property from flood is listed as #1, ahead
of the other four considerations in this section. By ignoring the staff report’s



Mr. Patrick Kruer
California Coastal Commission
Page 2

discussion of the phony “illegal fill” allegations made by the no-growthers, the
Commission stuck thousands of residents of Huntington Beach with another year at a
minimum without the improved flood protections the Parkside project will bring. It is
every bit as likely that next year will be the 100-year flood year as it is that 2107 will be,
and we'll be facing it with no new protections in place.

And for what? To “protect” a farm field that has been a farm field for at least 50 years!
There is no wetland on that field. All you have to do is look at it and you can see that -
or better yet, look at all the studies Shea has done. The Coastal Act doesn’t let the
Commission staff assume the role of Carnac the Magnificent and guess what will be
there at some future date — decisions have to be made based on what is there today. In
this case, the area can never be a natural wetland again because the surrounding
development long-ago cut off any natural water supply, and the tide gates have kept
the tides out of the area for over a century. None of this will ever change.

I ask you to do all you can to see that this matter is heard again as quickly as possible,
and that the kind of shameful behavior that occurred at the May hearing will not be
repeated. The people of Huntington Beach want the Commission to do its job to protect
the coast, but also to recognize that an equally important part of its job is to approve
developments that “minimize risks to life and property in areas of high flood hazard.”

Sincerely,

b

Y John Healey ’

cc: Peter Douglas, Coastal Commission, San Francisco
Mr. Ron Metzler, Shea Homes
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CALIFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION

Mr. Patrick Kruer, Chairman

Mr. Peter Douglas, Executive Director
California Coastal Commission

45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000

San Francisco, CA 94105

RE: Violation Notice V-5-06-003, Orange County
Dear Sirs:

I am writing on behalf of the Los Angeles County Farm Bureau, which
represents over 5,400 members, to express our concern about issues
related to the violation notice cited above.

In the violation notice, the Commission’s staff described the process of
“grading and placement of fill material in a wetland,” what our farmers
consider to be a routine and permitted agricultural practice. The
citation is troubling to agricultural interests in the Los Angeles County
coastal zone because it declares routine field preparation to be
“grading.”

The Los Angeles County Farm Bureau is very concerned that your staff
is attempting to issue a violation against normal farming activities.
The commission’s staff is basing their notion on the contention that a
wetland "mignt” someday be formed upon a current piece of
agricultural land, and are also trying to redefine routine farming
operations as “grading.” The violation notice states:

Spec?ﬁcally, the unpermitted development involved the use of a
device designed to move soil from elevated areas into
depressions, i.e. a box blade scraper ... to move soil from a berm
and raised fill pad along the Wintersburg Channel to adjacent
wetlands located on subject property.



Los Angeles County Farm Bureau 2

It is important to note that the implement used, a box plow (not a
“box blade scraper”), is a commonly used tool in field preparation. It
is used, as the violation notice accurately states, to move soil from
elevated areas into depressions. This is, and always has been, the
nature of field preparation: Farmers use equipment to level a site
because raised areas shed water too quickly and do not produce well,
and depressions hold water too long and also do not produce well. We
understand that only about four to six inches of soil was moved
through this operation, an amount considerably less than the amount
of soil that is routinely moved to create furrows, which are typically
about nine or ten inches deep.

Should these routine farming operations now be deemed “unpermitted
development,” it will jeopardize family farming operations in the
Coastal Zone. If farmers can be cited for routine and legal operations
because the area they are farming coul/d become a wetland if it is not
farmed, the Commission in effect will have declared farming in the
Coastal Zone to be illegal. This is an unacceptable result, and we urge
you to reconsider any and all violations against standard agricultural
practices.

The Los Angeles County Farm Bureau asks the Commission to consider
our comments and rescind the violation.

Sincefely,
,‘l ﬁ Yoo
ercy/Munz: 7

/

Président /

cc: Commissioners, California Coastal Commission
Alternates, California Coastal Commission
Ms. Meg Vaughn, California Coastali Commission
Joha-Hewitt, California Farm Bureau
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June 4, 2007

Ms. Meg Vaughn

California Coastal Commission
South Coast Region

200 Oceangate, Suite 1000
Long Beach CA 90802-4302

RE: Huntington Beach/Shea Homes LCPA
Dear Ms. Vaughn:

The Santa Barbara County Farm Bureau represents over 800 California farm families and
related businesses, including many who have farmed within the Coastal Zone for many
years. On behalf of our members, 1 am writing to express our deep concern regarding the
proposed designation of areas within the farm field on the Shea Parkside site as wetlands,
and the violation that was filed after Shea Homes and its contract farmer placed
approximately three to six inches of soil in one such area as part of routine farming
activities.

The staff report on the Huntington Beach LCPA states on page 28 of Exhibit K that it is
“reasonable to expect” that low areas on the site “could” develop a preponderance of

wetland indicator species “in the absence of farming” “over a period of decades.” This
constitutes an entirely new and extremely unreasonable definition of what constitutes a
wetland. The Coastal Commission is expected to make its determinations based on the
characteristics of the site now, not what it could be decades hence if farming is stopped.

We are also concerned that the violation was issued even though the incident occurred
before a draft wetland determination was issued — a determination that the Commission
has yet to rule on. This appears to be an egregious regulatory overreach.

We request that the Commission reject the staff’s wetland determination as an

unfounded, dangerous and inappropriate new precedent. We also request that the
Commission direct its enforcement staff to withdraw the violation notice in question.

180 Industrial Way e PO Brx 184F e Rinlltarn MNanines 2 22027 o Talarhnrs (QNR) RRL.7470 o EAY QAR RRR.NA9Q



cont. page 2

Finally, it is our belief that the Coastal Commission staff is not sufficiently versed in
farming practices to understand the nature of site preparation, leveling and use of normal
farming equipment. For example, under routing plowing and field preparation practices,
the movement of three to six inches of soil anywhere on a farm field is insignificant, and is
certainly not “fill.” We would be pleased to help arrange for a Farm Bureau presentation
to the Commission and staff regarding normal farming practices at your convenience.

Sincerely,

it

Thomas N. Gibbons
President

CC:  Patrick Kruer, Chairman
Khatchik Achadjian South Coast Region Commissioner
Brooks Firestone South Coast Region Alternate
Peter Douglas, Executive Director
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South Coast Region

MAY 2 4
Commissioner Shallenberger, -
[ am the environmental studies student who spoke in support of approval of > LALLECO)EANNI{%&ON

Parkside plan at the Thursday, May 10® Coastal Commsision hearing. I'm writing you to
clarify my information and go deeper into my support for this project.

I made a comment at the hearing about WP’s isolation that provoked reaction from you
as well as Chairman Kruer. You commented that perhaps Shea should add a connection
between WP and CP in order to recitify this problem. This was not the reaction I wanted,
and I feel that this suggestion would not be of much benefit.

[ personally do not think that WP is a wetland, but in fact a low point in the farm where
the water accumulates naturally. If that is enough for a site to become a wetland, than I
have a fresh water marsh in my lawn your staff may want to look at. Naturally, because I
feel this way, I do not think that there is a benefit to connecting the two sites. I also feel
that if there was a benefit, your staff would have recognized this when planning their
report.

Shea has preformed many studies, and has conceeded to your staff’s recommended
ammendments. I do not feel there is a need for them to preform more studies or conceed
even more when they have a solid plan which will be of much higher benefit to the
natural environment completed, than the site is now.

The Coastal Commisson’s mission statement is: Protect, conserve, restore, and enhance
environmental and human-based resources of the California coast and ocean for
environmentally sustainable and prudent use by current and future generations.

[ feel that as a whole, Shea’s plan conforms to the Commission’s believes and deserves
approval. Shea’s plans protect CP and AP as well as the two Eucalyptus groves. Shea’s
plan will restore all of these areas to environmentally productive sites. Shea’s plan will
enhance and the environment though the protection of the site as well as their very
generous, and unprecedented decision to treat the run off for 3,000 homes. and improve
the sewer systems adjacent to the site.

What’s more, Shea’s plan protects people. Shea's VFPF directly protects 800 homes from
flooding during a storm surge in the pocket. Shea’s leeve improvements will remove the
flood danger for 7,000 homes. Shea’s plans will also improve human health, with cleaner
water quality in the harbor, and thus in the ocean. Commissioner Juan stated that these
benefits will come, the question is what development on the site will happen with these
improvements. However, as the Commission drags its feet deciding what the
development will in tale, Shea’s benefits are left unrealized.

Current generations will have to go through another rainy season without these
improvements. Current generations are worried about flooding, wondering how they are
going to make the high flood insurance payments, and are unable to enjoy the
environmental benefits Shea’s plans will provide. They will be forced to endure another



rainy season where runoff from the farm will impact the natural environment, without the
sewer and runoff controls to protect the environment, and another rainy season with
residents left hoping that a big enough storm doesn’t come through, toppling the oil road
or breaching the levee. They worry about all of this due to the Commission’s decision to
delay this matter once more. This secms like a high price to pay over a small dispute over
WP and an ESHA boundary, a dispute that Shea was willing to compromise on.

[ have reviewed the benefits of Shea’s plan. [ have seen the site. [ feel that both Shea’s
plan and the staff’s recommended plan are worthy of approval and implementation. I feel
these plans need to be implemented as soon as possible, in order to avoid the possibility
of flooding. I hate to bring up Katrina, but the citizens of Huntington Beach will be very
upset if they learned a tragic failure could have been avoided if the Commission had
approved the plan that the City has long endorsed.

Please approve this project the next time it comes up for review. The plan deserves it.

Th 0

Lauren Pearce



Meg Vaughn

From: Lauren Pearce [laurenpearce@gmail.com]
Sent:  Monday, July 02, 2007 8:47 PM

To: pkruer@monarchgroup.com; kram@contentllc.com; bonnie.neely@co.humboldt.ca.us;
kachadjian@co.slo.ca.us; mreilly@sonoma-county.org; forelc@cox.net; districts@co.monterey.ca.us;
benhueso@sandiego.gov; thayerp@slc.ca.gov; brian.baird@resources.ca.gov; lwan22350@aol.com;
sblank@kandsranch.com; drbburke@aol.com; mary_shallenberger@ppfa.org; drdan@cox.net;
skinsey@co.marin.ca.us; lgonzalez@unionyes.org, Meg Vaughn; ron.metzler@sheahomes.com

Subject: Do not approve the staff's recommendation for Local Coastal Plan W8.5a LCPA No. 1-06
Commissioners:

I am the blonde environmental studies major who spoke at the May joth hearing on the proposed Shea Parkside
plan. I recently heard about the staff's recommended plan for the site, and aside from disagreeing with their
proposal, I am outright appalled at their recommendation. I urge you to vote against their proposal and vote for
a plan that follows the facts.

There is a lot of information circulating about the chemical dihydromonoxide. This information states that
dihydromonoxide or DHMO is responsible for thousands of deaths each year, is a major contributor to global
warming, is used in pesticides, and exists in every living being on this planet. Even though DHMO is so
dangerous, it is still legal, and is used in many industries. When the city of Aliso Viejo California found this
information in 2004 they made time on the agenda of the next City Council hearing to discuss banning this
dangerous chemical. However, before that hearing took place, someone informed the council that DHMO was
in fact water.

Why am I telling you this true story? Because your staff is acting just as Aliso Viejo did on the matter of Local
Coastal Plan W8.5a LCPA No. 1-06. They are acting on emotion, not on fact. Their recommendation should not
be adopted, and the Commission needs to approve a more reasonable and balanced plan that achieves the city's
and Coastal Act's objective. It is within in interest of public and environmental safety to do so.

Shea Homes has presented public record after public record proving that there are no wetlands on the farm field
portion of their site. They have shown the staff historic topographic maps, as well as published documents from
The City of Huntington Beach, the Department of Fish and Game, the USGS. Corps of Engineers, Natural
Resource Conservation Service, as well as Coastal Commission itself, disproving that the EPA is a wetland and
that there was illegal fill on the farm field portion of the site. They have also shown testimony and analysis from
many experts in many different fields of study. However, despite this vast and factual information, the staff
would rather believe a dermatologist, a software engineer, some well-chosen photographs and an old newspaper
article.

Just as the information claiming that DHMO is a dangerous chemical failed to mention that DHMO is essential
to the life of every organism on the planet, the Bolsa Chica Land Trust failed to include the public record
discrediting their information in their presentations. The Bolsa Chica Land Trust would like you to believe that
illegal fill is the reason why Parkside Estates no longer has wetlands on the site. Historical USGS maps clearly
show that the site became dry when the floodgates were installed decades before any dirt was placed on the site,
and that there was never any pickleweed mapped north of Slater Ave. The Bolsa Chica Land Trust did not show
the Commission the CDP issued for Smoky's Stables, the CUPs issued by the City and County, or the approvals
Shea received for farming.

It is the obligation of the Commission to put public safety first. More than 800 homes are at eminent risk of

flooding because your Commission approved the flooding of "the Pocket.” The Pocket's engineering was
flawed, but you still approved the plan. Now, the only thing keeping the water in the Pocket out of these homes

7/3/2007



is an old, deteriorated oil field road. You are obligated to protect these people. and Shea's plan will protect
them.

Shea's plan also puts the public safety first. Their flood improvements would remove 7,000 homes from the
flood plain, removing the need for mandatory flood insurance, and 2,000 more acres of homes will have
lowered premiums, helping these families out financially.

If the Commission follows the staff's recommendation then none of these improvements will be built. Those
800 homes will be flooded if there is even a 10 year storm with a high tide, those 7,000 homes will be at risk of
flooding and burdened by expensive flood insurance payments. All while the Parkside sits there, completely
dry, without wetland vegetation, because it is removed from the hydrology that would allow wetlands to exist.

Alternatively, if Parkside Estates is approved, Shea will restore and protect wetlands on the site, and it will be
far more viable habitat then could ever exist there due to the lack of hydrology.

Don't fall for the emotional argument like Aliso Viejo did. Review the facts and listen 1o reason. Shea Homes'
plan is environmentally friendly and responsible. Don't let a couple NIMBY's who failed to realize what the

empty lot across from them was zoned for keep the CP and AP from becoming viable wetlands again, and
postpone indefinitely improved flood safety for thousands of homes-and families from being realized.

Lauren Pearce

71372007



Meg Vaughn

From: Donald and Mary Clemens [cmarilu33@aol.com]

Sent: Thursday, May 17, 2007 9:15 PM

To: Meg Vaughn

Cc: Ben Godfrey mayor pro tem

Subject: Huntington Beach Parkside LCPA: Approval requested with NO DELAY

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, as proposed by the
City of Huntington Beach and Shea Homes. Further delays put our homes at risk, exposing us
to an additional rainy season without the critical flood safety improvements offered by
Shea’s plan.

The Commission’s approval of Parkside Estates could make it possible for Shea to complete
its tidal flooding protection by the 2007-2008 rainy season, and the other flood

protection features by the 2008-2009 season, but further Coastal Commission delays will
jeopardize both of these dates.

Shea Homes' commitment to spend $15 million on new storm drains, pumps and levee
improvements will only become a reality upon your approval. Once completed, these
improvements will reduce flood risk and flood insurance costs for approximately 7,000
Huntington Beach home and business owners.

Please approve the amendment and permit on May 10th.

Sincerely,

Donald and Mary Clemens
Huntington Beach

/e C/ufx/xz OC



Meg Vaugﬁn

From: Christine Martin [ChrisMartin@socal.rr.com]

Sent: Monday, June 25, 2007 4:23 PM

To: Meg Vaughn

Cc: Ben Godfrey mayor pro tem

Subject: Huntington Beach Parkside LCPA: Approval requested with NO DELAY

Dear Ms. Vaughn,

I have reviewed materials relative to Shea Homes Parkside Estates and strongly support the
plan and encourage the Coastal Commission’s approval of Local Coastal Program Amendment
01-06 on July 10th.

There 1s 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 would like to live in an ocean-close community that has
an environmentally sensitive plan, and Parkside Estates is just that - it protects
wetlands and habitat areas, will use a new natural treatment system (wetland) to treat
runoff, and reduce flood risks for thousands of people.

These public benefits shouldn’t be delayed any longer. I encourage the Commission to
approve the amendment and permit in July.

Sincerely,

Christine Martin
Huntington Beach



Meg Vaughn

From: Mark Mers [markmers@surfside.net]

Sent: Tuesday, June 26, 2007 9:42 AM

To: Meg Vaughn

Cc: Ben Godfrey mayor pro tem

Subject: Huntington Beach Parkside LCPA: Approval requested with NO DELAY

Dear Ms. Vaughn,

I strongly encourage Coastal Commission approval of the Shea Parkside Local Coastal/
Program Amendment 01-06 proposed by the City of Huntington Beach and Shea Homes.

Shea Homes has shown itself to be a very responsible landowner that has bent over backward
to comply with all the regulatory requirements - yet its plan and the millions of dollars
of developer-funded improvements it will bring have been delayed for years. It is obvious
that a small group of non-scientist, anti-growth activists have done everything they can
to delay the project, but the time has come for the Commission to hear the case and
approve the project.

These public benefits shouldn’t be delayed any longer, and Shea Homes' property rights
should be honored. I am therefore requesting an affirmative action by the Coastal
Commission in July.

Sincerely,

Mark Mers
Huntington Beach

5 Copw



Megr Vaughn

From: David White [davidr.white@verizon.net]

Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2007 1:06 PM

To: Meg Vaughn

Cc: Gil Coerper

Subject: Huntington Beach Parkside LCPA: Approval requested with NO DELAY

Dear Ms. Vaughn,

I am writing to urge the Coastal Commission’s approval of Local Coastal Program Amendment
01-06, as proposed by the City of Huntington Beach and Shea Homes.

The proposal has many merits, but I particularly like its parks and the greater public
access to coastal areas it provides. The new pike 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. These benefits are unnecessarily threatened
by ongoing bureaucratic delays and unwarranted opposition to the plan.

I also appreciate that Parkside Estates will protect wetlands and the eucalyptus trees,
and treat urban runoff through a new freshwater wetland. The flood control benefits it
brings will also be a benefit to thousands of Huntington Beach residents and businesses.

This is a plan that deserves a speedy approval from the Coastal Commission in July.

Sincerely,

David White
Huntington Beach
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Amlg()S P.O. Box 1563 - Huntingion Beoc:
' SB 1 Phone/ Fax (714) 340 1575  email infot@niniy wrh,_j .
g DOL1Sd

July 1, 2007 [tem W 2.3a
Mr. Patrick Kruer, Chair
Members of the Commission

California Coastal Commission RECEIVED

200 Oceangate — 10th Floor )

Loog Beach, CA 90802-4416 outh Coast Region
RE: Item W 8.52 - Major Amendment Request UL 2 2007

No. 1-05 to the City of Huntington Beach C

Certified Local Coastal Program (For Public CoA STA[UFORN‘A
Hearing and Commission Action at the . COMMISSION

July 11, 2007 meeting in San Luis Obispo).
Dear Mr. Kruer and Members of the Commission:

Amigos de Bolsa Chica, a non-profit, grassroots organization of 1,000 members in Huatington Beast,
California, has had a three-decade history of advocating the protection of the coastal wetland and uplacd
resources of the Bolsa Chica. We fully support the CCC staff’s recommendations in their June 29 rego.t
for the denial of Huntington Beach’s LCP amendment as submiited, as well as staff™s srososuls (G
approving these items with specific modifications.

The Commission staff is to be commended for taking the tine und effort to review carefolly the sviders.
provided by local citizens and other sources that the area of tie Pareside site’s wetlands was much more
extensive than was originally proposzd. It as been common kuowledge arnong maay leest residents iz
efforts to disguise the historic wetlands on the site have continued over many yeuss,

We are also pleased that the staff has recognized the valae of protecting the ESHA butfeie 1o diogr -0
and has dropped its recommendation to allow n natural treatment systerm in the buifers,

CONCLUSION
In conclusion, Amigos de Bolsa Chica supports the recommendmion that Um Cummw ion DFN Y@E

with the Coastal Act.

Sincerely,

//

Thomas Anderson

President, Amigos de Bolsa Chica
cc: Ms. Meg Vaughn

Dr. John Dixon
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California Coastal Commission 71212007
South Coast Area Office
ATTN: Meg Vaughn RECE’V
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 (10" fioor) 50Ut Cogst po. +
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 gton
Fax: 562-590-5084 UL 3 2007
Ref: CCC report W8.5a-7-2007 070629.pdf COAsr%LLé_EgRNIA

M

Subject: Support of CCC report W8.5a-7-2007 070629

Your extensive and detailed efforts to establish fundamental facts is greatly
appreciated. | support your findings and recommendations.

However an area that | am concerned with is the possible location of the
Vegetated Flood Protection Levee (VFPF), aka seawall, that is discussed at
length on page 49 of your report. In general, | am more concern with the likely
hood of an occurrence of another massive El Nino type rainfall year like or
greater than we experienced in 2004-2005. At that time, a great deal of the
rainfall in the Shea ParkSide property was absorbed within the uncovered soil
area. However, with the elevation of the proposed Shea property, the risk is
significantly increased that during a massive rainfall, the drainage from the
proposed asphalt and paved housing area WILL exceed the nominai drainage
structures and will overflow to adjacent areas, namely the areas north of the
Shea property.

It seems that a more optimum location of a “sea wall”, if one is to be build, would
possibly be along the full length of the housing area wall adjacent to the
Kenilworth Dr, out to/along Graham St. Such a structure would seem to provide
protection to surrounding areas under both potential occurrences of an heavy
downpour, El Nino type of rain AND of a lower probability of occurrence (but |
assume not zero probability) of extreme high tidal waves (high tide combined
with sever storm/winds) intruding into the populated areas of the lower lying
coastal terrain. Hence, for this one point, it seems that further considerations are
justified as to where such a Vegetated Flood Protection Levee Vi PF) would he
most beneficially located.

Again, | appreciate the thorough and detailed work that the staff has dorie and |
support your recommendations to the CCC.

Thank you again.

Larry Eaton

5332 Kenilworth Dr
Huntington Beach 92649

Staff rennrt 070702 .doe ]
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Jul-03-07 11:02 From=UNiON DEVELOPMENT 352 &1 2010 =237

RECEIVED
South Coast Region
JuL 3 200/ ww 8 58“
CALIFORNIA I
COASTAL COMMISSION
June & George Ross
5472 Kenilworth Drive
Huntington Beach, CA 92649
714-840-5876

July 3@ 2007
California Coastal Commission Sent by Fax: 562-590-5084

Attn: Meg Vaughn
200 Oceangate, 10th Floor
Long Beach, CA 908024416

Dear Coastal Commission;

We support the staff recommendation regarding Huntington Beach LCFP
Amendment 1-06. The IP Amendment should be denied as submitted. =2nd the
LUP and IP Amendments be approved as modiiied by staif in their Juna 29, 2007
report.

Sincerely

\ Qo o A

June & George Ross
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RECEIVE™
California Coastal Commission South Coast Re, . July 3, 2007
Attn: Meg Vaughn
200 Oceangate, 10th Floor JuL 3 200
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 Ref: "W 8.5a"
Fax. 562-590-5084 CALFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISSi

Dear Ms. Vaughn:

| support the staff recommendation regarding Huntington Beach LCP
Amendment 1-06. The IP Amendment should be denied as submitted, and the
LUP-and IP Amendments be approved as modified by staff in their June 29,
2007 report.

| am grateful for the time and effort the staff has taken on this important issue. Our Wetlands
are critical to the eco system. With 95% of them destroyed, it's a breath of fresh air to see the
CCC stand up for the public's good as they have for the rest of the preservation of the Bolsa
Chica Wetlands. This is samething you can proudly talk about and show your accomplishment
to you friends and family

Sincerely,
Ep Conl)
Greg Clifford

17501 Tuscan Circle
Huntington Beach, CA
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LORRAINE PRINSKY AND JERRY GOLDFEIN
5402 BARWOOD DRIVE
HUNTINGTON BEACH, CA. 92649
(714)846-1493
FAX: (714)846-4593

July 1, 2007 RECEIVED

South Coast Region

California Coastal Commission

Atm: Meg Vaughn JUL 2 2007
200 Oceangate, 10th Floor

Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 CALIFORNIA

CQASTAL COMMISSION
To the California Coastal Commission:

We have read and would like to add our support to the staff’s recommendations regarding
Huntington Beach LCP Amendment 1-06. We are grateful to the staff for examining this
issue so carefully. We have lived in the area for over 20 years and believe that the land is
must be preserved as part of the Bolsa Chica Wetlands and protected from developriient.

In addition, we believe the [P Amendment should be denied as submitted, and the LUP
and IP Amendments be approved as modified by staff in their June 29, 2007 report.
Concerning the option of RL vs. RM zoning, we support the RL zoning as being the most
compatible with the adjacent Kenilworth tract, especially considering all of the over-
excavation, dewatering, and elevation pads that would be necessary to support any
development on the site.

We greatly appreciate the work of the California Coastal Commission to monitor land use
along our precious Pacific Coast.

Sincerely,

T nevntonn Malcmnlevr nend Tawus FEATAFAIG
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June 30,2007

SogthEgOEO!xE D
California Coastal Commission U €gion
Attn: Meg Vaughn -2 2007
200 Oceangate, 10th Floor C

A
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 COASTALLé‘Egﬁ/\\J'{és
@)

Dear Coastal Commissioners:

I support the staff recommendation regarding Huntington Beach LCP
Amendment 1-06. The IP Amendment should be denied as submitted, and the
LUP and IP Amendments be approved as modified by staff in their June 29,
2007 report.

This project should be denied as the staff pointed out so eloquently. All the unpermitted
fills that have been perpetrated on these wetlands doesn't take away the fact that they
are wetlands.

We are very fortunate to have a staff that has so thoroughly studied this project.
Sincerely,

/A_,éuu.u /// /d/&f /f/ULf
Eleen Murphy

201 21" Street
HB CA 92648
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California Coastal Commission,
Anention — Meg Vaughn

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

Dear Ms. Vaugh,

[ do not support the Shea Homes attempt to construct a water treatment systeim inside the wetland and JESHA
buffers. The buflers are there to protect the wetands and habirat for the birds and other animals which live on the
property. Allowing recreational acrivity or construciing anything inside the huffer zones wiil desrroy the wetiands
and protected Luc alyprus groves. Shea should not be allowed to build anything inside the buffers, not ever; a nature
trail. No parks. no landscaping. nething. The buffers are there to protect the environment and wildlife from humans,
not the other way around.

DO NOT allow Shea to build anything inside the buffer areas, not even the street that is supposed to connect to
Greenleaf. [f that street is connected, it will evenwally be opened up to through traffic instead of being for emergency
vehicles only, and the Parkside residents will use that street to exit and enter the adjacent neighborhood instead of the
signal Shea wants to install on Graham.

Shea has filled in wetlands on tae property without permission and has 2lso cut a drainage ditch ilfegally. The
damage is still there and Shea needs to be ordered to remove the {1l dirt before being given permission to anything
else, even farming. Stop the environmental abuse and protect the wetlands, ESHA, and the buffers. Uphold the 1981
ruling that said the property should not be zoned for housing construction.

DO NOT approve any requests from Shea. Deny the LCPA and hold Shea legally accountable for their actions.

Thank vou

Date

7



Th-14a
California Coastal Commission
Attn: Meg Vaughn
200 Oceangate, 10th Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416
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Dear Ms. Vaughn:

[ am adamantly opposed to any and all development on the Shea property. The area is
home to many raptor and other bird species, as well as a multitude of other wildlife
and plants. The Parkside Estates development will fill in existing wetlands and
contribute to the destruction of Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area on the site by
increasing the human presence in the vicinity and eliminating hunting and foraging
grounds for the birds and animals which live there. I urge the Coastal Commission to
DENY the Parkside Estates plan in its entirety so that the property may be preserved
and restored to its natural state.

Furthermore, [ request the property be re-evaluated for wetlands which still exist and
have been illegally filled over the past twenty years. Those wetlands are buried under
tons of fill that should be removed and the habitat restored. The setbacks for the
documented wetlands and Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas must be
preserved intact and not encroached upon with passive recreational activities or any
water treatment facilities. Setbacks are designed to protect the sensitive environments
and any activity within those protected areas are contradictory to the purpose of the
laws.

”m;/w wcit 7 Frzziod
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California Coastal Commission Th - 14q
Aur: Meg Voughn A L ST
900 Cceangare. 10t Floor ViRt
long Beach (A Q0802-4416 ' R

Dear Ms Vaughn aond Commissioners: DR

How many times do the people of this area have to soy "NO™ to the FParkside £states
housing tract? This has been going on for o decade and the developer is still trying to
build in the bean field. Put on end to this once and for all by denying the LCPA. e don't
need the extra traffic, noise, pollution, and flooding this project will bring. We don't need
to lose any more of our wetlands to unnecessary development. We can't afford to lose
our homes to subsidence and vibration when Parkside is constructed. Preserve what's left
of our open space and make Shea remove the illegal dirt fills on the property. Make
Shea restore the wetlands that have been destroyed and buried by illegal grading. Save
the habitat buffers and don't let anything be built.

Sincerely .. Jf{ i€ ZZ, ////4;” - p/7 l /:-)c A
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**/uu,(«./ jﬁ?L /_’){51L 4 /((, //,4//

Date... :

=) 51//- 7



David £ [ lamilion W s.8a
3407 Kentdworth Dive
Hunungton Beach, Cd 92049
Phone: (714) 840-8901
le-mail: dehamilton(@earthlink. net

Tuly 2, 2007

California Coastal Commission
Attn: Meg Vaughn

200 Oceangate, 10" Floor
Long Beach. CA 90802-4410

Re: Agenda item — W8.5a:  Shea/Parkside Development site & Bolsa Chica wetlands
conservation

Dear Commissioners,

In 1987 my wife and I purchased our home at 5401 Kenilworth Drive in Huntington Beach. The
house, circa 1964, is located 200 feet northerly of the subject parcel. We purchased it in large
part because of its proximity to open-space and the Bolsa Chica wetlands. We felt assured with
the then-designation of the subject Shea/Parkside site as “wetlands/conservancy” on the 1986
Orange County Land Use Plan. The designation was corroborated by official City maps that
showed the parcel as containing a large arca labeled “EPA wetlands™.

When we purchased, we were aware of the necar-sca level clevation of our property and the
surrounding areas of approximately 90 acres. We were also aware ol the potential {lood hazard
for which flead inswance was mandated. Wlhere we live on Kenilworth Dr. is a geographic
sump. The only thing that keeps water from getting knee-deep in our living room in a 10-year
rain event is the Slater pump station. That did not scare us until about 8 years ago we had a
heavy 3:00 AM rain event accompanied by a power failure. Water rapidly rose to cover hall our
front lawn when the power came back on. Had the power outage lasted another hall hour. water
would surely have invaded our home, Then there was Hwricane Katrina--a wale up call to
everyone that would rely on high-capacity pumps to heep loodwaters at bay.

We [ind little-to-no comnlort i Shea's “promises’™ Lo mitigate our neighborlivod ood hazard
with total reliance on pumps to remove potential floodwaters. Whereas, we would be comforied
that, in case ol {lood disaster, the approximately 30-aere wetlands™ designated urea (i
Parkside) would provide an open-arca butter tor floodmg m all but the most extrems of events.
Our feelings are confirmed when: year-after-vear this 30-acve parcel has targe arcas of prolonua.
standing watcr after cven modcrate rains while our home Toors stayed dry.

Nonctheless some years ago, 1 did a rather rudimentary survey of our flood hazavd., 1 uscd a
survevor's hand level and range pole. [ found the high point For natural drarnige between our
housc and the Huntington Harbor high-tide water level. From the information [ determined thit
a 50-year rain event could quite possibly flood mv house to a depth of 2 to 3 Leet before the
natural drainage would carry ofl tloodwaters above that depth. Should the Slater pumps Lail or
be inadequate to keep up with incoming flows, 1 have since believed that a worse-casc (not
worst-case, mind you) scenario could flood my house to 2-3 leet.

Although we’re greatly heartened by the latest CCC stafl report redesignating the ~1RPA

wetlands™ as such, we remain concerned about any proposed secawall between the Kenilworth
tract and those wetlands. Such a seawall will raise the potential flood-level in my home from the

Fage | of 2
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current 2-3 fect to 6-% fect. The former being tenable with partial reliance on the Slater pumps.
the latter, untenable with total reliance on the Slater pumps.  Because water seeles the lowest
level, my neighborhood, in csscnce, will become the development’s bufler m case of severe
flood or any failure of its drainage mitigation measures (i.c. the Slater pumps). A fact the
developer has readily admitted.

Although my motives could be construed as self-interested, the stakes here are far greater than a
NIMBY issue. This development should not have becn approved by the Huntington Beach City
Council nor be allowed to proceed by the California Coastal Commission. ‘The facts of farge
portions of the Shea/Parkside site being designated as wetlands were well known to all in 1987
and to any subsequent person or entity since. This parcel will undoubtedly revert 1o a wetland if
left alone even in its present state as a “‘cropland” That is, despite the developer's illegal
grading and filling to hide that inevitability. It the developer is allowed to proceed. Califoraia
will permanently lose yet another piece of precious wetland open-space habitat. I am confident
that once all the facts are heard and weighed, the CCC will favor wetland preservation by not
approving this ill-advised development in a California coastal zone.

Further, I support the staff recommendation regarding Huntington Beach LCP Amendment 1-06.
The prior [P Amendment should be denicd as submitted and the LUP and IP Amendments
approved as modified by the staff in its June 29, 2007 report.

Also, please pass along my compliments and appreciation to the staff for the outstanding
work that’s reflected in its report of that date. Great job!

Regards,

David E. Hamilton
Calitorma | lomeowner

Page 2 of 2
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California Coastal Commission Aoalo bl i, A0
South Coast Area Office o

ATTN: Meg Vaughn

200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 (10" floor)

Long Beach, CA 90802-4416

Ref: Huntington Beach LCPA HNB-MAJ-1-6 and Shea Parksideer
Subject: Shea's document titied: SheaHomes ParkSide Estates

This is a 4 page, very well crafted, multicolored brochure received by US mail to
my address on 6/23/07 which focus on "Opponents’ Allegations” and Shea's
“Facts” (rebuttals). A primary single focus/thread through out this document is
the issue of a possible occurrence of a major flood in the area surrounding
Shea’s ParkeSide Estates (which | will refer to as PSE) property to which Shea
ciaims (| feel, unjustiabe) they will minimize and/or prevent. A little reference is
also give to whether wildlife preservation is being appropriately addressed.
However, it seems that Shea is using scare tacktics to get the people’s attention.
The unsettling aspect of Shea's recent actions, which are portrayed in this
brochure is the use of partially facts or outright false statements to “support” their
positions. Hence, [ am driven to provide some possible counter statements to
what Shea claims to the “Their Truth”.

First, | need to state that | do not have personal confirmation that all of the
“Opponents’ Allegations” that are presented by Shea are truly “Factual” in them
selves. However, | would like to make some comments relative to what Shea
states as “facts” as apposed to what the Shea also says that the “opponents”
state (again, | have no validation that all of the opponents allegations ara
correct). Unfortunately, true facts are often hard to establish, especially
establishing them free from conflict of interest of a corporations and/or
governments (and of course, private individuals are not exempt) desired botteii
line. Here are some of my observations/thoughts. | will use Shea’s “Opponents’
Allegations” as the topical reference points tying the comments below aclk to
Shea’s respective “facts” sections contained in their multi-color brochure:

Page 1, Opponents’ Allegation #1. PSE will destray the site's wetlands.

Comments: Shea has NOT demonstrated through their own initiative that they
have any reservations about placing housing on ALL of the property, hence thay
have indicated a strong wiliness to destroy whatever wetlands that may be on
their property (one can check the initial and following progression of building
plans and modifications thereof). Shea has relented (a little, with feet dragging)
from destroying all the existing wet lands on that property at this time ONLY
because there are others (whom Shea labels “opponents") who have identified
and extensively documented that some “wetlands” indeed do reside within the
boundaries of the Shea ParkSide Estates property.

Shea PSFE facts ar? 070623 .doc |
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Page 1, Opponents’ Allegation #2: The PSE plan isn't based on sound science,
but rather on the few "experts” hired by Shea Homes.

Comments: The qualifications of Shea's hired consultants, | believe, arz not
specifically under question. However, it is often very difficult to hava an
organization to “pay” someone to do something and have that someone totally
avoid “conflict of interest” evaluations. It would usually be better to have an
independent, third party, evaluation performed. That is, unless there is a strong
reason to do otherwise, the “consultants” will report only that which they have
been asked to do so. Another concern is that, if a paid consultant documents
data/information contrary to Shea’s desired outcome, one must ask whether
Shea would make ALL of such relevant data visible to the government and public
if it were not for the fact that Shea'’s actions were under close scrutiny? Also, if
the “advisors” are not “sensitive” to preservation of the coastal wetlands, they are
most likely to weigh any observations they make away from emphasizing the
existence or possible existence of such wetlands. Would any advisor to Shea
have ever said that there are wetland area(s) on that property IF others (the
opponents) had not made public documentation showing that wetland do indead
exist?

Page 1, Opponents’ Allegation #3: Shea Homes is responsiblie for illegal filling to
cover wetlands on the site.

Comments: The primary object here for the “opposition”, | believe, is to establish
that wetlands have been “filled"/covered, not necessarily that Shea did all or any
of it. Just how much of the property really is wetlands, had it not been modified
by someone is a driving question? | was raised on a farm and was responsible
for the farming during my high school years (irrigated fand). So | am somewhzt
familiar with the process of farming. Yes, in order to “farm” the land, one would
expect the land to be disced (to reduce size of living vegetation and lcosan top
soil), to be plowed (to turn top vegetation under, to loosen further the top inultipic
inches of soil), to planted, and cultivated. However, in addition to these routire
farming steps, | also do know, but do not remember the exact dates (I have
reside in the Kenilworth property since 1981), that when they re-started
cultivating the farm land on the PSE property in the most recent years, large
leveling equipment were brought in and used, what to me, ook like to “smooth”
out a number of low spots. | recall that | observed this leveling to happen at leai
two different times/years. The leveling of a field was not very unusual to me
since that is a normal procedure/requirement in order to more easily irrigate a
parcel of land, thus avoiding localized flooding (to make it flatter, possibly slightly
sloping in direction of irrigation). In the most recent past, drip irrigation has been
used which is not quite as sensitive to how “level” the land is, but it is still better
level than not level to assure uniform watering. | observed that there was some
leveling activity in the area near the Wintersberg channel as well as cihier places.
As | recall, some of the activity was that of taking soil from a “built up area” next

Shea PSE facte or? 070623 doce 2
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to the Wintersburg channel and using it in other areas which | had assumed ware
lower lying areas.

Even in this referenced document being discussed, Shea (or their public relation
personnel) states in one breath (paragraph) that the property does NOT contain
wetlands, but in the very next paragraph acknowledges that maybe there were
areas that were filled some time in the past. Indeed, as shown by others (e.q.,
the environmental and nature loving “opponents”), there are indeed, presantly
“unfilled” areas that have the attributes of true wetlands (vegetation, fong
standing water, etc). Just how much more of this land is man covered wetlands
is yet an unanswered question.

Just to state/reference that this or that organization in the past says there is or is
not wet lands on the property does not necessarily mean that due diligence was
taken at that time in the past to establish/validate said conditions. Also, probably
more relevant, present laws have placed much more emphases on the
preservation of wet lands than existed a number of years ago. Hence if the same
past reviews were repeated today, the final decisions would most likely be
different. Hence, to highlight/state/say what was stated some 10(s) of years ago
is not as relevant as to what the law specifies today.

Page 2, Opponents"Allegation #1: PSE would become a wetland if farming
stopped and homes are not built.

Comments: | have not heard anyone stating that all of the PSE property would
be wetlands. | am not an expert in this, nor do | fully know just what is needed to
be classified as a wetland or classified as peripheral of a wetiand. However, the
‘opponents” have established, that when periods of non-farming perinits, there is
unique vegetation growth and long standing water that are indicative of wetlands
history. The amount of water standing, for example. will be highly a tunction of
annual rainfall. Again, some of the land presently continues to show signs of
being wetlands while other areas have been modified by man (being it be
building a drainage channel or leveling a field for agricultura prirposes, or te stor:
unneeded soil, or etc).

Page 2, Opponents’ Allegation #2: If homes are built, the eucalyptus trees ai
birds of prey that live there won't be protected.

Comments: Again, here, Shea is making minimal concessions ONLY becausa
there are those that have made public the need (and legal requirements?) to
preserve these types of areas. A significant concern remains here is just what
"constitutes a “sufficient” buffer between man's noise, pollution. etc to preserve
this natural habitat and it occupants. Again, | would think that it is not in Shea's
interest to allow any buffer, but if it must, they would like to minimize the buffer
zone. Whether it is sufficient buffer zone to protect the area is probably not of
their primary concern since it would tend to affect their bottom line profit (hence

Shea PSF facte ar? 070623 dae 3
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the continual conflict between Shea's “conflict of interest” of carporate desires
and that of nature preservation).

Page 2, Opponents’ Allegation #3: PSE will increase urban runoff that pollutes
Huntington Harbor

Comments: Again, | must wonder if this is, as with much of the “pro-nature, pro-
community” propaganda that Shea is touting which they state that they are doing
all of these "extra” things out of the goodness of their heart for the general oublic,
or is it being done only to counter the objections of the local residents. As for
me, | am concerned that paving over a open area as well as elevating this sarno
area [necessary, | understand that, in order to build housing on the land, they
must elevate it by federal law - - it is too near sea level - - - (wetlands level???)]
poses increased, not less, flood hazard to my property. The open land provides
an area where surface water can seep back into the ground after most major
rains, etc (which has been observed to very often be the case). One only has to
look at New Orleans as a partial example of man “re-claming” wet lands for
monetary profit only to have negative impact of eliminating a wet lands buffer
zone. When covered with asphalt and at higher levels, this run off must go
somewhere. Yes, as a housing area, there will be some drainage for the
housing, however that will not control it all (we have had flooded streets when the
rain can not drain away fast enough). And, if for some reason the pump
upgrades that Shea continually refer too, do not function, then the flooding of the
surrounding area will be increased due to the raised land area. In very recent
years, | have driven through housing areas just north of Huntington Beach where
the streets were flooded up into their yards, approaching their front doars - - |
had to drive very carefully in a high van to avoid flooding my engine. So, as with
most of Shea'’s sugar coated publicity for sefling/making a profit, the full impact of
both sides of “what if’ are not presented for each of their arguments (of course
not surprised, but even the presentation of their side is likely to be very
misleading to someone that does not take the time to aquire the facts).

Page 2, Opponents’ Allegation #4: The flood insurance and flood protection
promised by Shea Homes will not happen, or are over-stated.

Comments: | really fail to understand why Shea’s building these homes will
MAKE other’s home sit on higher ground, hence will decrease their flood
insurance needs. Yes, if you build the PSE land up 8-10 feet, that area wili
indeed be reclassified. However [ would that that alone would not change the
classification of areas around it much less upstream along the Wintershuig
channel (even indicating clear back to the US 405 freeway). | have heard
indications that there is possibly a “reclassification” of flood zones in these
surrounding areas that is presently in process of being compieted (by the
government?), but as | understand it has more to do with better flood plain
models than it does with what Shea is doing or promises to do. It is
disheartening to see any corporation using scare tactics (flooding) in order to

Shea PSF facte or? 070623 dac 4
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gain support and to possibly stretching facts/truth as to what is cause and affect
(new models=less flood insurance, or Shea's building = less flood insurance in
the surrounding, non-Shea property areas). Even more disheartening is when,
once the homes are built, Shea walks away with their profit and has no liability for
any possible subsequent negative impact of what they did or did not do.

Page 3, Opponents’ Allegation #1: Shea Homes is just scaring people with talk
about imminent tidal flooding.

Comments: | am not aware of this factor. Shea does indicate that there are tidal
areas whose surface area is higher than the present Keniworth land area. Just
what is the impact of this, if true, factually, | do not know.

Page 3, Opponents’ Allegation #2: Localized channel repairs will NOT guarantee
removal from mandated flood insurance zones and will increase the potential for
levee failure downstream on the south channel berm.

Comments: As suggested previously, | do not see how Shea'’s building up their
property will affect others flooding probability, other than the builtup, higher PSE
property itself. They are saying in words and pictures/maps that a very large
area upstream of the Shea property (showing clear back to the 405 freeway) will
be removed (or reduced flood impact) from the flood plain just because of what
Shea plans to build. | agree, adding pumps will help (as long as they do not fail),
| do not see how that alone removes the said land from the flood plain. As stated
previously, | understand that there may be some pasitive impact of more recent,
better modeling of the flood plain, hence some relief for some of these area may
be immanent. However, if that is true, it is not because of what Shea is doing - -
but rather in spite of what Shea is doing - - the rezoning will be done with or with
Shea. NOTE,; Shea goes on to say in this section that their addition of pumps wili
NOT prevent flooding (although implied throughout their discussion, ovar and
over again, such as rezoning due to Shea’s efforts implys that there is less lilely
to flood, etc) (as occurred in 1998), but will only help pump it out faster (granted,
as long as pumps work, AND as long as the channel upstream can handle tha
flow to get the water to the pumps). As presented by Shea, all their factors do
not seem to be consistent - - rather they seem to be shapad in each section or
the brochure as propaganda to sell hormes, and only to do that,not to henefit e
general public surrounding the area.

Page 3, Opponents’ Allegation #3: Proposed flood control improvements will anly
protect people on the north side of the Wintersburg Channel.

Comments: Again, this is just touting/reshaping what Shea says in their previous
so called “fact(s)”. We do need true factual clarification: Just what will, if
anything, change the flood zone classification for the large area that Shea is
touting that they will influence? Is it a better model of the area, hence has
nothing to do with Shea or if it is impacted by Shea public minded efforts (so they

Shea PSF facts ar? 0706273 doc 5
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say), then just how/why such impact? Yes the pumps will help (but this should
be a city/county/state issue since the drainage through this channel transverses
multiple cities), but only if the water is able to get down the channel to the pumps.
Shea, as | understand, will be reinforcing the channel where they build the PSE
homes, partially by virtue of raising the ground level by a significant number of
feet but | am not aware that they will also be reinforcing the channel a half mile or
more upstream. Hence, even if they reinforce the actual channel adjacent to
their PSE property, that does nothing about the poor condition of the channel
upstream.

Page 4, Opponents' Allegation #1: Flooding in the area will become worse
because the fill placed on the PSE site will cause floodwater to flow into
surrounding neighborhoods.

Comments: Shea's focus on this whole brochure has been “flooding”, seemingly
being motivated by using a “scare” tactic to gain support of the surrounding
community (and seemingly claiming to have a great influence on how much less
many others will have to pay for flood insurance). As | mentioned previously,
buffer zones of bare land as areas to permit water to seep back into the ground
during heavy rains is somewhat effective in preventing runoff and flooding of
adjacent areas during moderate to heavy rain falls. Of course it depends
somewhat on how heavy and long a given rain stormis. So, if we take Shea's
position that their addition of housing drainage and added pumps (if those truly
materialize), and look at the opposite, what if, that is, what if there is short time
failure of the drainage from the elevated homes within PSE, where would that
many acre ft of water go? The channel will block escape to the south, hence it
stand to reason that you would have run off to the north. Here again, just what is
the flood zone “reclassification” of which Shea repeatedly refers for which they
have great influence over, and what is the real justification for the change, is it
Shea's proposed plan (of which one does not know how much will be done of it
until after Shea is done and gone - - contains some inherent risk of all being
done?), or, as | understand, very independent of Shea’s plan, but a result of
better flood plain models?

Page 4, Opponents’ Allegation #2: The opponent’s plan to ~r=awe wetlands on tha
entire site would improve flood safety in Huntington Beach

Comments: | am not aware of what is behind this. However, Shea continues 0
say that they will impact the flood ciassification of a square half to a square nile
area, and only if they build their homes on high land. Yes, agreed, the FEMA will
reclassify the PSE elevated land area, but why other areas (and if so, is it in spite
of what Shea wants to do)? But, as a wetlands buffer zone, the un-paved land in
this location has, and would continue to provide a buffer zone against
surrounding area flooding under many of the anticipated weather conditions.

Shea PSE facts or? 0706273 doc 6
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Page 4, Opponents’ Allegation #3: Shea Homes should just sell the land so it
can be open space.

Comments: | hear conflicting information here, Shea says in the brochure that
they HAVE made themselves available to consider a sale of PSE, | hear others
say that they have NOT. Hence undoubtedly there are more facts here than | am
aware. In any case, this is a potential resolution tc a number of the presant
environmental/nature issues being addressed. Yes, a reasonable price nnd
source(s) of funding would be key factors.

Thank you for your indulgence. Hopefully, those that have to make the decisions
will be provided with the necessary clear and factual information for such a tasl:.

5332 Kenilworth Dr
Huntington Beach, CA 92649
larry.eaton@mindspring.com

Shea PSFE facte or? 0706273 doc 7
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Dear Neighbor,

We are writing to keep you informed about Parkside Estates, our proposed community near the
corner of Warner and Graham that will provide much-needed flood protection for local neighbor-
hoods. Unfortunately, it has come to our attention that misleading and inaccurate information about
Parkside has caused confusion about our plan. I invite you to read the enclosed “Myths & Facis”
document, which clarifies the environmental and flood safety benefits of Parkside.

With approval of Parkside and the completion of nearly $15 million in regional flood proteciion
improvements Shea Homes will fund, nearly 7,000 Huntington Beach homes and businesses would
be removed from the flood plain, and no longer have to pay mandatory flood insurance. Homes on
another 2,000 aaes would be at lower flood risk, and be potentially eligible for lower flood insurance
premiums.

Our opponents minimize very real flood risks, and want to bring back wetlands that disappeared
between 50 and 100 years ago. They say our plan destroys wetlands, but we are committed to protect-
ing all the natural resources the California Coastal Commission directs us to protect.

We really need your support!

Parkside Estates’ benefits will only become a reality if the Coastal Commission approves our plan a¢
its hearing on Tuesday, July 10 in San Luis Obispo.

You can help by taking a few seconds to visit our Web site and sending a letter to the Coactal
Commission. It just takes a few seconds - just visit www.SheaParkside.com and dicl on the
“Support Us” button. f you would like to speak in favor of our plan in San Luis Obispo, join ng
at the hearing. Just call our outreach coordinator, Laer Pearce, for more information. He can be
reached at (949) 599-1212 ext. 202.

Sincerely,

27 L

Ron Metzler
Shea Homes

PS: To view the photos in the “Myths & Facts” piece in a larper {ormat, just visit our Web site,
www.SheaParkside.com.

603 S. Valencia Avenue
Brea, California 92823

925.245.3600 T
925.245.3601 F

www.SheaHomes.com
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' Currently, everyone agrees there is a 0.98-acre degraded weﬂznd on the Parksxde Esmes properi /
{the*CP* wetland, left), which we will restore and protect. We also have agreed {5 pm(m:l and
restore a second area, the “AP,” making it 2 viable and productive wetland.

We have presented evidence that no other areas meeting the Caastal Commission wetland criteria

. .ape present on the sita, and while the Commission has not reached a decision an thismatter, we have:
, ngmed.bpreuerveamibufferanyam&m&asthmnnussim ulﬁautelymwgnizeswaweﬂand.

' Skoaﬂwmwﬂlmﬁawﬂnsm,mﬂnguuvfhmﬁmhmtnwem

(R T

My wx!h CoastaF Cbnmymdﬂsidﬁi Haffto deveiop pzmaer
‘ a three yeal pesiod. These experts are
) Wm accurately report what they find - while

ol gar,ﬂbi

Sophistirated leyses like this e othoeol o4
of soil, plonks und hydrology g:gﬁgw‘ e bty
ided 4s part  are fypical of thework done by S smnga
* Pavksida biologista. ‘g:;ﬁ”;&g&égﬁ"

6L 0 2% 2 6iged o6 L

Conevaspanas Guaar

z ha ed OI\ P’I exp an . t.G Fl g
. l 0y reh m t’ el use d infor e gtfnc;;l‘-"li MY AL DAL
ocal sources (including our opponents) it

2 and complete.

i

Recent allegatmns that we have illegally filled in wetlands on ~
;‘Ifr ?ukxxde Estntes sxfe are unt:uu. .

Most of the allegaml\a involve events that poeurred well before Sh:e& Homes owned the property,

: o : ddné wihythe propez envitorments] permits, Indeed, the portions of thesite to be
did riot and do-not have wetlands on them, agoording io wet-

:md individuals - how cnuld weﬂands Hawe been filled?

X Ihereieammaﬂ aiu wetlands tbat may mdeed have been 1llegaliyﬂﬁed about 15 years before
E the We have agknon that, and have stated that we would alter the
Fakappy plan st

: Cn [ md b
s area canbe Testored o wetiand habitat. g 'ﬂ;gf%lﬁﬁ w‘, o e i
catinty or smLCamndman

.. Charges ﬂmtmq ﬁ;l e@mda affer purchasing the site are alse false. The
C‘aasata!Cmm:msmkm-x‘!E ‘Sheéa Homes permission to farm the site in 1998,
based on a California Deparbment of Fich & Game finding that the farm fields do not contain wetlands. With
- this permission, our J:mpaxed fields, plowed, planted and harvested. Opponents say this is “filling a
wetland” -- but remember, the California Department of Fish & Game said there are no wetlands on the feld!
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without homes, the fazmed area doss nof regul '!y receive enougl; moisinre to sepport
) mhwteac weﬂands were Fed by ﬂia ce, whichendedin 1899 with the

Bt thh constmchon of nevy nérghbo

. The Parkside plan pratects birds of prey and eucalyptus groves
on the site. We will protect the southern eucalyptus trees witha
buffer, even though the Hearthside Brightwater project next
door has a variable buiffer that is narrower in some areas and wider in

d\e designation of the northern eu
y Sensitive Habitat Area (Egl?iA), we
¢ 'utﬁywmﬁmﬂmmmanmidet allowing a variable buffer like

; Iﬂhm}slde‘s one that recognizes the exxstmg eondmons t}wtsurround

+ o
)

B4 1 A T L T ST A TGN - - ey 1 LS

o8 ; nowsm?treatedtoOumr Bolsa ay,Hunﬁngton
gy &t the-aoeant. :

'm Nﬁ‘@'ﬂiﬁsﬂ clean w rsy\ed 30% of the drvaeather runoff from
-acte Slater Sliter wate pmvxdmg a gigndficant. improvement
tbearea and hel gmg fo pmiect Hupfington

_ B This is not true! The Coastal Comumission’s staff ggoiog;st said in his sta.ﬁf repert Hn.b Hooil pmtedmn
W& from Parkside Estates is real and nedded. In fact, by issning 2 Condittonal Letter of Map Revision
{CLOMR), PEMMs obligaled to issue a new flood map once the inprovements are certified.

The (aq of‘t}vz mxtter is that: the ' Tau’m‘ Huntin ang&m Beach's dangér—

m{ ted levees on the left and right) cannot begi
‘Parkside Esfates is approved by the Coastal Comnnsswn. any

 our $15 million in developer-funded flood control improvements are
" completed.

* Of course, the County. could repair the levees, but questions regarding

&mCmmg( funding sources and timing have yet to be angwered - and Tazmwﬁsﬂoadpmxmbau@
Parksids 15 ready to start fhe improvemenits as soon as thie Coastal aater ifs tiefldod canisgl. ckam;éz uﬂxrs
The Wintersburg-East Gayden Grone Commission approves the plan. yets this high! Lo

flood channel leoee. along Parkaide. :




[ =) P CLTtUTTU L D

AR i i .-'-?' %ﬂ (' i ; .-.-,-" i i Al i ...!\%ﬂ
G 1 HARANAL Fi it & TR A
S e Rl it AR i HEACH R AR ST I G A \.r‘gﬁ:1,1:t,:

ity 2 v H -

* Both & City of Huntington Beach and the County of Orange have wxfizfct'éxg;lg_tte'm to state
anid Tedeeal nfficials raising concerns about the iinminent risk.of tidal flooding resulting

x1hi Bolea.Chica restoration project. A 10-year stonn combined with gl tide'ts
clent fo cause the Hdal fAcoding of 800 homes in o R
s Warmer-Gratiam area, i

the US, Fish & Wildlife Service and the National
Maring Fisheries Service (managers of the Bolsa Chica
Tesiovation) have admitted that the restoration proj

did not hurn out as they planned. As a result, there is
now a massive, 40-acre salt water body in the Pocket ~ at
" a higher elevation than homes in the area.

The Coastal Commission staff has agreed that a tidal
-flood protection feature is necessary. Upon approval by
the Coantal Comunission, Parkside will build a certified
tidal flood barrier that will protect homes now at risk of

v

it d gy @

Cuoiditional Letier of Map Revision, FEMA is
2 1e a new flood map. ance the: Aimprove-
Parkside Estate's Jsvee wark could jeopindiae sth Jer
1l mcrease water-holding capacity in that portion of the
v . Blater puemp-station will improve flood protection.on both sides of

Whm FEMA issues its letter of map revision, homes in the yellow area of the map below would be ~ Hintingfa Biach figodeng it 1957,
removed. from the fiood plain and would bacome eligible for the elimination of mandatory flood . Shes Haineg weidd pay for new

mmmmﬂ&ﬂbmmmmm at lower flood risk and would be-eligible for ﬁziw aﬁ:’gﬁ“”’;‘z o .q'u;%"f','y_

poteutinlly lower floodinsurance pregniumm, -

i
i i

ig’?l

domes Hliginia for
rarigval from
current ficod o0z
and mandaioe
ficad Insurancs
maguiramants

that would be removed from
the Bood zone and mendatory
insurance requirements are on

" the south side-of the channel, -
as are mast of the homes that
will be eligibte for lower flaod

area may be
aligihle for lowar
(lood insuranss
pramiunms
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b¥true at all. The Parkside Estates site and surrourding neighbarhoods in the hisforic flood-
. “plain‘are functionally isolated fram the Wintersburg flood controlchanyiel. T the event of failfie
figoding of the surmowriding neighbochoods would occur even without developient of Parksice Estates,and

) worhouds near the Graham Street/ Kenilworth Avenue intersections are actually at lower elevations

tar fitin.a failed wpstream levee wauld Bood neighboring hiomes hours befaré it would rise enough @ flopd the
ly:we 3te proposinig to rebuild the levees, install larger storm drafns andincrease the gfficiency of the Slater
' shors greater floud protection, lower depth of flooding and faster drainage of their nelghbiborhbods.

RS,

False! The opponents’ plan (pictured) would breach the
v County. flood control levee and make no provision for a

- L IARNCNG

it sicticn ievee. rhave no rhm-to build a large set-back levee next
-hames Slong Graham, (This levee would cost millions of dotlars and
" second oty windows.) They alse have io'plans to

{ 4 batrier against tidal Aooding, as Skiea
Sapdeting, without the $15 million in storn drain, and levee iim-
Fiinveal FEMA vl o m-dgawﬁié_!{mﬂ_ingtoﬁ}ixgqnd maps.

i« No-eonservation group or agency has ever presented an offer to purchase the properiy despite H:
fact that Shea Homes has provided conservation groups with. cial infonmation. Frankdy, it
swvuld be atlocated for such a purchase because the area has already received millions of dollas for the
‘Bolsa Chica land acquisition and wetlands restoration, State officials are ebligated io ensure
that public land acquisition funds are distributed fairly throughout the atate,

s anlikely the state would spend more on open space conservadog v tha s
sirice the restoration of Bolsa Chica has already received siate furding.

For more infq_rmétion, orto view larger picmres please visit:
www.SheaParkside.com

Plan descriptions and depictions in this brochura are subject 10 change with approvals received from the California Coasial Comnicgion
and the City of Huntington Baach.
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California Coastal Commission RECEIVED
Attn: Meg Vaughn South Coast Region
200 Oceangate, 10th Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 JUL 5 2007
FAX: 562-590-5084 CALIFORNIA

COASTAL COMMISSION
To Whom It May Concern:

We support the staff recommendation regarding Huntington Beach LCP Amendment 1-
06. The IP Amendment should be denied as submitted, and the LUP and IP Amendmenis
be approved as modified by staff in their June 29, 2007 report.

We strongly support maintaining the open space and wetlands as a home for the various
and myriad animals, birds, and plant life that currently exist therein. Destroying this
valuable habitat is a short-sighted and irreversible mistake that can never be reversed.

Thank you for your time and effort in considering this very important request.

Respectfully,

Pa——

Lenny Munan & Sharon R. Sikora
17442 Hillgate Ln
Huntington Beach, CA 92649
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California Coastal Commission 71372007
South Coast Area Office -
ATTN: Meg Vaughn RECEz L
200 Oceangate, Suite 1000 (10" floor) South Coos
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 ,
Fax; 562-590-5084 JuL 5 20u/
Ref: CCC report W8.5a-7-2007 070629.pdf CALIFORDM

COASTAL CON-
Subject: Support of CCC report W8.5a-7-2007 070629

As a further clarification to my previous letter, | wish to state that ray wife
and | support the staff recommendation regarding Huntington Beach LCP
Amendment 1-06. However, we feel that the IP Amendment should be
denied as submitted, and that the LUP and I[P Amendments be approved
as modified by your staff in their June 29, 2007 report (Ref. Above).

Again, as | have stated before, | truly appreciate the thorough and detailed work
that the staff has done and | continue to support your recommendations to the
CCC. ltis reassuring to see that there are still some that care about the public
at large rather than totally focused on self objectives, desires, etc.

Thank %Zin.

Larry ue%;on
5332 Kenilworth Dr
Huntington Beach 92649

Staff renort 070703 . dac 1



AU VISY Vauyting

200 Oceangate, 10th Floor RECEIVED
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 South Coast Region

Dear Meg Vaughn, JUL 52007

CALl
Please support the staff recommendation regardingire A RNIA&S e
Beach LCP Amendment 1-06. The IP Amendment should be denied
as submitted, and the LUP and IP Amendments be approved as
maodified by staff in their June 29, 2007 report.

1 would like to respectfully encourage, at this very late date, to deny
the proposal for DELAY, as put forth by Scott Hess on behalf of
PARKSIDE/SHEA HOMES.

| respectfully request that you make the decision to go forward with
the July 11 hearing as scheduled.

[ would also urge the Planning Department and Shea Homes to stop
fostering fear under the guise of another “Katrina”. It is totally
disrespectful to those who suffared through this disaster and it is &
slap in the face to the city of New Orleans.

The flood control channel WILL be fixed. We do not need to ‘seli out’
to developers with deep pockets bribing the city and preying on our
resident’s fears. We can take care of our own infrastructure problems
and that is what we should be doing. Flood Control problems can,
and should, be resolved by the City and for the City.

A tract of new homes is not worth interrupting the Pacific Flyway. This
parcel of WETLAND is a much needed rest stop after losing 95% of

our wetlands along the California Coast. Does the city of Huntingtor

extinct because there is no place to stop and rest and fesd and
breed?! Some species are more fragile than others and need the
stops they have adapted to.

! would also like to acknowledge the fact that dormant toads, frogs
and fairy shrimp will be paved over and become a past memory of
those who remember their beautiful and melodic music. (Wall fairy
shrimp don't croak or sing, but you know what | mean.) My farnily Hing
witnessed this miracie first hand; we have it recorded on DV,
However, do we want a DVD to be the only way for paople to enjoy
and experience the miracle of nature that is in our city?

Sincerely,

Blatyt coppev

Blaize Coppsa
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California Coastal Commission July 4, 2007
RECEIVED

Attn: Meg Vaughn South Coast Region

200 Oceangate, 10th Floor _

Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 JUL 5 2007
CALIFORNIA

Dear Meg Vaughn, COASTAL COMMISSION

Please support the staff recommendation regarding the Huntingtoii
Beach LCP Amendment 1-06. The IP Amendment should be deniad
as submitted, and the LUP and IP Amendments be approved as
modified by staff in their June 29, 2007 report. -

| would like to respectfully encourage, at this very late date, to deny
the proposal for DELAY, as put forth by Scoft Hess on behalf of
PARKSIDE/SHEA HOMES.

| respectfully request that you make the decision to go forward with
the July 11 hearing as scheduled.

| would also urge the Planning Department and Shea Homes to stop
fostering fear under the guise of another “Katrina”. It is totaily
disrespectful to those who suffered through this disaster and it is a
slap in the face to the city of New Orleans. Why deesn’t Shea go to
New Orleans and do some hands on charity work, or better yet help
rebuild the levee there- really help with the issues Katrina victims are
actually suffering through? Maybe they can learn more about
humanity and the actual affects of such a disaster, NOT just witicas i
on television and then USE it to put fear into paople.

of our own infrastructure problems and that is what we should bz
doing. Flood Control problems can, and should, be resolvad by thu
City and for the City.

As for the hundreds of Realtors who signed in support of Shea
Homes, shame on them, their willingness to jurmp on the fear band
wagon as a tactic for the outcome they desire is deplorable. A few
Shea homes to be sold is not worth the ‘lottery ticket' which they are
imagining. | can only imagine that if NAR (National Association of
Reaitors®) knew the extent of their selling out, they would be
reprimanded for not representing Reaitors® in a favorabls light.

| would like to further remind the city, and our resident's, that the city
of Huntington Beach CANNCOT be bought, and we shouldn’t be
misled by false information.

A tract of new homes is not worth interrunting the Pacific Fhruay, This



the July 11 hearing ag scheduled.

A tract of new homes is not worth intarrupting the Pacific Flyway. 11
parcel of WETLAND iz a much neeaded rest stop afier lasing 95% o
our wetlands along the California Coast. Dogs the city of Huntington
Beach want to be responsible for any gpecies of bird to become
axtinct because there is no place to stop and rest and feed and
breed?! Some species are more fragile than others and need the
stops they have adapted to.

I would also like to acknowledge the fact that dormant toads, frogs
and fairy shrimp will be paved over and bacome a past memory of
those who remember their beautiful and melodic music. (Well fairy
shrimp don't croak or sing, but you know what | mean.) My family has
witnessed this miracle first hand; we have it recorded on DVD.
However, do we want a DVD to be the only way for people to enjoy
and experience the miracle of nature that is in our city?

Sincerely,

?\}/ KQ kc OWQ\

RyKer Coppa
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California Coastal Commission July 4, 2007
RECEIVED

Attn: Meg Vaughn South Coast Region
200 Oceangate, 10th Floor 5 2007
Long Beach, CA 90802-4416 JuL

NIA
Dear Meg Vaughn, CONSTAL COMMISSION

Please support the staff recommendation regarding the Huntington
Beach LCP Amendment 1-06. The IP Amendment should be denied
as submitted, and the LUP and IP Amandments be approved as
modified by staff in their June 29, 2007 report.

| would like to respectfully encourage, at this very late date, to deny
the proposal for DELAY, as put forth by Scott Hess on behalf of
PARKSIDE/SHEA HOMES.

| respectfully request that you make the decision to go forward with
the July 11 hearing as scheduled.

| would also urge the Planning Department and Shea Homes to stop
fostering fear under the guise of another “Katrina”. it is totally
disrespectful to those who suffered through this disaster and itis a
slap in the face to the city of New Orleans. Why doesn’t Shea go to
New Orieans and do some hands on charity work, or better yet help
rebuild the levee there- really help with the issues Katrina victims are
actually suffering through? Maybe they can learmn more about
humanity and the actual affects of such a disaster, NOT just withess it
on television and then USE it to put fear into peopls.

of our own infrastructure problems and that is what we should be
doing. Flood Control problems can, and sheuld, be resolved by tiia
City and for the City.

As for the hundreds of Reaitors who signed in suppott of Shea
Homes, shame on them, their willingness to jump on tha fear baid
wagon as a tactic for the outcome they desire is deplorable. A fow
Shea homes to be sold is not worth the ‘lottery ticket' which thay are
imagining. | can only imagine that if NAR (National Associaticsn of
Realtors®) knew the extent of their selling out, they would be
reprimanded for not representing Realtors® in a favorabie light.

| would like to further remind the city, and our resident's, that the city
of Huntington Beach CANNOT be bought, and we shouldn't be
misled by false information.

A tract of new homes is not worth interrupting the Pacific Flyway, Thi=
parcel of WETLAND is a much naeded rest stop aifter losing 05% i



our wetlands along the California Coast. Does the city of Huiitington
Beach want to be responsible for any spacies of bird to bacore
extinet because there is no place to stop and rest and feed arid
breed?! Some species are more fragile than athers and nasd thy
stops they have adapted to.

| would also like to acknowledge the fact that dormant toads, froas
and fairy shrimp will be paved over and hacome a past mamery of
those who remember their beautiful and melodic music. (Well fairy
shrimp don't croak or sing, but you know what | mean.) My family has
witnessed this miracle first hand; we have it racorded on DVD.
However, do we want a DVD to be tha only way fur people to snjoy
and experience the miracle of nature that is in our city?

Sincerely,

Kﬂ;ﬂf@u C@ppm

Kristen Coppa
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California Coastal Commission July 4, 2007
Attn: Meg Vaughn

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

From: Ryker Coppa 714. 840, 1833

Subject:"w 8 - 5a "

2 pages including cover oo L

- "W 8.5a"
California Coastal Commission  July 4, 2007
Attn: Meg Vaughn

200 Oceangate, 10th Floor

Long Beach, CA 90802-4416

Dear Meg Vaughn

Please support the staff recommendation regarding the Muntingtos:
Beach LCP Amendment 1-06. The IP Amendment should be denisd
as submitted, and the LUP and IP Amendiments be approved as
modified by staff in their June 29, 2007 report.

| respectfully request that you rake the decision to e foreard with

e bidhye 14 hvmevivees s mabarstodoaod
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parcel of WETLAND is a much needed rest stap after losing 55% of
our wetlands along the California Coast. Does the city of Huntingion
Beach want to be responsible for any species of bird to become
extinct because there is no place to stop and rest and fead and
breed?! Some species are more fragile than others and need the
stops they have adapted to.

I wouid aiso like to acknowledge the fact that dormant toads, frogs
and fairy shrimp will be paved over and become a past memory of
those who remember their beautiful and melodic music. (Well fairy
shrimp don't croak or sing, but you know what | mean.) My family has
witnessed this miracle first hand; we have it recorded on DVD.
However, do we want a DVD to be the only way for paople {0 sijoy
and experience the miracle of nature that is in our city?

Again, | respectfully request that you make the decision to go forward
with the July 11 hearing as scheduled.

Jo&Coppa





