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RESOLUTION NUMBER 12-

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
COSTA MESA APPROVING ZONING APPLICATION ZA-12-10 TO
CONVERT AN EXISTING BUILDING INTO A DRIVE-THROUGH
COFFEE SHOP AND ANOTHER FOOD USE o

.THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF COSTA MESA HEREBY RESOLVES AS

FOLLOWS:
WHEREAS, an application was filed by 450 East 17th Street Associates, LLC,

requesting approval of Zoning Application ZA-12-10 to convert a former credit union building
containing drive-through lane that accommodated a drive-up automated teller machine into a
drive-through coffee shop for Starbuck’s Coffee and another food use;

WHEREAS, on March 26, 2012, ZA-12-10 was approved by the Zoning Administrator;

WHEREAS, on April 2, 2012 the approval of ZA-12-10 was appealed by a property
owner and called up for review by a council member;

WHEREAS, on April 23, 2012, a duly noticed public hearing was held by the Planning
Commission;

WHEREAS, on April 27, 2012, the Planning Commission’s decision for ZA-12-10 was
called up for review by a council member and appealed by a property owner on April 30,
2012; ‘ _

WHEREAS, a duly noticed public hearing was héld by the City Council on May 15,
2012. o

BE IT RESOLVED that, based on the evidence in the record and the findings
contained in Exhibit A, the City Council hereby APPROVES ZA-12-10.
| 'BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Costa Mesa City Council does hereby find and
determine that adoption of this Resolution is expressly predicated upon the activity as
described in the staff report for ZA-12-10 and upon applicant’s compliance with each and all of
the conditions contained in Exhibit B as well as with compliance of all applicable federal, state,
and local laws. Any approval granted by this resolution shall be subject to review, modification
or revocation if there is a material change that occurs in the operation, or if the applicant fails to

comply with any of the conditions of approval.
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PASSED AND ADOPTED this 15th day of May, 2012.

ERIC BEVER
Mayor, City of Costa Mesa

ATTEST: - APPROVED AS TO FORM:
CITY CLERK OF THE CITY ATTORNEY
CITY OF COSTA MESA

| o
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA)
)ss
COUNTY OF ORANGE )

I, CHRISTINE CORDON, Acting City Clerk and ex-officio Clerk of the City

Council of the City of Costa Mesa, hereby certify that the above Council Resolution Number
12__ as considered at a regular meeting of said City Council held on the day of
, 2012, and thereafter passed and adopted as a whole at the regular meeting of said -

City Council held on the day of , 2012, by the following roll call vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, | have hereby set my hand and affixed the Seal of the City
of Costa Mesa this ____ day of , 2012 ' ‘
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EXHIBITA

FINDINGS

A.

The information presented complies with Costa Mesa Municipal Code Section 13-
29(g)(2) in that the proposed use is compatible with developments in the same
general area. Granting the minor conditional use permit will not be detrimental to the
health, safety and general welfare of the public or other properties or improvements
within the immediate vicinity. Granting the minor conditional use permit will not allow
a use, density or intensity that is not in accordance with the general plan designation
for the property. Specifically, staff does not anticipate any parking impacts because
the parking study prepared for the project has been reviewed by the City's
Transportation Services Division, and they concur with the study methodology,
suggested parking rates, and the consultant's conclusions regarding adequate
parking. If the remaining space is occupied by a food use, zoning approval and
business license authorization shall be contingent upon validation of the parking
conclusions of the parking study prepared for the project. This validation shall be in
the form of real-time parking counts conducted within 180 days of the coffee shop
being fully operational. Additionally, if parking shortages or other parking-related
problems arise, the landlord shall institute whatever reasonable operational measures
necessary to minimize or eliminate the problem. " Design of the drive-through lane
provides adequate vehicle queuing and circulation. The building will be remodeled
with contemporary architecture to provide a positive complement to the East 17
Street streetscape. Adverse impacts to residential uses will be minimized due to the
requirement that the existing landscape planter at the rear of the property (adjacent to
residential) be densely re-planted with- trees to provide an additional buffer for
residential properties.

The proposed project complies with Costa Mesa Munlc;|pa| Code Section 13-29 (e)
because:

1. The proposed use is compatible and harmonlous with uses both on-site
as well as those on surrounding properties.

2. Safety and compatibility of the design of the buildings, and other site
features including functional aspects of the site development such as
automobile and pedestrian circulation have been considered.

3. The use is consistent with the General Plan designation because the
project will not exceed the allowable General Plan intensity for the site.

The project has been reviewed for compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), the CEQA Guidelines, and the City environmental procedures,
and has been found to be exempt under Section 15301, Class 1, Existing Facilities,
of the CEQA Guidelines. ’

The project is exempt from Chapter Xll, Article 3, Transportation System
Management, of Title 13 of the Costa Mesa Municipal Code.

8
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EXHIBIT B

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Ping.

1.

The uses shall be limited to the type of operation as described in the staff
report and conditions of approval. Any change in the operational
characteristics of any use including, but not limited to, the hours of operation
and additional services provided, shall require review by the Planning
Division and may require an amendment subject to approval by the Zoning
Administrator.

If parking shortages or other parking-related problems arise, the business
operator shall institute whatever reasonable operational measures
necessary to minimize or eliminate the problem. These measures may -
include identifying select parking spaces for short-term parking (i.e. 30
minutes, 1 hour, etc.), reserving certain parking spaces for the other
tenant, and/or any other measures as deemed appropriate by the
Development Services Director.

The use shall be conducted, at all times, in a manner that will allow the quiet
enjoyment of the surrounding neighborhood. The applicant and/or business
owner shall institute whatever reasonable security and operational
measures are necessary to comply with this requirement.

The applicant shall contact the Planning Division to arrange a Planning
inspection of the site prior to commencement of the business. This
inspection is to confirm that the conditions of approval and code
requirements have been satisfied.

Prior to the grand opening of the coffee shop, the applicant shall submit an
interim parking plan to the Planning Division for review and approval to
ensure that adequate employee parking is available on-site or on at an
authorized site through an agreement with its property owner. In addition,
the plan shall indicate that employees shall be available to minimize any
impacts to circulation on the adjacent streets and surrounding properties.
This interim plan shall be in place for a minimum of 60 days during the
“Grand Opening” and may be extended for an additional 30 days to meet
customer demands as deemed appropriate by the Development Services
Director. The interim plan shall be approved prior to issuance of certificate
of occupancy. ‘

After the Grand Opening period when the interim parking plan is no longer
in place, employees of the fast food restaurant shall park on-site.
Employee parking shall occur in any of the parking stalls on the property.
Employee parking on the public streets fronting residential properties shall
be considered a violation of the terms of approval of the minor conditional
use permit. If repeated violations occur, the Development Services
Director shall have the discretion to require employee parking spaces be
assigned on the property, or to require other appropriate measures to
ensure on-site employee parking.

Zoning approval and business license authorization for a proposed
establishment where food and beverages are served shall be contingent
upon validation of the parking conclusions of the March 1, 2012 parking

| 4




10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

) ()

study. This validation shall be in the form of real-time parking counts
conducted within 90 days of the coffee shop being fully operational. ’
The conditions of approval for ZA-12-10 shall be blueprinted on the face of
the site plan as part of the plan check submittal package.

No modification(s) of the approved building elevations including, but not
limited to, changes that increase the building height, removal of building
articulation, or a change of the finish material(s), shall be made during
construction without prior Planning Division written approval. Failure to
obtain prior Planning Division approval of the modification could result in
the requirement of the applicant to (re)process the modification through a
discretionary review process such as a minor design review or a variance,
or in the requirement to modify the construction to reflect the approved
plans.

No exterior roof access ladders, roof drain scuppers, or roof drain
downspouts are permitted. ’
It is recommended that the project incorporate green building design and
construction techniques where feasible. The applicant may contact the
Building Safety Division at (714) 754-5273 for additional information.
Applicant shall work with staff to landscape the planter at the rear of the
property in order to maximize the opportunity to provide a buffer for the
residential properties including minimum 24-inch box size trees, subject to
review and approval by the Planning Division Director. '
The property owner or applicant shall install bike racks for patrons and
employees on the site. The bicycle racks shall be decorative in design.
This condition shall be completed prior to final occupancy/start of
business, under the direction of the Planning and Building Divisions. ,
The applicant shall work with. staff to reconfigure the proposed outdoor

‘patios to minimize the encroachment into the required street setback

landscape planters, subject to approval by the Planning Division. .
Transformers, backflow preventers, and any other approved above-ground
utility improvement shall be located outside of the required street setback
area and shall be screened upon view, under direction of Planning staff.
Any deviation from this requirement shall be subject to review and
approval of the Development Services Director.

City understands that the adjacent property may hold certain easement
rights over the property that is the subject of this decision. The city is not
in a position to determine the legal rights -between the two parcels with
respect to this easement. Accordingly, the City’s approval is made
expressly subject to the project being in full compliance with any existing

- duties, rights and obligations set forth in any easements or other

encumbrances recorded against the property. Any construction initiated
by applicant is performed at applicant’s own risk that it may be inconsistent
with existing easements and encumbrances.
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RESOLUTION NUMBER 12-

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
COSTA MESA DENYING ZONING APPLICATION ZA-12-10 TO
CONVERT AN EXISTING BUILDING INTO A DRIVE-THROUGH
COFFEE SHOP AND ANOTHER FOOD USE

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF COSTA MESA HEREBY RESOLVES AS
FOLLOWS:

WHEREAS, an application was filed by 450 East 17th Street Associates, LLC,
requesting approval of Zoning Application ZA-12-10 to convert a former credit union building
containing drive-through lane that accommodated a drive-up automated teller machine into a
drive-through coffee shop for Starbuck’s Coffee and another food use;

WHEREAS, on March 26, 2012, ZA-12-10 was approved by the Zoning Administrator;

WHEREAS, on April 2, 2012 the approval of ZA-12-10 was appealed by a property
owner and called up for review by a council member; '

WHEREAS, on April 23, 2012, a duly noticed public hearing Was held by the Planning
Commission;

WHEREAS, on April 27, 2012, the Planning Commission’s decision for ZA-12-10 was
called up for review by a council member and appealed by a property owner on April 30,
2012;

WHEREAS, a duly noticed public hearing was held by the City Council on May 15,
2012.

BE IT RESOLVED that, based on the evidence in the record and the findings
contained in Exhibit A, the City Council hereby DENIES ZA-12-10.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 15th day of May, 2012.

ERIC BEVER

Mayor, City of Costa Mesa
ATTEST: APPROVED AS TO FORM:
CITY CLERK OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

CITY OF COSTA MESA

ZI



STATE OF CALIFORNIA)
)ss
COUNTY OF ORANGE )

|, CHRISTINE CORDON, Acting City Clerk and ex-officio Clerk of the City

Council of the City of Costa Mesa, hereby certify that the above Council Resolution Number
12__ as considered at a regular meeting of said City Council held on the ____ day of
, 2012, and thereafter passed and adopted as a whole at the regular meeting of said

City Council held on the day of , 2012, by the following roll call vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, | have hereby set my hand and affixed the Seal of the City
of Costa Mesa this ___ day of , 2012 ‘




EXHIBIT A

FINDINGS

A.

The proposed project does not comply with Costa Mesa Municipal Code Section

13-29(e) because:,

1. A compatible and harmonious relationship does not exist between the proposed
use and existing buildings, site development, and uses on surrounding
properties.

2. The proposed use is not consistent with the General Plan or Redevelopment
Plan. '

The information presented does not comply with Costa Mesa Municipal Code
Section 13-29(g)(2) in that the proposed use is not compatible with developments
in the same general area. Granting the minor conditional use permit will be
detrimental to the health, safety and general welfare of the public or other
properties or improvements within the immediate vicinity. Granting the minor
conditional use permit will allow a use, density or intensity that is not in accordance
with the general plan designation for the property.

The Costa Mesa City Council has denied Zoning Application ZA-12-10. Pursuant
to Public Resources Code Section 21080(b)(5) and CEQA Guidelines” Section
15270(a) CEQA does not apply to this project because it has been rejected and will
not be carried out.

The project is exempt from Chapter Xll, Article 3, Transportation System
Management, of Title 13 of the Costa Mesa Municipal Code.
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CITY OF COSTA MESA REUEIVED

P. O. Box 1200 CITY GLERK
Costa Mesa, CA 92628-1200 FEE: $

AR 27 PH B 42
APPLICATION FOR REVIEW, APPEAL OR REHEAQI% 2l P & 42

GF G09TA MESA

Applicant Name W@V\C&\{ LeQCe, QOO f\cl W oma v

Address

Phone Representing*

REQUEST FOR: & REVIEW** MAPPEAL E REHEARING
Decision of which review, appeal or rehearing is requested: (give number of rezone, zone exception, ordinance, etc if applicable, and
the date of the decision, if known.) D\'OY 1 2—-3 7Dl 2 dealg 1oN b\/ P\ ammnq

@’)\MWHS%lolﬂ o) o\DDrc\)e, Stavbocks @ 460
£, 1N &¢.

Decision by: ____

Reasons for requesting review, appeal or rehearing: MOYE’_. thawr D U"CQIAQV\'\"S
most of them residents o6& Gabrille Diveet e |
wWerden leflers 4w the Cl’m.z Council O PPSINg_Hne dma-T@ro
aspect &5 the, Drooo%ecé Starhocks, fm,ﬁ'eh/ nelse,
Arathe b\roloems Auakb, of 1i€e fovves donts 11y Ane.
6urrouna&ma hu/ﬁh\o%r}n@@d /DoHohom negatvé  mpoironmental
L\/MDMJ:& h@aah\/a tvwoar—l' 1o Droo@x% \/atues are
o tted \0\! “vesidents A% vensons 4 dppeal the
decision 4n wnelode g o\rwe Thro, ‘Kes-?devd—s Stade.
they support o Sharbocks and’ Doé%tblq a_Yeshorant,
Wt Hhe\l pppose. the drwe -theo. "Tt & nat reasonzble
() 6&0&'\'@, 'H/\e. \/okume ot "’Ym@ho Nov” ODercd’Lonal hoors
erom A baw’c./&vﬁdx+ onon Wih 4 Sy bocks 2 CeS idents

otated. Also o "Wall of Jrees" c\gamst the Calorilo Bireet res:éen%s
Da[;p pev*’t\/ \mc ‘Vo Gienoae ne ise

A8 BETO
/ fo /1’1—-—-" Signature: __y, L/p/x Aty K
= =

For office use only — do not write below this line

SCHEDULED FOR THE CITY COUNCIL/PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF:;

If review, appeal or rehearing is for person or body other than City Council/Planning
Commission, date of hearing of review, appeal or rehearing:

If you are serving as the agent for another person, please identify the person you represent and provide proof of agency.
* Review may be requested only by City Council or City Council Member
Costa Mesal/Forms1/Application for Review-Appeal-Rehearing
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REC'D APR 26 2617

April 24, 2012

The Honorable City Council
City of Costa Mesa

P. 0. Box 1200

Costa Mesa, CA 92628-1200

Dear Esteemed Mayor and Council Members:

We are writing to ask for your help and support to appeal the decision by the Planning
Commission made Monday night, April 23, 2012, that allows a drive through operation at
a proposed Starbucks, with hours of operation between 6:00 a.m. — 11:00 p.m,, at 450
East 17" Street. We ask that you appeal the Planning Commission decision and deny
this drive-through altogether.

Many of our fellow residents feel this should be appealed based on the following:

Safaty,

Noise,

Traffic problems, _

Quality of Life for residents in the surrounding neighborhood,
Poliution/Negative environmental impact,

Negative impact to property values.

While a drive through window was in place for the former tenants, a bank and then credit

union, it is not reasonable to equate the volume of traffic nor operatlonal hours from a
bank/credit union with a Starbucks.

Further, the developer made promises that they may not be able to keep related to a
“wall of trees” against the wall which backs up to the Cabrillo resident’s property line.

We support Starbucks and possibly a restaurant moving into the proposed address; but,
we are strongly opposed to a drive through being permitted here for the reasons above.

We ask that you appeal this Pianning Commission decision as soon as possible. We
have many neighbors who are willing to fight against the current ptanning Commission's
decision and we are counting on you, our elected officials, to support us, your voting.
constituents.

Sincerely,

Vicki 5. Wadman
N

443 capeillo St.
Costa MEsA
26




April 24, 2012

‘The Honorable City Council
City of Costa Mesa

P. O. Box 1200

Costa Mesa, CA 92628-1200

Dear Esteemed Mayor and Council Members:

We are wiiting to ask for your help and support fo appeal the decision by the Planning
Commission made Monday night, April 23, 2012, that allows a drive through operation at
a proposed Starbucks, with hours of operation between 6:00 a.m. — 11:00 p.m., at 450
East 17" Street. We ask that you appeal the Planning Commission decision and deny
this drive-through altogether. .

Many of our fellow residents feel this should be appealed based on the following:

Safety,

Noise,

Traffic probiemis,

Quality of Life for residents in the surrounding neighborhood,
Pollution/Negative environmental impact,

Negative impact to property values.

While a drive through window was in place for the former tenants, a bank and then credit
union, it is not reasonable to equate the volume of traffic nor operational hours from a
bank/credit union with a Starbucks. :

Further, the developer made promises that they may not be able to keep related to a
“wall of trees” against the wall which backs up to the Cadrillo resident's property line.

We support Starbucks and possibly a restaurant moving into the proposed address; but,
we are strongly opposed to a drive through being permitted here for the reasons above.

We ask that you appeal this Planning Commission decision as soon as possible. We
have many neighbors who are willing to fight against the current planning Commission’s
decision and we are counting on you, our elected officials, to support us, your voting
constituents.

Sincerely,




April 24, 2012

The Honorable City Council
City of Costa Mesa

P. 0. Box 1200

Costa Mesa, CA 92628-1200

Dear Esteemed Mayor and Council Members:

We are writing to ask for your help and support to appeal the decision by the Planning
Commission made Monday night, April 23, 2012, that allows a drive through operation at
a proposed Starbucks, with hours of operation between 6:00 a.m. — 11:00 p.m,, at 450
East 17" Street. We ask that you appeal the Planning Commission decision and deny
this drive-through altogether. .

Many of our fellow residents feel this should be appealed based on the following: ,

Safety,

Noise,

Traffic problems, ~

Guality of Life for residents in the surrounding neighborhood,
Pollution/Negative environmental impact,

Negative impact to property values.

While a drive through window was in place for the former tenants, a bank and then credit
union, it is not reasonable to equate the volume of traffic nor operational hours from a
bank/credit union with a Starbucks. ‘ :

Further, the developer made promises that they may not be able to keep related to a
wwall of trees” against the wall which backs up to the Cabrillo resident's property line.

We support Starbucks and possibly a restaurant moving into the proposed address; but,
we are strongly opposed to a drive through being permitted here for the reasons above.

We ask that you appeal this Planning Commission decision as soon as possible. We
have many neighbors who are willing to fight against the current planning Commission’s
decision and we are counting on you, our elected officials, to support us, your voting
constituents.

Sincerely,

%— Lazaly Oenmnr
455" fupritys O

Cos7n Mesd, CA 3237
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April 24, 2012

The Honorable City Council
City of Costa Mesa

P. O. Box 1200

Costa Mesa, CA 92628-1200

Dear Esteemed Mayor and Council Members:

We are writing to ask for your help and support to appeal the declslon by the Planning
Commission made Monday night, April 23, 2012, that allows a drive through operation at
a proposed Starbucks, with hours of operation between 6:00 a.m. ~ 11:00 p.m., at 450
East 17" Strest. We ask that you appeal the Planning Commission decision and deny
this drive-through altogether.

Many of our fellow residents feet this should be appealed based on the following:

Safety,

Noise,

Traffic problems,

Quality of Life for residents in the surroundlng neighborhood,
Pollution/Negative environmental impact,

Negative impact to property values.

.
e & & » ¢ o

While a drive through window was in place for the former tenants, a bank and then credit
union, it is not reasonable to equate the volume of traffic nor operat:onal hours from a
bank/credit union with a Starbucks.

Further, the developer made promises that they may not be able to keep related to a
“wall of trees” against the wall which backs up to the Cabrillo resident’s praoperty line.

We support Starbucks and possibly a restaurant moving into the proposed address; but,
we are strongly opposed to a drive through being permitted here for the reasons above.

We ask that you appeal this Planning Commission decision as soon as possible. We
have many neighbors who are willing to fight against the current planning Commission’s
decision and we are counting on you, our elected officials, to support us, your voting
constituents.

Sincerely,

e 4},

L MZ'“ /ﬂf—f/b.
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April 24, 2012

The Honorable City Council
City of Costa Mesa

P. O. Box 1200

Costa Mesa, CA 92628-1200

Dear Esteemed Mayor and Council Members:

We are writing to ask for your help and support to appeal the decision by the Planning
Commission made Monday night, April 23, 2012, that allows a drive through operation at
a proposed Starbucks, with hours of operation between 6:00 a.m. — 11:00 p.m., at 450
East 17" Street. We ask that you appeal the Planning Commission decision and deny
this drive-through altogether.

Many of our fellow residents feel this should be appealed based on the foliowing:

Safety,

Noise,

Traffic problems,

Quality of Life for residents in the surrounding neighborhood, -
Pellution/Negative environmental impact,

Negative impact to property values.

~ While a drive through window was in place for the former tenants, a bank and then credit

union, it is not reasonable to equate the volume of traffic nor operational hours from a
bank/credit union with a Starbucks. :

Further, the developer made promises that they may not be able to keep related to a
“wall of trees” against the wall which backs up to the Cabrillo resident's property line.

We support Starbucks and possibly a restaurant moving into the proposed address; but,
we are strongly opposed to a drive through being permitted here for the reasons above.

We ask that you appeal this Planning Commission decision as soon as possible. We
have many neighbors who are willing to fight against the current planning Commission’s
decision and we are counting on you, our elected officials, to support us, your voting
constituents, o
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April 24, 2012

The Honorable City Council
City of Costa Mesa

P. 0. Box 1200

Costa Mesa, CA 82628-1200

Dear Esteemed Mayor and Council Members: -

We are writing to ask for your help and support to appeal the decision by the Planning
Commission made Monday night, Aprii 23, 2012, that allows a drive through operation at
a proposed Starbucks, with hours of operation between 6:00 a.m. - 11:00 p.m., at 450
East 17" Street. We ask that you appeal the Planning Commission decision and deny
this drive-through altogether.

Many of our fellow residents feel this should be appealed based on the following: |

Safety,

Noise,

Traffic proklems,

Quality of Life for residents in the surrounding neighborhood,
Pollution/Negative environmental impact,

Negative impact to property values.

While a drive through window was in place for the former tenants, a bank and then credit
union, it is not reasonable to equate the volume of traffic nor operational hours from a
bank/credit union with a Starbucks. - :

Further, the developer made promises that they may not be able to keep related toa
“wall of trees” against the wall which backs up to the Cabrillo resident's property line. .

We support Starbucks and possibly a restaurant moving into the proposed address; but,
we are stronqly opposed to a drive through being permitted here for the reasons above,

We ask that you appeal this Planning Commission decision as soon as possible. We

- have many neighbors who are willing to fight against the current planning Commission’s

decision and we are counting on you, our elected officials, to support us, your voting
constituen

ts.

A W [hATe gosn
[26 E.l67H ST
Costh Mesa , CA G267
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April 24, 2012

The Honorable City Council
' City of Costa Mesa

P. O. Box 1200

Costa Mesa, CA 92628-1200

Dear Esteemed Mayor and Council Members:

We are writing to ask for your help and support to appeal the decision by the Planning
Commission made Monday night, April 23, 2012, that allows a drive through operation at
a proposed Starbucks, with hours of operation between 6:00 a.m. — 11:00 p.m., at 450
East 177 Street. We ask that you appeal the Planning Commission decision and deny
this drive-through altogether. _

Many of our fellow residents feel this should be appealed based on the following:

Safety,

Noise,

Traffic problems, : :

Quality of Life for residents in the surrounding neighborhood,
Pollution/Negative environmental impact,

Negative impact to property values.

While a drive through window was in place for the former tenants, a bank and then credit
union, it is not reasonable to equate the volume of traffic nor operational hours from a
bank/credit union with a Starbucks. :

Further, the developer made promises that they may not be able to keep related to a
~ “wall of trees” against the wall which backs up to the Cabrillo resident's property line.

We support Starbucks and possibly a restaurant moving into the proposed address; but,
we are strongly opposed to a drive through being permitted here for the reasons above.

We ask that you appeal this Planning Commission decision as soon as possible. We
have many neighbors who are willing to fight against the current planning Commission’s
decision and we are counting on you, our elected officials, to support us, your voting.
constituents, :

Sincerely,
/ﬁ,«w/ plezsor)
ez
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April 24, 2012

The Honorable City Council
City of Costa Mesa

P. O. Box 1200

Costa Mesa, CA 92628-1200

Dear Esteemed Mayor and Council Members:

We are writing to ask for your help and support to appeal the decision by the Planning
Commission made Monday night, April 23, 2012, that allows a drive through operation at
a proposed Starbucks, with hours of operation between 6:00 a.m. - 11:00 p.m., at 450
East 17" Street. We ask that you appeal the Pianning Gommission decision and deny
this drive-through altogether.

Many of our fellow residents fee! this should be appealed based on the following:

Safety,

Noise,

Traffic problems,

Quality of Life for residents in the surrounding neighborhood,
Pollution/Negative environmental impact,

Negative impact to property values.

While a drive through window was in place for the former tenants, a bank and then credit
union, it is not reasonable to equate the volume of traffic nor operatnonai hours from a
bank/credit union with a Starbucks.

Further, the developer made promises that they may not be able to keep related to a
"wall of trees” against the wall which backs up to the Cabrillo resident’s property line.

We support Starbucks and possibly a restaurant moving into the proposed address; but,
we are strongly opposed to a drive through being permitted here for the reasons above.

We ask that you appeal this Planning Commission decision as soon as possible. We
have many neighbors who are willing to fight against the current ptanning Commission’s
decision and we are counting on you, our elected officials, to support us, your voting.
constituents.

Sincerely,

b3l OHMS Wity
t/g/@ cosra MESA CA 72627
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April 24, 2012

The Honorable City Council
City of Costa Mesa

P. O. Box 1200

Costa Mesa, CA 92628-1200

Dear Esteemed Mayor and Council Members:

We are writing to ask for your help and support to appeal the decision by the Planning
Commission made Monday night, Aprii 23, 2012, that allows a drive through operation at
a proposed Starbucks, with hours of operation hetween’ 6:00 a.m. — 11:00 p.m., at 450
East 17" Street. We ask that you appeal the Planning Commission decision and deny
this drive-through altogether. :

Many of our fellow residents feel this should be appealed based on the following:

Safety,

Noise,

Traffic problems, A
Quality of Life for residents in the surrounding neighborhood,
Pollution/Negative environmental impact,

Negative impact to property values.

While a drive through window was in piace for the former tenants, a bank and then credit
" union, it is not reasonable to equate the volume of traffic nor operationat hours from a
bank/credit union with a Starbucks. .

Further, the developer made promises that they may not be able to keep related to a
“wall of trees” against the wall which backs up to the Cabrillo resident’s property line.

We support Starbucks and possibly a restaurant moving into the proposed address; but,
e are strongly opposed to a drive through being permitted here for the reasons above.

We ask that you appeal this Planning Commission decision as soon as possible. We
have many neighbors who are willing to fight against the current planning Commission’s
decision and we are counting on you, our elected officials, to support us, your voting

constituents. :

Sincerely, 7 7/4 W :
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April 24, 2012

The Honorable City Council
City of Costa Mesa

P. O. Box 1200 »
Costa Mesa, CA 92628-1200

Dear Esteemed Mayor and Council Members:

We are writing to ask for your help and support to appeal the decision by the Planning
Commission made Monday night, April 23, 2012, that allows a drive through operation at
a proposed Starbucks, with hours of operation between 6:00 a.m. ~ 11:00 p.m,, at 450
East 17" Street. We ask that you appeal the Planning Commission decision and deny
this drive-through altogether. :

Many of our fellow residents feel this should be appealed based on the following:

Safety,

Noise,

Traffic problems,

Quality of Life for residents in the surrounding neighborhood,
Poliution/Negative envireonmental impact,

Negative impact to property values.

While a drive through window was in place for the former tenants, a bank and then credit
unifon, it is not reasonable to equate the volume of traific nor operational hours from a
bank/credit union with a Starbucks. -

Further, the developer made promises that they may not be able to keep related to a2
“wall of trees” against the wall which backs up to the Cabrillo resident’s property line.

We support Starbucks and possibly a restaurant moving into the proposed address; but,
we are strongly opposed to a drive through being permitted here for the reasons above.

We ask that you appeal this Planning Commission decision as socn as possible. We
have many neighbors who are willing to fight against the current planning Commission’s
decision and we are counting on you, our elected officials, to support us, your voting
constituents.

Sincerely,
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April 24, 2012

The Honorable City Council
City of Costa Mesa

P. O. Box 1200

Costa Mesa, CA 92628-1200

Dear Esteemed Mayor and Council Members:

We are writing to ask for your help and support to appeal the degision by the Planning
Commission made Monday night, April 23, 2012, that allows a drive through operation at
a proposed Starbucks, with hours of operation between 6:00 a.m. - 11:00 p.m., at 450
East 17" Street. We ask that you appeal the Planning Commission declision and deny
this drive-through altogether.

Many of our fellow residents feel this should be appealed based on the following:

Safety,

Noise,

Traffic problems, .
Quality of Life for residents in the surrounding neighborhood,
Pollution/Negative environmental impact,

Negative impact to property values.

While a drive through window was in place for the former tenants, a bank and then credit
union, it is not reasonable to equate the volume of traffic nor operational hours from a
bank/credit union with a Starbucks. .

Further, the developer made promises that they may not be able to keep related to a
“wall of irees” against the wall which backs up to the Cabrillo resident’s property line.

We support Starbucks and possibly a restaurant moving into the proposed address; but,
we are strongly opposed to a drive through being permitted here for the reasons above,

We ask that you appeal this Planning Commission decision as soon as possible. We
have many neighbors who are willing to fight against the current planning Commission’s
decision and we are counting an you, our elected officials, to support us, your voting
constituents.

Sincerely,
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April 24, 2012

The Honorable City Council
City of Costa Mesa

P. 0. Box 1200

Costa Mesa, CA 92628-1200

Dear Esteemed Mayor and Council Members:

"We are writing to ask for your help and support to appeal the decision by the Planning

Commission made Monday night, April 23, 2012, that allows a drive through operation at
a proposed Starbucks, with hours of operation between 6:00 a.m. ~ 11:00 p.m., at 450
East 17" Street. We ask that you appeal the Planning Commission decision and deny
this drive-through altogether.

Many of our fellow residents feel this should be appealed based on the following:

Safety,

Noise,

Traffic problems,

Quality of Life for residents in the surrounding neighborhood,
Pollution/Negative environmental impact,

Negative impact to property values.

® & & & & &

While a drive through window was in place for the former tenants, a bank and then credit
union, it is not reasonable to equate the volume of traffic nor operational hours from a
bank/credit union with a Starbucks. :

Further, the developer made promises that they may not be able to keep related to a
“wall of trees” against the wall which backs up to the Cabrillo resident's property line.

We support Starbucks and possibly a restaurant moving into the proposed address; but,
we are strongly opposed to a drive through being permitted here for the reasons above.

We ask that you appeal this Planning Commission decision as soon as possible. We
have many neighbors who are willing to fight against the current planning Commission’s
decision and we are counting on you, our elected officials, to support us, your voting
constituents.

Sincerely,
Foandic O. ~poge™
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April 24, 2012

The Honorable City Council
City of Costa Mesa

P. O. Box 1200

Costa Mesa, CA 92628-1200

Dear Esteemed Mayor and Council Members:

We are writing to ask for your help and support to appeal the decision by the Planning
Commission made Monday night, April 23, 2012, that allows a drive through operation at
a proposed Starbucks, with hours of operation between 6:00 a.m. — 11:00 p.m., at 450
East 17" Street. We ask that you appeal the Planning Commission decision and deny
this drive-through altogether. '

Many of our fellow residents feel this should be Vappealed based on the foliowing:

Safety,

Noise,

Traffic probiems,

Quality of Life for residents in the surrounding neighborhood,
Pollution/Negative environmenta! impact, .
Negative impact to property values.

While a drive through window was in place for the former tenants, a bank and then credit
union, it is not reasonable to equate the volume of traffic nor operational hours from a
bank/credit union with a Starbucks. .

Further, the developer made prdmises that they may not be abie to keep related to a
swall of trees” against the wall which backs up to the Cabrillo resident’s property line.

We support Starbucks and possibly a restaurant moving into the proposed address; but,

* we are stronaly opposed to a drive through being permitted here for the reasons above.

We ask that you appeal this Planning Commission decision as soon as possible. We
have many neighbors who are willing to fight against the current planning Commission’s
decision and we are counting on you, our elected officials, to support us, your voting
constituents.
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April 24, 2012

The Honorable City Council
City of Costa Mesa

P. O. Box 1200

Costa Mesa, CA 92628-1200

Dear Esteemed Mayor and Council Members:

We are writing to ask for your help and support to appeal the decision by the Planning
Commission made Monday night, April 23, 2012, that allows a drive through operation at
a proposed Starbucks, with hours of operation between 6:00 a.m, ~ 11:00 p.m,, at 450
East 17" Street. We ask that you appeal the Planning Commission decision and deny
this drive-through altogether.

Many of our fellow residents feel this should be appealed based on the foliowing:

Safety,
Noise,
Traffic problems,
Quality of Life for residents in the surrounding neighborhood,
Poliution/Negative environmental impact,
- Negative impact to property values.

While a drive through window was in place for the former tenants, a bank and then credit

* union, it is not reasonable to equate the volume of traffic nor operatlonal hours from a

bank/credit union with a Starbucks.

Further, the developer made promises that they may not be able to keep related to a
“wall of trees” against the wall which backs up to the Cabrillo resident's property line.

We support Starbucks and possibly a restaurant moving into the proposed address; but,

- we are strongly opposed to a drive through being permitted here for the reasons above. -

We ask that you appeal this Planning Commission decision as soon as possible. We
have many neighbors who are willing to fight against the current planning Commission’s

~ decision and we are counting on you, our elected officials, to support us, your voting.

constituents.

Sincerely, %@ %«,ﬁ '

j‘c’/rr‘\[ @[11,0“2//
292 &. 1777 9,

Cm\’!o\ Mese, (o G 627

ol




--L

April 24, 2012

The Honorable City Council
City of Costa Mesa

P. O. Box 1200

Costa Mesa, CA 92628-1200

Dear Esteemed Mayor and Council Members:

We are writing to ask for your help and support to appeal the decision by the Planning

Commission made Monday night, April 23, 2012, that allows a drive through operation at

a proposed Starbucks, with hours of operation between 6:00 a.m. ~ 11:00 p.m., at 450
East 17" Street. We ask that you appeal the Planning Commission decision and deny
this drive-through altogether.

Many of our fellow residents feel this should be appealed based on the following:

Safety,

Noise,

Traffic probiems,

Quality of Life for residents in the surrounding neighborhood,
Pollution/Negative environmental impact,

Negative impact to property values.

While a drive through window was in place for the former tenants, a bank and then credit
union, it is not reasonable to equate the volume of traffic nor-operational hours from a
bank/credit union with a Starbucks. -

Further, the developer made promises that they may not be able to keep related to a
“wall of trees” against the wall which backs up to the Cabrillo resident’s property line.

We support Starbucks and possibly a restaurant moving into the proposed address; but,
we are strongly opposed to a drive through being permitted here for the reasons above.

We ask that you appeal this Planning Commission decision as soon as possible. We
have many neighbors who are willing to fight against the current planning Commission’s
decision and we are counting on you, our elected officials, to support us, your voting
constituents,

Sincerely,
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April 24, 2012

The Honorable City Council
City of Costa Mesa

P. O. Box 1200

Costa Mesa, CA 92628-1200

Dear Esteemed Mayor and Council Members:

We are writing to ask for your help and support to appeal the decision by the Planning
Commission made Monday night, April 23, 2012, that allows a drive through operation at
a proposed Starbucks, with hours of operation between 6:00 a.m. - 11:00 p.m,, at 450
East 17" Street. We ask that you appeal the Planning Commission decision and deny
this drive-through altogether.

Mariy of our fellow residents feel this should be appealed based on the following:

Safety,

Noise,

Traffic problems,

Quality of Life for residents in the surrounding neighborhood,
Pollution/Negative environmental impact,

Negative impact to property values.

While a drive through window was in place for the former tenants, a bank and then credit
union, it is not reasonable to equate the volume of traffic nor operational hours from a
bank/credit union with a Starbucks. ‘

Further, the developer made promises that they may not be able to keep related to a
“wall of trees” against the wall which backs up to the Cabrilio resident’s property line.

We support Starbucks and possibly a restaurant moving into the proposed address; but,
we are strongly opposed to a drive through beina permitted here for the reasons above.

We ask that you appeal this Planning Commission decision as soon as possible. We
have many neighbors who are willing to fight against the current planning Commission’s
decision and we are counting on you, our elected officials, to support us, your voting
constituents.

Sincerely, f A/ }M%
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April 24, 2012

The Honorable City Council
City of Costa Mesa

P. O. Box 1200

Costa Mesa, CA 92628-1200

Dear Esteemed Mayor and Council Members:

We are writing to ask for your help and support to appeal the decision by the Planning
Commissicn made Monday night, April 23, 2012, that allows a drive through operation at
a proposed Starbucks, with hours of operation between 6:00 a.m. — 11:00 p.m., at 450
East 17" Strest. We ask that you appeal the Planning Commtssuon decision and deny
this drive-through altogether.

Many of our fellow residents feel this should be appealed based on the following:

Safety,

Noise,

Traffic problems,

Quality of Life for residents in the surrounding neighborhoaod,
Pollution/Negative environmental impact,

Negative impact to property values.

While a drive through window was in place for the former tenants, a bank and then credit
union, it is not reasonable to equate the volume of traffic nor operatlonal hours from a
bank/credit union with a Starbucks.

Further, the developer made promises that they may not be able to keep related to a
“wall of trees” against the wall which backs up to the Cabrillo resident's property line.

We support Starbucks and possibly a restaurant moving into the proposed address; but,
we are strongly opposed to a drive through being permitted here for the reasons above.

We ask that you appeal this Planning Commission decision as soon as possible. We
have many neighbors who are willing to fight against the current planning Commission’s
decision and we are counting on you, our elected officlals, to support us, your voting
constituents.

Sincerely,
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April 24, 2012

The Honorable City Council
City of Costa Mesa

P. 0. Box 1200

Costa Mesa, CA 92628-1200

Dear Esteemed Mayor and Council Members:

We are writing to ask for your help and support to appeal the decision by the Planning
Commission made Monday night, April 23, 2012, that allows a drive through operation at
a proposed Starbucks, with hours of operation between 6:00 a.m. - 11:00 p.m,, at 450
East 17" Strest. We ask that you appeal the Planning Commission decision and deny
this drive-through altogether. :

Many of our fellow residents feel this should be appealed based on the following:

Safety, ‘ ‘
Noise, ' ‘
Traffic problems, '

Quality of Life for residents in the surrounding neighborhood, 1
Pollution/Negative envircnmental impact,

Negative impact to property values.

While a drive through window was in place for the former tenants, a bank and then credit
union, it is not reasonable to equate the volume of traffic nor operational hours from a
bank/credit union with a Starbucks. -

Further, the developer made promises that they may not be able to keep related to a
“wall of trees” against the wall which backs up to the Cabrillo resident's property line.

We support Starbucks and possibly a restaurant moving into the proposed address; but,
we are strongly opposed to a drive through being permitted here for the reasons above.

We ask that you appeal this Planning Commission decision as soon as possible. We
have many neighbors who are willing to fight against the current planning Commission’s
decision and we are counting on you, our elected officials, to support us, your voting
constituents.

-Sincerely,
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April 24, 2012

The Honorable City Council
City of Costa Mesa

P. 0. Box 1200

Costa Mesa, CA 92628-1200

Dear Esteemed Mayor and Councit Members:

We are writing to ask for your help and support to appeal the decision by the Planning
Commigsion made Monday night, April 23, 2012, that allows a drive through operation at
a proposed Starbucks, with hours of operation between 6:00 a.m. ~ 11:00 p.m., at 450
East 17" Street. We ask that you appeal the Planning Commission decision and deny
this drive-through aitogether. S

Many of our fellow residents feel this should be appealed based on the following:

Safety,

Noise,

Traffic problems,

Quality of Life for residents in the surrounding neighborhood,
Pollution/Negative environmental impact,

Negative impact to property values.

While a drive through window was in place for the former tenants, a bank and then credit
union, it is not reasonable to equate the volume of traffic nor operational hours from a
bank/credit union with a Starbucks. :

Further, the deveioper made promises that they may not be able to keep related to a
“wall of trees” against the wall which backs up to the Cabrillo resident’s property line.

We support Starbucks and possibly a restaurant moving into the proposed address; but,
we are strongly opposed to a drive through being permitted here for the reasons above.

We ask that you appeal this Planning Commission decision as soon as possible. We
have many neighbors who are willing to fight against the current planning Commission’s
decision and we are counting on you, our elected officials, to support us, your voting.
constituents, :

Sincerely,
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April 25, 2012
Dear Esteemed Mayor and Councii Members:

We are writing to ask for your help and support to appeal and to vote against the decision by the
Planning Commission made Monday night, April 23, 2012, that allows a drive through operation
at a proposed Starbucks, with hours of operation between 6:00 a.m. — 11:00 p.m., at 450 17
Street. We ask that you appeal the Planning Commission decision and deny this drive-through
altogether.

Many of our fellow residents feel this should be appealed based on the following:
o Safety,

Noise,

Traffic problems,

Quality of Life for residents in the surrounding neighborhood,

Poliution/Negative environmental impact,

Negative impact to property values.

While a drive through window was in place for the former tenants, a bank and then credit union, it

is not reasonable to equate the volume of traffic or operational hours from a bank/credit union
with a Starbucks.

Further, the developer made promises that they may not be able to keep related to a “wall of
trees” against the wall which backs up to the Cabrillo resident’s property line.

We support Starbucks and possibly a restaurant moving into the proposed address; but, we are
strongly opposed to a drive through being permitted here for the reasons above.

We ask that you do appeal and do NOT this Planning Commission decision to allow the drive
through as planned as soon as possible. We have many neighbors who are willing to fight
against the current Planning Commission’s decision and we are counting on you, our elected
officials, to support us, your voting constituents.
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April 25, 2012
Dear Esteemed Mayor and Council Members:

We are writing to ask for your help and support to appeal and to vote against the decision by the
Planning Commission made Monday night, April 23, 2012, that allows a drive through operation
at a proposed Starbucks, with hours of operation between 6:00 a.m. - 11:00 p.m., at 450 17"
Street. We ask that you appeai the Planning Commission decision and deny this drlve-through
altogether.

Many of our fellow residents feel this should be appealed based on the following:
e Safety,

Noise,

Traffic problems, ’

Quality of Life for residents in the surrounding neighborhood,

Pollution/Negative environmental impact,

Negative impact to property values.

While & drive through window was in place for the former tenants, a bank and then credit union, it
is not reasonable to equate the volume of traffic or operational hours from a bank/credit union
with a Starbucks.

Further, the developer made promises that they may not be able to keep related to a “wall of
trees” against the wall which backs up to the Cabrillo resident’s property line.

We support Starbucks and possibly a restaurant moving into the proposed address; but, we are
strongly opposed to a drive through being permitted here for the reasons above.

We ask that you do appeal and da NOT this Planning Commission decision to allow the drive
through as planned as soon as possible. We have many neighbors who are willing to fight
against the current Planning Commission's decision and we are counting on you, our elected
officials, to support us, your voting constituents.
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Sincerely,
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April 25, 2012
Dear Esteemed'Mayor and Council Members:

We are writing to ask for your help and support to appeal and to vote against the decision by the
Planning Commission made Monday night, April 23, 2012, that allows a drive through operatlon
at a proposed Starbucks, with hours of operation between 6:00 a.m. — 11:00 p.m., at 450 17"
Street. We ask that you appeal the Planning Commission decision and deny this drlve-through
altogether.

Many of our fellow residents feel this should be appealed based on the following:

¢ Safety,

o Noise,

o Traffic problems,

+ Quality of Life for residents in the surrounding neighberheod,
» Pollution/Negative environmental impact,

o Negative impact to property values.

While a drive through window was in place for the former tenants, a bank and then credit union, it
is not reasonable to equate the volume of traffic or operational hours from a bank/credit union
with a Starbucks,

Further, the developer made promises that they may not be able to keep related to a “wall of
trees” against the wall which backs up to the Cabrillo resident’s property line,

We support Starbucks and possibly a restaurant moving into the proposed address; but, we are
strongly opposed fo a drive through being permitted here for the reasons above.

We ask that you do appeat and do NOT this Planning Commission decision to allow the drive
through as planned as soon as possible. We have many neighbors who are willing to fight
against the current Planning Commission’s decision and we are counting on you, our elected
officials, to support us, your voting constituents.

Sincerely,
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April 25, 2012
Dear Esteemed Mayor and Council Members:

We are writing to ask for your help and support to appeal and to vote against the decision by the
Planning Commission made Monday night, April 23, 2012, that aliows a drive through operatlon
at a proposed Starbucks, with hours of operation between 6:00 a.m. - 11:00 p.m., at 450 17"
Street. We ask that you appeal the Planning Commission decision and deny this dnve—through
altogether. A

Many of our fellow residents feel this should be appealed based on the following:
o Safety,

Noise,

Traffic problems,

Quality of Life for residents in the surrounding neighborhood,

Pollution/Negative environmental impact,

Negative impact to property values.

While a drive through window was in place for the former tenants, a bank and then credit union, it
is not reasonable to equate the volume of traffic or operational hours from a bank/credit union
with a Starbucks,

Further, the developer made promises that they may not be able to keep related to a “wall of
trees” against the wall which backs up to the Cabrillo resident's property line.

We support Starbucks and possibly a restaurant moving into the proposed address; but, we are
strongly opposed to a drive through being permitted here for the reasons above.

We ask that you do appeal and do NOT this Planning Commission decision to allow the drive
through as planned as soon as possible. We have many neighbors who are willing to fight
against the current Planning Commission’s decision and we are counting on you, our elected
officials, to support us, your voting constituents.

Sincerely,
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April 25, 2012
Dear Esteemed Mayor and Council Members:

We are writing to ask for your help and support to appeal and to vate against the decision by the
Planning Commission made Monday night, April 23, 2012, that allows a drive through operatlon
at a proposed Starbucks, with hours of operation between 6:00 a.m, - 11:00 p.m., at 450 17"
Street. We ask that you appeal the Planning Commission decision and deny this dnve—through
altogether.

Many of our fellow residents feel this should be appealed based on the following:
Safety,

Noise,

Traffic problems, _

Quality of Life for residents in the surrounding neighborhocd,
Pollution/Negative environmental impact,

Negative impact to property values.

While a drive through window was in place for the former tenants, a bank and then credit union, it
is not reasonable to equate the volume of traffic or operational hours from a bank/credit union
with a Starbucks.

Further, the developer made promises that they may not be able to keep related to a "wall of
trees” against the wall which backs up to the Cabrillo resident's property line,

We support Starbucks and possibly a restaurant moving into the proposed address; but, we are
strongly opposed to a drive through being permitted here for the reasons above.

We ask that you do appeal and do NOT this Planning Commission decision to aliow the drive
through as planned as soon as possible. We have many neighbors who are willing to fight
against the current Planning Gommission's decision and we are counting on you, our elected
officials, to support us, your voting constituents.

Sincerely,
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April 25, 2012
Dear Esteemed Mayor and Council Members:

We are writing to ask for your help and support to appeal and to vote against the decision by the
Planning Commission made Manday night, Aprit 23, 2012, that allows a drive through operatlon
at a proposed Starbucks, with hours of operation between 6:00 a.m. — 11:00 p.m., at 450 17"
Street. We ask that you appeal the Planning Commission decision and deny this drtve~through
altogether.

Many of our fellow residents feel this shouid be appealed based on the following:
o Safety,

Noise,

Traffic problems,

Quality of Life for residents in the surrounding neighborhood,

Pollution/Negative environmental impact,

Negative impact to property values.

While a drive through window was in place for the former tenants, a bank and then credit union, it
is not reasonable to equate the volume of traffic or operational hours from a bank/credit union
with a Starbucks.

Further, the developer made promises that they may not be able to keep related to a "wall of
trees” against the wall which backs up to the Cabrillo resident’s property line.

We support Starbucks and possibly a restaurant moving into the proposed address; but, we are
strongly opposed fo a drive through being permitted here for the reasons above,

We ask that you do appeal and do NOT this Planning Commission decision to allow the drive
through as planned as soon as possible. We have many neighbors who are willing to fight
against the current Planning Commission's decision and we are counting on you, our elected
officials, to support us, your voting constituents.

Smcerely,
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April 24, 2012

The Honorable City Coungil
City of Costa Mesa

P. O. Box 1200

Costa Mesa, CA 92628-1200

Dear Esteemed Mayor and Council Members:

We are writing to ask for your help and support to appeal the decision by the Planning
Commission made Monday night, April 23, 2012, that allows a drive through operation at
a proposed Starbucks, with hours of operation between 6:00 a.m. — 11:00 p.m,, at 450
East 17" Strest. We ask that you appeal the Planning Commission decision and deny
this drive-through altogether. .

Many of our fellow residents feel this should be apbealed based on the following:

e Safety,

o Noise,

o Traffic problems, : ,\

¢ Quality of Life for residents in the surrounding neighborhood,
» Pollution/Negative environmental impact,

¢ Negative impact to property values.

While a drive through window was in ptace for the former tenants, a bank and then credit
union, it is not reasonable to equate the volume of traffic nor operational hours from a
bank/credit union with a Starbucks, .

Further, the developer made promises that they may not be able to keep related o a
“wall of trees” against the wall which backs up to the Cabrillo resident's property line.

We support Starbucks and possibly a restaurant moving into the proposed address; but, /
we are stronaly opposed to a drive through being permitted here for the reasons above.

We ask that you appeal this Planning Commission decision as soon as possible. We
have many neighbors who are willing to fight against the current planning Commission’s
decision and we are counting on you, our elected officials, to support us, your voting,
constituents.

Sincerely,
Bryon Batked
40 Lermoood D1
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April 24, 2012

The Honorable City Council
City of Costa Mesa

P. O. Box 1200

Costa Mesa, CA 92628-1200

Dear Esteemed Mayor and Council Members:

We are writing to ask for your help and support to appeal the decision by the Planning
Commission made Monday night, April 23, 2012, that allows a drive through operation at
a proposed Starbucks, with hours of operation between 6:00 a.m. ~ 11:00 p.m., at 450
East 17" Street. We ask that you appeal the Planning Commission decision and deny
this drive-through altogether. . .

Many of our fellow residents fee! this should be appealed based on the following:

Safety,

Noise,

Traffic problems,

Quality of Life for residents in the surrounding neighborhood,
Pollution/Negative environmental impact,

Negative impact to property values.

While a drive through window was in place for the former tenants, a bank and then credit
union, it is not reasonable to equate the volume of traffic nor operational hours from a
bank/credit union with a Starbucks. .

Further, the developer made promises that they may not be able to keep related to a
“wall of trees” against the wall_which backs up to the Cabrlilo resident's property line.

We support Starbucks and possibly.a restaurant moving into the proposed address; but,
we are strongly opposed to a drive through being permitted here for the reasons above.

We ask that you appeal this Planning Commission decision as soon as possible. We
have many neighbors who are willing to fight against the current planning Commission’s
decision and we are counting on you, our elected officials, to support us, your voting.
constituents. ’

Sincerely,
/%7% 7 Buzz BreKER
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April 24, 2012

The Honorable City Council
City of Costa Mesa

P. 0. Box 1200

Costa Mesa, CA 92628-1200

Dear Esteemed Mayor and Council Members:

We are writing to ask for your help and support to appeal the decision by the Planning
Commission made Monday night, April 23, 2012, that allows a drive through operation at
a proposed Starbucks, with hours of operation between 6:00 a.m. — 11:00 p.m., at 450
East 17" Street. We ask that you appeal the Planning Commission decision and deny
this drive-through altogether.

Many of our fellow residents feel this should be appealed based on the following:

Safety,

Noise,

Traffic problems,

Quality of Life for residents in the surrounding neighborhood,
Pollution/Negative environmental impact,

Negative impact to property values.

‘While a drive through window was in place for the former tenants, a bank and then credit
union, it is not reasonable to equate the volume of traffic nor operational hours from a
bank/cradit union with a Starbucks. ;

Further, the developer made promises that they may not be able to keep related to a
“wall of trees” against the wall which backs up to the Cabrillo resident’s property line.

We support Starbucks and possibly a restaurant moving into the proposed address; but,
we are strongly opposed to a drive through being permitted here for the reasons above.

We ask that you appeal this Pianning Commission decision as soon as possible. We
have many neighbors who are willing to fight against the current planning Commission’s
decision and we are counting on you, our elected officials, to support us, your voting
constituents.

Sincerely,
—DC?\\I \ & A/\V\ Cr
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April 24, 2012

The Honorable City Counci
City of Costa Mesa

P. O. Box 1200

Costa Mesa, CA 92628-1200

Dear Esteemed Mayor and Council Members:

We are writing to ask for your help and support to appeat the decision by the Planning
Commission made Monday night, April 23, 2012, that allows a drive through operation at
a proposed Starbucks, with hours of operation between 6:00 a.m. - 11:00 p.m., at 450
East 17" Street, We ask that you appeal the Planning Commission decision and deny
this drive-through altogether.

| Many of our fellow residents feel this should be appealed based on the following:

Safety,

Noise,

Traffic problems,

Quality of Life for residents in the surrounding neighborhood,
Pollution/Negative environmental impact,

Negative impact to property values.

¢ & & 6 ¢ o

While a drive through window was in place for the former fenants, a bank and then credit
union, it is not reasonable to equate the volume of traffic nor operational hours from a
bank/credit union with a Starbucks. R

Further, the developer made promises that they may not be able to keep relatedto a
“wall of trees” against the wall which backs up to the Cabrillo resident's property line.

We support Starbucks and possibly a restaurant moving into the proposed address; but,
we are strongly opposed to a drive through being permitted here for the reasons above.

We ask that you appeal this Planning Commission decision as soon as possible. We
have many neighbors who are willing to fight against the current ptanning Commission’s
decision and we are counting on you, our elected officials, to support us, your voting
constituents, '
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April 24, 2012

The Honorabie City Council
City of Costa Mesa

P. O. Box 1200

Costa Mesa, CA 92628-1200

Dear Esteemed Maydr and Councii Members:

We are writing to ask for your help and support to appeal the decision by the Planning
Comnmission made Monday night, April 23, 2012, that allows a drive through operation at
a proposed Starbucks, with hours of operation between 6:00 a.m. ~ 11:00 p.m., at 450
East 17" Street. We ask that you appeal the Planning Commission decision and deny
this drive-through altogether.

Many of our fellow residents feel this should be appealed based on the following:

Safety,

Noise,

Traffic problems,

Quality of Life for residents in the surrounding neighborhood,
Pollution/Negative environmental impact,

Negative impact to property values.

While a drive through window was in place for the former tenants, a bank and then credit
union, it is not reasonable to equate the volume of traffic nor operational hours from a
bank/credit union with a Starbucks. :

Further, the developer made promises that they may not be able to keep related to a
“wall of trees” against the wall which backs up to the Cabrillo resident’s property line.

We support Starbucks and possibly a restaurant moving into the proposed address; but,
we are strongly opposed to a drive through being permitted here for the reasons above.

We ask that you appeal this Planning Commission decision as soon as possible. We
have many neighbors who are willing to fight against the current planning Commission’s
decision and we are counting on you, our elected officials, to support us, your voting
constituents,

Sincerely,

DO.U;C}\ Cwl“\c\ :
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April 24, 2012

The Honorable City Council
City of Costa Mesa

P. O. Box 1200

Costa Mesa, CA 92628-1200

Dear Esteemed Mayor and Council Members:

We are writing to ask for your help and support to appeal the decision by the Planning
Commission made Monday night, April 23, 2012, that allows a drive through operation at
a proposed Starbucks, with hours of operation between 6:00 a.m. ~ 11:00 p.m., at 450
East 17" Street. We ask that you appeal the Planning Commission decision and deny
this drive-through altogether. :

Many of our fellow residents feel this should be appealed based on the following:

Safety,

Noise,

Traffic problems,

Quality of Life for residents in the surrounding neighborhood,
Pollution/Negative environmental impact,

Negative impact to property values.

While a drive through window was in place for the former tenants, a bank and then credit
union, it is not reasonable to equate the volume of traffic nor operational hours froma
bank/credit union with a Starbucks. -

Further, the developer made promises that they may not be able to keep related to a
“wail of trees” against the wall which backs up to the Cabrillo resident’s property line.

We support Starbucks and possibly a restaurant moving into the proposed address; but,
we are strongly opposed to a drive through being permitted here for the reasons above.

We ask that you appeal this Planning Commission decision as soon as possible. We
have many neighbors who are willing to fight against the current planning Commission’s
decision and we are counting on you, our elected officials, to support us, your voting.
constituents. \

Sincerely,
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April 24, 2012

The Honorable City Council
City of Costa Mesa

P. O. Box 1200

Costa Mesa, CA 92628-1200

Dear Esteemed Mayor and Council Members:

We are writing o ask for your help and support to appeal the decision by the Planning
Commission made Monday night, April 23, 2012, that allows a drive through operation at
a proposed Starbucks, with hours of operation between 6:00 a.m. — 11:00 p.m., at 450
East 17" Street. We ask that you appeal the Planning Commission decision and deny
this drive-through altogether.

Many of our fellow residents fee! this should be appealed based on the following:

Safety,

Noise, .

Traffic problems, _

Quality of Life for residents in the surrounding neighborhood,
Pollution/Negative environmental impact,

Negative impact to property values.

While a drive through window was in place for the former tenants a bank and then credit
union, it is not reasonable to equate the volume of traffic nor operatlonal hours from a
bank/credit union with a Starbucks.

Further, the developer made promises that they may not be able fo keep related to a
“wall of trees” against the wall which backs up to the Cabrillo resident’s property line.

We support Starbucks and possibly a restaurant moving into the proposed address; but,
we are strongly opposed to a drive through being permitted here for the reasons above.

We ask that you appeal this Planning Commission decision as soon as possible. We

-have many neighbors who are willing to fight against the current planning Commission’s

decision and we are counting on you, our elected officials, to support us, your voting.
constituents.

Sincerely,

W Fo-tsed
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April 25, 2012
Dear Esteemed Mayor and Council Members:

We are writing to ask for your help and support to appeal and to vote against the decision by the
Planning Commission made Monday night, April 23, 2012, that allows a drive through operatlon
at a proposed Starbucks, with hours of operation between 6:00 a.m. — 11:00 p.m., at 450 17"
Street. We ask that you appeal the Plannmg Commission decision and deny this dnve-through
altogether.

Many of our fellow residents feel this should be appealed based on the following:

» Safety,

* Noise,

« Traffic problems,

* Quality of Life for residents in the surrounding neighborhood,
» Pollution/Negative environmental impact,

* Negative impact to property values.

While a drive through window was in place'for the former tenants, a bank and then credit union, it
is not reasonable to equate the volume of fraffic or operational hours from a bank/credit union
with a Starbucks.

Further, the developer made promises that they may not be able to keep related to a “wall of
trees” against the wall which backs up to the Cabrillo resident's property line,

We support Starbucks and possibly a restaurant moving into the proposed address; but, we are
strongly opposed fo a drive through being permitted here for the reasons above,

We ask that you do appeal and do NOT this Planning Commission decision to allow the drive
through as planned as soon as possible. We have many neighbors who are willing to fight
against the current Planning Commission’s decision and we are counting on you, our elected
officials, to support us, your voting constituents.

Sincerely,

H8



April 24, 2012

The Honorable City Council
City of Costa Mesa

P. O. Box 1200

Costa Mesa, CA 92628-1200

Dear Esteemed Mayor and Council Members:

We are writing to ask for your help and support to appeal the decision by the Planning
Commission made Monday night, April 23, 2012, that allows a drive through operation at
a proposed Starbucks, with hours of operation between 6:00 a.m. ~ 11:00 p.m., at 450
East 17" Street. We ask that you appeal the Planning Commission declsion and deny
this drive-through altogether.

Many of our fellow residents feel this should be appealed based on the following:

Safety,

Noise,

Traffic problems,

Quality of Life for residents in the surrounding neighborhood,
Pollution/Negative environmental impact,

Negative impact to property values

While a drive through window was in place for the former tenants, a bank and then credit
union, it is not reasonable to equate the volume of traffic nor operatlonal hours from a
bank/credit union with a Starbucks.

Further, the developer made promises that they may not be able to keep related to a
“wall of trees” against the wall which backs up to the Cabrillo resident’s property line.

We support Starbucks and possibly a restaurant moving into the proposed address; but,
we are strongly opposed to a drive through being permitted here for the reasons above.

We ask that you appeal this Planning Commission decision as soon as possible. We
have many neighbors who are willing to fight against the current planning Commission’s
decision and we are counting on you, our elected officials, to support us, your voting.
constituents.

Slncerely,

AN RS EL p %Mﬂ
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April 24, 2012

The Honorable City Council
City of Costa Mesa

P. O, Box 1200

Costa Mesa, CA 92628-1200

Dear Esteemed Mayor and Council Members:

We are writing to ask for your help and support to appeal the decision by the Planning
Commission made Monday night, April 23, 2012, that allows a drive through operation at

" a proposed Starbucks, with hours of operation between 6:00 a.m. — 11:00 p.m., at 450

East 17" Street. We ask that you appeal the Planning Commission decision and deny
this drive-through altogether. < -

Many of our fellow residents feel this should be appealed based on the following:

Safety,

Noise,

Traffic problems,

Quality of Life for residents in the surrounding neighborhood,
Poliution/Negative environmenial impact,

Negative impact to property values.

While a drive through window was in place for the former tenants, a bank and then credit
union, it is not reasonable o equate the volume of traffic nor operational hours from a
bank/credit union with a Starbucks. .

Further, the developer made promises that they may not be able to keep related to a
“wall of trees” against the wall which backs up to the Cabrillo resident’s property line.

We support Starbucks and possibly a restaurant moving into the proposed address; but,
we are strongly opposed to a drive through being permitted here for the reasons above.

We ask that you appeal this Planning Commission decision as soon as possible. We
have many neighbors who are willing to fight against the current planning Commission’s
decision and we are counting on you, our elected officials, to support us, your voting.
constituents,

Sincerely,
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April 24, 2012

The Honorable City Council
City of Costa Mesa

P. O. Box 1200

Costa Mesa, CA 92628-1200

Dear Esteemed Mayor and Councit Members:

We are writing to ask for your help and support to appeal the decision by the Planning
Commission made Monday night, April 23, 2012, that allows a drive through operation at
a proposed Starbucks, with hours of operation between 6:00 a.m. ~ 11:00 p.m,, at 450
East 17" Street. We ask that you appeal the Planning Commission decision and deny
this drive-through altogether. ,

Many of our fellow residents feel this should be appealed based on the following:

Safety,

Noise,

Traffic problems,

Quality of Life for residents in the surrounding neighborhood,
Pollution/Negative environmental impact,

Negative impact to property values.

While a drive through window was in place for the former tenants, a bank and then credit
union, it is not reasonable to equate the volume of traffic nor operational hours from a
bank/credit union with a Starbucks. '

Further, the developer made promises that they may not be able to keep related to a
“wall of trees” against the wall which backs up to the Cabrillo resident’s property line.

We support Starbucks and possibiy a restaurant moving into the proposed address; but,
we are strongly opposed to a drive through being permitted here for the reasons above.

We ask that you appeal this Planning Commission decision as soon as possible. We
have many neighbors who are willing to fight against the current planning Commission’s
decision and we are counting on you, our elected officials, to support us, your voting
constituents.

Sincerely, TO{}\N Caup
Thx |
22550 Sanda Aoy Ave AdA
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April 24, 2012

The Honorable City Council
City of Costa Mesa

P. O. Box 1200

Costa Mesa, CA 92628-1200

Dear Esteemed Mayor and Council Members:

We are writing to ask for your help and support to appeal the decision by the Planning
Commission made Monday night, April 23, 2012, that allows a drive through operation at
a proposed Starbucks, with hours of operation between 6:00 a.m. — 11:00 p.m., at 450
East 17" Street. We ask that you appeal the Planning Commission decision and deny
this drive-through altogether. -

Many of our fellow residents feel this should be appealed based on the following:

Safety,

Noise,

Traffic problems;,

Quality of Life for residents in the surrounding neighborhood,
Pollution/Negative environmental impact,

Negative impact to property values.

While a drive through window was in place for the former tenants, a bank and then credit
union, it is not reasonable to equate the volume of traffic nor operational hours from a
bank/credit union with a Starbucks. :

Further, the developer made promises that they may not be able to keep related to a
“wall of trees” against the wall which backs up to the Cabrillo resident’s property line.

We support Starbucks and possibly a restaurant moving into the proposed address; but,
we are strongly opposed to a drive through being permitted bere for the reasons above.

We ask that you appeal this Planning Commission decision as soon as possible. We
have many neighbors who are willing to fight against the current planning Commission’s
decision and we are counting on you, our elected officials, to support us, your voting.
constituents. .

Sincerely, <2 f A2
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April 24, 2012

The Honorable City Council
City of Costa Mesa

P. O. Box 1200

Costa Mesa, CA 92628-1200

Dear Esteemed Mayor and Council Members:

We are writing to ask for your help and support to appeal the decision by the Planning
Commission made Monday night, April 23, 2012, that atlows a drive through operation at
a proposed Starbucks, with hours of operation between 6:00 a.m. — 11:00 p.m,, at 450
East 17" Street. We ask that you appeal the Planning Commission decision and deny
this drive-through altogether.

Many of our fellow residents feel this should be appealed based on the following:

Safety,

Naoise,

Traffic problems,

Quality of Life for residents in the surrounding neighborhood,
Pollution/Negative environmental impact,

Negative impact to property values.

e & & O & B

While a drive through window was in place for the former tenants, a bank and then credit
union, it is not reasonable to equate the volume of traffic nor operational hours from a
bank/credit union with a Starbucks, :

_ Further, the developer made promises that they may not be able to keep related to a
“wall of trees” against the wall which backs up to the Cabrillo resident's property line.

We support Starbucks and possibly a restaurant moving into the proposed address; but,
we are strongly opposed to a drive through being permitted here for the reasons above,

We ask that you appeal this Planning Commission decision as scon as possible. We
have many neighbors who are willing to fight against the current planning Commission’s
decision and we are counting on you, our elected officials, to support us, your voting.
constituents. -

Sinf:erely, / Q
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1893 Parkview Circle /i%z‘ )
Costa Mesa, CA 92627-4536 ) ,(7' )
Phone: (949) 642-2841 » 2
email: mamalili@pacbell.net ? 490
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April 26, 2012

City Council of the City of Costa Mesa
P.O. Box 1200
Costa Mesa, CA 92628-1200

To the Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council:

We are writing to ask for your help and support to reverse the decision by the Planning Commission made
Monday night, April 23, 2012, that allows a drive-through operation at a proposed Starbucks, with hours
of operation between 6: 00 a.m. — 11:00 p.m., at 450 17" Street. We ask that you reverse the Planning
Commission decision and deny the drlve-through aspect of the proposed business.

Many of our fellow residents feel this should be appealed based on the following:
o Safety,

Noise,

Traffic problems,

Quality of Life for residents in the surrounding neighborhood,

Pollution/Negative environmental impact,

Negative impact to property values.

‘While a drive-through window was in place for the former tenants, a bank and then credit union, itis not
reasonable to equate the volume of traffic or operational hours from a bank/credit union with a Starbucks.

Further, it now appears that the developer may not be able to keep its promise to plant a “wall of trees”
against the wall that abuts the Cabrillo residents’ property lines.

We support Starbucks and possibly a restaurant moving into the proposed address but we are stron gly
opposed to a drive through being Qermztz‘ed here for the reasons gbove. S

We ask that you reverse this Planning Commission decision and deny the drive-through at this location.
Many neighbors who vehemently oppose the Planning Commission’s decision and ate counting on you,
our elected officials, to support them, your voting constituents.

Very truly yours,
/ Lipi. ) Q?ﬁ %ﬂu/
Eleanor Egan and Tom Eéan é/
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25 April 2012

The Honorable City Council
City of Costa Mesa

P.O. Box 1200

Costa Mesa, CA 92628-1200

Dear Esteemed Mayor and Council Members:

| am writing to ask for your help and support to appeal the decision by the Planning

.Commission made Monday night, 23 April 2012 that allows a drive through operation at

a proposed Starbucks, with hours of operation between 6:00 am -~ 11:00 pm, at 450
East 1 7" Street. | ask that you appeal the Planning Commission decision and deny this
drive-through altogether.

As a frequent user of 17" Street, | fee! the already unsatisfactory traffic flow will be
negatively impacted by a “string of cars” extending onto 17" Street waiting for their

- morning coffee.

| support a Starbucks and possibly a restaurant moving into the proposed address; but,
am strongly opposed to a drive through being permitted here for the reasons above.

| ask that you appeal this Planning Commission decision as soon as possible.

idm A. Tassio
1500 Antigua Way
Newport Beach, CA 92660

WAT: mle
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April 26, 2012
Dear Costa Mesa Mayor Erik Bever and Council Members:

| am writing to ask for your help and support to appeal and to vote against the
decision by the Planning Commission made Monday night, April 23, 2012, that
allows a drive through operation at a proposed Starbucks, with hours of operation
batween 6:00 a.m. — 11:00 p.m., at 450 17" Street. | ask that you appeal the
Planning Commission decision and deny this drive-through altogether.

Many of our fellow residents feel this should be appealed based on the following:
» Safety,
* Noise,
« Traffic problems,
« Quality of Life for residents in the surrounding neighborhood,
« Pollution/Negative environmental impact,
« Negative impact to property yalues.

While a drive through window was in place for the former tenants, a bank and
then credit union, it is not reasonable to equate the volume of traffic or
operational hours from a bank/credit union with a Starbucks.

Further, the devetdper made promises that they may n'ot be able to keep related
to a “wall of trees” against the wall which backs up to the Cabrillo resident's

property line.

Local resisdents support Starbucks and possibly a restaurant moving into the
proposed address; but, we are strongly opposed to a drive through being
permitted here for the reasons above.

| stand with the residents who will be directly impacted by your decision and ask
that you do appeal and do NOT support this Planning Commission decision to

allow the drive through at this location, We have many neighbors who are willing
to fight against the current Planning Commission’s decision and we are counting .
on you, our elected officials, to support us, your voting constituents.

L
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April 19, 2012

Councilmember Wendy Leece

P. 0. Box 1200

Costa Mesa, CA 92628-1200

Dear Ms. Leece:

Our family resides right behind Morr{'s flowers and very close to the Little Knight.
Somehow we weren't informed about the potential drive through project in the
former Teacher's Credit Union. Please don't allow another bar or fodd service
establishment to back-up to our neighborhood.

We recently completed major improvernent to our back yard to enjoy the warm
summer evenings. | don’t see this as a positive addition to the area.

Sincerely, :

ad i ——

Vicky and Darren Wadman

cc: Via e-mail Planning Commission

oy
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CITY cLERKk [Costa Mesa
22408 30 py 5y Of Costa Mesa

Appeal of Planning Cammission Decislon/Rehearing: $1,220.00

LY BF LO5TA MESA
[5 \ )/ : r Appeal of Zoning Administrator/ Building Official / Fire Marshal /
Y e, I Staff Decision: $690.00

S

APPLICATION FOR APPEAL, REHEARING, OR REVIEW
Applicant Name* 4 o:%\/ WialLK es

Address 2.0 Bax Q 0&3, Newoped ﬁeysl{,/ O PA4655

Phonedi/d-,44 -7es8” Representing gef

REQUESTFOR: [ REHEARING @/@EAL [ REVIEW**

Decision of which appeal, rehearing, or review is requested: (give application number, If applicable, and the date of the
decislon, if known. )

/%o/am/ff-/- a‘zg Zarv')/@ /#pl/w—%zéf& 2A Il Y5O & )7 Sreest

Degision by: — :
Reasons for requesting appeal, rehearing, or review:

\.S'*"- e. /A‘maﬁaﬂ /7(}4:/2/”17[/6'/v‘,9[. ,/759,99:}[_ DoEyren S 74/4% Cny /UJ

I

Date: 174 Qﬁ /2 : Signature: / /Kf\\hM/\ aN 7

N\ A YAt "M

"lf you are serving as the agent for another person, please identify the person you represent and provide proof of authorization.
**Revisw may be requested only by Planning Commission, Planning Commission Member, City Council, or City Council Member

For office use only — do not write below this lina

SCHEDULED FOR THE CITY COUNCIL/PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF:

If appeal, rehearing, or review is for a person or bady other than City Cauncil/Planning Cammission, date of hearing of

appeal, renhearing, or review: :
(OQ) Updated July 2011



Background

For 30 yeérs, both 450 and 462 E. 17t Street have had low demand banking
institutions and other low demand activities. In 1982, the two property owners
recognized that 462 E. 17t Street needed access over 450 E. 17th Street and an
ingress-egress and parking easement over 450 E. 17t Street was granted to 462 E.
17t Street by document recorded as Instrument No. 82-297213 of Official Records
of Orénge County.

According to the easement, ingress and egress is granted through a 20-foot wide
strip and the grant also includes the use of three specific parking spaces on 450 E.
17th Street, The limits of said easement are shown on the attached copy of the

proposed grading plan for 450 E. 17t Street.

Current Proposal

The applicant for 450 E. 17t Street, Burnham USA, is proposing to convert a bank
with drive through into a coffee shop With drive through while converting the
remaining building square footage into future restaurant use. The applicant
provided a traffic study that concludes there will be three surplus parking spaces

with these uses.

Grounds for Appeal
The following issues have not been satisfactorily resolved and it is hereby requested

the City withdraw its approval of zoning application ZA-12-10:

1. The owner of 450 E. 17* Street has never offered the owner of 462 E 17th
Street a modification to the existing access and parking éasement, therefore,
if the development is approved in its current configuration, 462 E. 17t Street
tenants will not be able to park in the area specified in the easement and
there will be a planter blocking use of the ingress lane. No resolution of this

issue has been proposed.

04
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2. Ofcritical impbrtance, the current site plan causes all of the following
ingress-egress activitieé to simultaneously occur in the same area, thereby
causing a “confluence” bf conflicting vehicle movements:

Two-way ingress and egress in the 20-foot wide easement.

b. Carsand delivery trucks entering the 450 E. 17 Street site crossing
to the left through the egress lane to enter angled parking.

c. Carsand delivery trucks backing out of the angled parking spaces
through the egress lane. ,

d. Carsin the drive through lane quetie standing and occupying the
middle of the confluence area. '

e. Carsand delivery trucks entering and exiting 462 E. 17t Street in this
same confluence area in the limited area allocated for this use. This is
the only means of ingress and egress for cars and other vehicles to
access the parking area for 462 E. 17th Street.

3. With the expected traffic generated from the applicant’s proposed food
service establishments, which have high traffic volumes, it is likely there will
occur a standstill condition and an inability to maneuver.

4. The traffic study does not address the confluence area, which is a critically
important consideration for continuing successful use of each parcel.

5. Fire department access and response time is of concern because of the
impact of the conﬂuel.lce area. ‘

6. There is also the possibility that a cheinge of use for 362 E. 17t Street will
increase the demand on the ingress-egress easement and confluence area.
Whereas 350 E. 17th Street is considering a more upscale and active usé, the
use and traffic study should include parallel improvements to 462 E. 17t
Street. '

7. There is the possibility that the standstill condition will cause cars and

delivery trucks to wait on 17t Street until space occurs for ingress.

HHHHHHHE
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‘2. Application No.: ZA-12-10
Site Address: 450 East 17th Street
Applicant: 450 East 17th Street

Associates, LLC

Zone: C1
Project Planner: Mel Lee
Environmental
Determination: Exempt

Description:

The applicant is proposing Minor Conditional Use Permit ZA-12-10 to
convert a former credit union building containing drive-through lane
that accommodated a drive-up automated teller machine into a drive-
through coffee shop for Starbuck’s Coffee and another food use.

The Zoning Administrator's approval of ZA-12-10 was appealed by a
property owner (Toby Walker) and called up for review by a council
member (Wendy Leece).

There was a request from the Appellant to continue this item to the
Planning Commission meeting of May 14, 2012.

Commissioner Dickson recused himself due to a conflict of interest.
PUBLIC COMMENTS:

Rob Hamers, representing Appellant Toby Walker, asked to
continue the item for the Planning Commission meeting of May 14,
2012. '

Applicant Bryon Ward, Burnham Ward Properties, stated that to
postpone the decision would put their project in jeopardy. He
expressed that Mr. Walker's concerns are civil in nature and not
Planning Commission matters.

Jaime MacCleod, resident, requested that the Commission move
the item to the May 14, 2012 meeting.

Katie Arthur, resident, also requested that the item be continued to
May 14, 2012 meeting. :

Deputy Attorney Bettenhausen explained that easement rights
disputed by Mr. Walker are not deliberations that the Planning
Commission has the authority to make; however, they can speak
about the traffic issues that may be related.
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MOTION: Hear item number ZA-12-10 tonight and not
postpone it to the May 14, 2012 meeting.

Moved by Vice Chair Clark, seconded by Commissioner
Fitzpatrick.

The motion carried by the following roll call vote:

Ayes: McCarthy, Clark, Fitzpatrick, Salcedo
Noes: None
Absent: None

Recused: Dickson

Bryon Ward, applicant, explained the purpose and intent of the
project, and agreed to comply with the conditions of Exhibit B. With
regard to noise, Mr. Ward indicated that Starbucks will use the AVC
(Adjustable Volume Control) technology in the order board. Paul
Wilkinson from Linscott, Law and Greenspan, Engineers, indicated
that the traffic circulation was appropriate.

Rob Hamers, representing Appellant Toby Walker, expressed his
concerns about cars backing up in the egress-ingress lanes and the
circulatory flow of the traffic.

PUBLIC COMMENTS:

Beth Refakes stated her concerns about traffic backing up along
17" Street and the parking lot noise late at night caused by
Starbucks customers.

Katie Arthur indicated that she is happy that the building is going to
be used for business but she is strongly opposed to a drive-through
because of car noise, pollution, and traffic. She also disapproved
the proposal to plant ficus trees.

Jaime MaclLeod agreed with Katie’s comments and expressed the
same sentiments.

No one else wiéhed to speak and the Chair closed public
comments.

Bryon Ward and Paul Wilkinson responded to the public comments,
after which, Rob Hamers expressed his concerns about ingress-
egress point at the main drive.

Staff and Commissioners discussed about providing landscaping,

including 24-inch box size trees, at the rear of the property to
alleviate the residents’ concern of noise.
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MOTION: Approve Planning Application ZA-12-10 by adoption
of Planning Commission Resolution PC-12-11 based on the
evidence in the record and the findings contained in Exhibit A,
subject to conditions in Exhibit B with the following changes
to conditions:

7.

12.

16.

Zoning approval and business license authorization for a
proposed establishment where food and beverages are
served shall be contingent upon validation of the parking
conclusions of the March 1, 2012 parking study. This
validation shall be in the form of real-time parking counts
conducted within 90 days of the coffee shop being fully
operational.

Applicant shall work with staff to landscape the planter at
the rear of the property in order to maximize the
opportunity to provide a buffer for the residential properties
including minimum 24-inch box size trees, subject to
review and approval by the Planning Division Director.

City understands that the adjacent property may hold

certain easement rights over the property that is the
subject of this decision. The city is not in a position to
determine the legal rights between the two parcels with
respect to this easement. Accordingly, the City’s approval
is made expressly subject to the project being in full

. compliance with any existing duties, rights and obligations

set forth in any easements or other encumbrances
recorded against the property. Any construction initiated
by applicant is performed at applicant’s own risk that it may
be inconsistent with existing easements and
encumbrances. :

Moved by Vice Chair Clark, seconded by Commissioner
Salcedo.

The motion carried by the following roll call vote:

Ayes: McCarthy, Clark, Fitzpatrick, Salcedo
Noes: None
Absent: None

Recused: Dickson
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PLANNING COMMISSION
AGENDA REPORT

SUBJECT: APPEAL AND REVIEW OF ZONING APPLICATION ZA-12-10 MINOR CONDITIONAL
USE PERMIT FOR A DRIVE-THROUGH COFFEE SHOP
450 EAST 17™ STREET

DATE: APRIL 12,2012

FROM: - PLANNING DIVISION/DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT

PRESENTATION BY: MEL LEE, SENIOR PLANNER

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: MEL LEE, AICP (714) 754-5611
mel.lee@costamesaca.gov

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The applicant is proposing Minor Conditional Use Permit ZA-12-10 to convert a former
credit union building containing a drive-through lane that accommodated a drive-up

automated teller machine into a drive-through coffee shop for Starbucks Coffee and

another food use.

" The Zoning Administrator's approval of ZA-12-10 was appealed by a property owner

and called up for review by a council member.’

APPLICANT

The applicant is 450 East 17" Street Associates, LLC, who is also the owner of the
property.

' RECOMMENDATION

Uphold, reverse, or modify the Zoning Administrator’s approval by adoption of Planning
Commission resolution, subject to conditions.
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' PLANNING APPLICATION SUMMARY
Location: - 450 East 17" Street___ Application: - ZA-12-10
Request: Convert a former credit union ‘building containing drive~through fane that

accommodated a drive-up automated teller machine into a drive-through coffee shop
for Starbuck’s and another food use. . :

. SUBJECT PROPERTY: SURROUNDING PROPERTY:

Zone: . C1 North: R1, single-family residences '

. General Plan: General Commercial South: Across East 17" St., C1, commercial uses
Lot Dimensions: 126 FT x 300 FT East: C1, commercial uses :
Lot Area: 35,317 SF West: C1, commercial uses

Existing Development: _Credit union building, drive-through lane, and surface parking

" DEVELOPMENT STANDARD COMPARISON

Development Standard Required/Allowed Proposed/Provided ©
Lot Size:
_ LotArea 12,000 SF . 35,317 SF
Floor Area Ratio (FAR): .20 .16
Building Height 2 Stories/30 FT 2 Stories/28 FT, 10 IN_
Setbacks (Building)
Front (East 17" Street) ' 20 FT 15 FT (1)
Side (left/right) 15 FTIOFT 25 FT/46 FT
: Rear 58 FT : 170 FT
Parking: : ‘
‘Standard ' 38 ' - 40
Handicap ' 1 2
TOTAL ' 39 (2) 42 Spaces
Bike Racks NA 1 (Proposed)
| Drive-Through Lane Length 160 FT Min. ' 160 FT
NA = Not Applicable or No Requirement.
(1) The property is legal nonconforming. :
(2) Established per shared parking study (see staff report discussion).
CEQA Status | Exempt, Class 1 (Existing Facilities)
Final Action Planning Commission




BACKGROUND

Projéct Site/Environs

The property is located on the north side of East 17" Street, between Tustin Avenue
and Irvine Avenue, and contains a 5,800 square-foot building (formerly Schools First
Federal Credit Union) and 30 on-site parking spaces. The building has an existing 154~
foot deep drive-through lane that accommodated a drive-up automated teller machine

(since removed). The property is zoned C1 (Local Business District) and has a general

plan land use designation of General Commercial.
Minor Conditional Use Permit ZA-12-10

On March 26,.2012, the Zoning Administrator approved a Minor Conditional Use Permit

for a future 2,356 square-foot coffee house with the parking demand and traffic

characteristics of a Starbucks Coffee Shop (‘coffee shop”) with drive-through service.
According to the applicant, the remaining portion of the building, approximately 2,185
square feet, has been allocated for a future restaurant tenant use (a specific tenant has
not been identified) bringing the total net area to 4,541 square feet. An existing 1,250

_square-foot second floor mezzanine within the building will be removed as part of the

building remodel. Outdoor patios are also proposed. The applicant also proposes
remodeling the exterior of the building with contemporary architecture.

A shared parking analysis dated March 1, 2012, was prepared for the project by Linscott,
Law & Greenspan Engineers (LLG), a copy of which is attached to this report (Attachment -

-5). A shared parking analysis is a tool to identify peak parking demand in multi-tenant

commercial centers. In some cases, depending on the different mix of land uses, it may
show a lower parking requirement compared to straight “Code-required” parking
requirements. This parking study analyzed 2,356 square feet of the building being
occupied with a drive-through coffee-shop and the balance of the building (2,185 square

~ feet) being occupied by a food service tenant.

In this case, required parking was calculated based on a scenario wherein both spaces
are occupied by eating and drinking establishments, which is consistent with the
applicant's proposed use of the property. Under the assumption that the building is fully
leased and occupied, the study concludes that, based on the proposed mix of uses, there

-would be a surplus of 3 parking spaces (39 spaces required; 42 parking spaces -

provided) during the PM peak times on the weekdays and weekends. The study
concluded that there would be adequate parking. A condition of approval was included
requiring that approval for a second food use in the building was contingent upon
validation of the parking conclusions of the March 1, 2012 parking study with real-time

“parking counts conducted within 180 days of the coffee shop being fully operational

(Condition no. 7).

The existing drive-through is set back approximately 140 feet from the nearest single-
family residences to the north (rear), which is separated by an existing masonry block wall
at least six feet in height and an existing 14-foot wide landscape planter, where the

- existing mature trees were recently removed. A condition of approval was included

“




1 -

requiring this landscape planter to be densely re-planted with trees minimum 24-inch box
size and other landscape materials (Condition no. 12). While this landscape area will not

. buffer noise as effectively as the existing block wall, it will also provide an effective visual

barrier from the abutting residences, therefore, minimizing any adverse impacts to the
adjacent residences. : :

On April 2, 2012, an appeal was filed bX Toby Walker, an adjoining property owner of

the commercial property at 462 East 17" Street. A request for review was aiso filed by

. Council member Leece (Attachment 3).

ANALYSIS

Appeal and Review of Zohing Application ZA-12-10

‘Issues Raised in the Appeal:

1. Issue: The owner of 450 East 17" Street has never offered the owner of 462 East
177 Street a modification to the existing access and parking casement, therefore, if
the development is approved in its current configuration, 462 East 17" Street tenants
will not be able to park in the area specified in the éasement and there will be_a

planter blocking_use of the egress lane. No resolution_to this issue has been

proposed. -

Response: Private property easements that exist between property owners are not
regulated by the City's Zoning Code; therefore, the City has no authority over how this
easement is utilized between the owners. However, it should be noted that on page 2
of the parking study prepared by Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers (LLG) for the
proposed project, a copy of which is attached to this report, discusses the existing
easement and the necessity to make available up to three parking spaces for use of
tenants and visitors for the 462 East 17" Street property, which is reflected in the
design of the parking area for the proposed project.

2 |ssue: Of critical importance, the current site plan causes all of the following ingress-
eqgress_activities to simultaneously occur in the same area. thereby causing a
confluence of conflicting vehicle movements.

Response:” The design of the drive-through lane, parking areas, and other vehicle
circulation areas was reviewed by the Transportation Services Division, which
confirmed the project as designed meets or exceeds all applicable requirements.

3 Issue: With the expected traffic generated from the applicant’s proposed food service

ostablishments, which_have high traffic volumes, it is very likely there will oceur a
standstill condition and an inability to maneuver. :

Response: See response to number 2 above.

4. [ssue: The traffic study does not address the confluence area, which is a_critically

important consideration for continuing successful use of each parcel.
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Response: The applicant is having LLG prepare a response to this item, which will be
forwarded to the Commission once it is received by staff (see email Attachment 4).

5 |ssue: Fire Department access and response time is of concern because of the
impact of the confluence area. .

.Response: The project was reviewed by Fire Prevention, which confirmed the project
as designed meets or exceeds all applicable requirements.

6. Issue: There is aiso the possibility that a change of use for 462 East 1 7" Street will
increase the demand on the ingress-egress easement and confluence area. Whereas
450 East 17" Street is considering a more upscale and active use, the use and traffic
study should include parallel improvements to 462 East 17" Street.

Response: As of this date a specific project or change of use for the'462 East 17"
Street property has not been identified by the appellant or submitted to the City.

. 7. Issue: There_is also the possibility that the standsfill condition will cause cars and

delivery truck to waiton 17" Street until space occurs for ingress.

Response: See response fo number 2 above.

Issue raised in the Request for Review:

1. Issue: | would like to pull this decision for review due to the fact there were five
" opposed. Perhaps we can address some of their concerns.

Response: The developer has indicated that they have been working with the
adjacent residential neighbors to address their concerns, which will be forwarded to
the Commission once it is received by staff (see email Attachment 4).

' ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION

If the project approval is upheld by the Commission, the project would be exempt from

"the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act under Section 15301 for

Existing Facilities. If the project is denied, it would be exempt from the provisions of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)- Section 15270(a) for projects which are

disapproved.

- GENERAL PLAN CONFORMITY

With the recommended conditions of approval, the use will be consistent with surrounding
uses, as specified in Objective LU-1F.2 of the General Plan Land Use Element.
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' ALTERNATIVES

The Planning Commission has the following alternatives:

1. Approve the project, subject to the recommended conditions of approval.
2. Deny the project. If the project were denied, the applicant could not submit
substantially the same type of application for six months.

CONCLUSION

The Zoning Administrator concluded that the proposed project, with the recommended
- conditions of approval, will not create adverse impacts to surrounding properties or uses.
Therefore, staff recommends approval of the project. '

//y/ %// “AALOULO T A
MEL LEE, AICP WILLA BOUWENS-KILLEEN, AICP
Senior Planner Zoning Administrator '

Attachments: —%————Bﬁaﬂ&#aﬁﬁ%ngn@emissméﬁ%esatmﬁaﬂ?——

3. Appeal and Review Request
4. Applicant's Email Response
5. Approval Letter for ZA-12-10 and Exhibits

- ecs-Reeeived-From-Public—
~ CC: City Council (5)
Chief Executive Officer

Assistant Chief Executive Officer -
Economic Development Director
Interim Development Services Director
Deputy City Attorney

City Engineer

Transportation Services Manager

Fire Protection Analyst

Staff (4)

File (2)

Toby Walker
P.O. Box 8083
Newport Beach, CA 92658

450 East 17th Street Associates, LLC
1100 Newport Center Drive, #150
Newport Beach, CA 92660

David Harris
455 Cabrillo Street
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Bob Small
465 Cabrillo Street
Costa Mesa, CA 92627

Ardy Hurst
451 Cabrillo Street
Costa Mesa, CA 92627

Jaime & Stephen Macleod
461 Cabrillo Street
Costa Mesa, CA 92627




