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Payment 

Ref. 
Date Remittance to: Remittance 

ID: 
Payment 
Amount 

Explanation of payment 

0196397 05/06/16 Animal Pest Management 
Services, Inc. – Rodent 
Control @ City Parks 

000001049 $2,096.00 What was involved? What were we looking 
to control? What impacts to exposure did 
we plan for? This was for the control of ground 
squirrels & gophers in the City parks that have 
those problems. This is performed monthly or 
quarterly depending on the need. We apply a 
below ground material that turns to gas in the 
sealed burrow. There is no impact on people, 
pets, non-target species, endangered or 
threatened species. The material dissolves and 
cannot be pushed to the surface. There is no 
toxicity to scavenging animals should they 
encounter or dig up a dead rodent. Applied by 
licensed applicators with all State & County 
required permits, approvals and insurance. This 
is normal park maintenance to prevent injuries 
to park patrons due to the holes or damage to 
landscape and slope areas. 

0196509 05/06/16 Rincon Truck Center, Inc. – 
Bake Cleaning Kit #403, Air 
DPF Filter #403 

0000013236 $4,630.98 What is this for? The purchase was for two 
items. A portion of the invoice was to pay to 
have the CARB mandated diesel particulate filter 
on one of our heavy duty vehicles cleaned, as it 
was too sooted up for the self-cleaning function 
to work. That work was about $300. The costlier 
portion of the invoice, $4,335, was for a new 
diesel particulate filter insert for the Vactor 
sewer cleaning truck. The truck is old and in 
need of replacement; but due to the $300,000+ 
price tag, we have been keeping it working. The 
engine has been running poorly and as a result, 
it sooted up the diesel particulate filter beyond 
what could be cleaned. The filter was replaced. 
The entire filter system is over $14,000. We have 
spent some money on the engine to keep it 
operational until we find alternative means of 
getting the catch basins cleaned. 
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0196268  04/29/16 Siemens Industry, Inc. – 
Traffic Light Maint: 
Feb. 2016 
Mar 2016, 
Troubleshoot:  
Nwprt N/22,  
Nwprt SB/Fair, Nwprt./Wilson, 
Victoria/Pomona, 
Harbor/Harbor Cntr. 
Traffic Signal Callout: 
Feb.16, March 16 

0000002904 $70,203.20 Were we having problems at intersection or 
was this maintenance? Has it been 
resolved? This is for traffic signal routine 
maintenance, call outs for service at several 
locations, repairs of knockdown equipment, 
replacement of traffic signal loops at several 
locations and non-routine maintenance. Issues 
at all locations listed have been resolved. 
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Costa Mesa Affordable Housing Coalition 

May 17, 2016 

Mayor Stephen Mensinger and City Council Members 
City of Costa Mesa 
77 Fair Drive 
Costa Mesa, CA  92626 

RE:  Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for 2015-2035 General Plan 

Dear Mayor Mensinger and City Council Members: 

The Costa Mesa Affordable Housing Coalition (the Coalition) believes the DEIR is seriously 
deficient:  It fails to report accurately and fully the negative impacts certain proposed General 
Plan amendments will have on the already meager supply of affordable housing available to 
lower income residents of our city.  Specifically, the Coalition believes the proposed “residential 
incentive overlays” for Harbor Boulevard and Newport Boulevard (collectively, the motel zone 
overlays) will lead to the massive displacement of lower income motel residents.  Moreover, the 
DEIR ignores this expected adverse impact, mischaracterizing the impact as “less than 
significant” and thus not requiring the construction of replacement housing.  This City must 
correct this significant error in the “Population/Housing” section of the DEIR.  

The City Council majority has been very clear about its intentions in regard to the proposed 
motel zone overlays.  The Council majority repeatedly has expressed the hope these overlays 
will “incentivize” a change of use in the motel properties located along Harbor Boulevard and 
Newport Boulevard which serve as last resort housing for Costa Mesa’s lower income residents.  
As the City well knows, these motels, collectively consisting of 789 rooms, have become a 
significant source of de facto affordable housing in Costa Mesa because there is such a dearth of 
affordable housing available for lower income households.  

Disregarding the housing needs of lower income motel residents, the City is proposing the motel 
zone overlays as a way to lure motel owners into converting their properties from their current 
use as de facto affordable housing into a new use:  market rate, high density housing for upper 
income residents.  Of course, virtually none of the current motel residents will be able to afford 
to rent these new market rate apartments.  Consequently, the conversion of motels into market 
rate apartments will necessarily displace hundreds, perhaps thousands of lower income motel 
residents.  Moreover, because Costa Mesa has almost no affordable housing available for these 
residents to move into, it is highly likely this massive displacement of motel residents will result 
in increased homelessness and overcrowding in the City, as well as the forced migration of motel 
residents from Costa Mesa in search of affordable housing.   

To mitigate this severe adverse impact, the Coalition has asked the City to include in the motel 
zone overlays a requirement that 20% of the new apartments be affordable to lower income 
residents.  To date, the City Council has not acted on this request.  Consequently, if the motel 
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zone overlays are adopted as currently proposed, motel residents will be displaced on a massive 
scale as motel owners take advantage of the lucrative “residential incentive” offered by the City.  
 
In a stunning denial of this reality, the DEIR states as findings under Population/Housing 
Impacts 4.13.B and 4.13.C that the proposed motel zone overlays will have “less than 
significant” impact, will not “result in the displacement of substantial numbers of people,” and 
will not necessitate “the construction of replacement housing elsewhere.” (Draft EIR, 4.13-8 - 
4.13-10)  These defective findings flow from three “pie in the sky” assumptions (fictions, really) 
set forth in Impacts 4.13.B and 4.13.C.   
 
Fiction #1 
The DEIR states the hoped-for conversion of motels into market rate apartments will not result in 
a net loss of affordable housing because the increased densities offered in the city (40 units per 
acre in motel zone overlays, 80 units per acre in Sakioka Lot 2) will necessarily result in the 
construction of new affordable housing.  What is the basis of this finding?  The DEIR blithely 
assumes affordable housing will be constructed because “the City would have zoning in place to 
accommodate housing for lower-income households.” (DEIR, 4.13-9) 
 
The fallacy in this reasoning is readily apparent from the recent example of the Costa Mesa 
Motor Inn.  With the City’s encouragement and blessing, this 236-room motel will be 
demolished and replaced by new market rate apartments at a density of 54 units per acre.  Of the 
224 new units, not a single unit will be affordable to lower income households.  Clearly, the mere 
fact the allowable density will “accommodate” lower income housing is no guarantee any of the 
resulting housing will actually be lower income housing.  Unless the City requires a percentage 
of new units to be affordable to lower income families, the motel zone overlays will result in no 
new affordable housing and, instead, will cause a dramatic loss of affordable housing. 
 
Fiction #2 
The DEIR states the “likelihood that motels being used as housing would be removed is 
speculative, and  . . . the potential for a ‘substantial number of people’ being displaced is 
speculative.” ~(DEIR, 4.13-9-10)~ This statement is absurd.  It ignores the fact the City is 
creating the motel zone overlays precisely because the Council majority believes the overlays 
will result in the conversion of motels into market rate apartments—a goal the majority has long 
sought.  Moreover, the statement ignores the powerful nature of the incentive offered.  Again, the 
Costa Mesa Motor Inn stands as a cautionary example.  The City’s offer to allow the motel 
owner to build high density market rate apartments (at 54 units per acre) in a commercial zone 
was an irresistible financial windfall for the property owner.  The Costa Mesa Motor Inn owner 
jumped at the opportunity.  
 
The other motel owners in the city are no less savvy than the owner of the Costa Mesa Motor 
Inn.  Consequently, the following doomsday scenario is entirely predictable, not speculative:  If 
the City adopts the motel zone overlays as proposed, with their supercharged financial incentive 
for converting motel properties into high density, market rate apartments, the City will lose a 
significant existing supply of de facto affordable housing.  In fact, the City could eventually lose 
all 789 motel rooms.  That loss would be catastrophic for the City’s lower income households 
who rely on motels as last resort housing.   
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Fiction #3 
The final bit of magical thinking in the DEIR is that private social services agencies operating in 
the City (including HOPE Institute, Human Options, Orange Coast Interfaith Shelter, Serving 
People in Need, Share Our Selves, Mercy Housing, Families Forward) will be able to meet the 
housing needs of displaced motel residents.  Strikingly, the DEIR fails to include any discussion 
of the actual services these groups provide or any analysis of their ability to house the hundreds 
or thousands of motel residents who could be displaced if motels close and are replaced with 
market rate apartments. 
 
The undeniable truth is that there is no existing supply of available affordable housing in Costa 
Mesa that can accommodate the hundreds of households living in motels today.  The need for 
affordable housing in our community is undeniable.  
 
 Costa Mesa must act to encourage the construction of new affordable housing.  Until such 
housing is created, the City should do nothing to accelerate the loss of existing affordable homes.  
But accelerating such a loss is exactly what the proposed motel zone overlays will do.  The 
overlay zones will very likely make nearly 800 existing affordable homes vanish.  There is 
nothing fictional or speculative about that. 
 
The City should correct the DEIR so everyone in Costa Mesa knows what is really at stake in the 
proposed revisions to the General Plan.  Far better still, the City should adopt a new course of 
action:  The City should approve the motel zone overlays ONLY IF they include a requirement 
that any new residential development that replaces a motel must include a set-aside of 20% of the 
apartments as affordable to lower income working households. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 

Kathy Esfahani 
 
Kathy Esfahani 
For The Costa Mesa Affordable Housing Coalition 
 



April 18, 2016 

Greetings Draft Environmental Impact (DEIR) Review Staff, 

Here are a few of my comments on the (DEIR) and references in the DEIR that 
lead to the draft general plan 2016. I have also included a few references to the 
2000EIR for comparison purposes. 

1. In Costa Mesa's Draft Environmental Impact Report 2016  (DREI) , page 4.4-15
under 'Biological Resources' -Impact 4.3A states: "Impacts to special status
species and their habitat would be less than significant with implementation of
draft General Plan policies and Mitigation Measure 4.3.A-1".

It states impacts to the burrowing owl less than significant with mitigation 
measures in the title yet in the body it says otherwise and concludes with 
"Impacts on special status species, other than the burrowing owl, are considered 
less than significant." (Bold type mine). 

Trying to make the impact appear as less than significant even with mitigation is 
not according to CEQA when it really is significant. The city therefore should place 
the burrowing owl under 'significant' instead of trying to lessen the impact by 
putting in under 'insignificant with mitigation'. The goal of the city should be to 
preserve natural resources not mitigate them. 

I refer you to CEQA legislature on page 1-2, item J where it states that the lead 
agency (City of Costa Mesa) should "Prevent the elimination,,,,and preserve for 
future generations representations of all plant and animal communities and 
examples of the major periods of California history." 

Therefore, the draft eir should be corrected anywhere it states impacts to the 
burrowing owl 'less than significant with mitigation' and should properly state 
'significant'. Where are the environmental surveys for the burrowing owl at the 
Segerstrom Home Ranch and Sakiota Lot 2 sites, which have potential for impacts 
according to page 4.4-16 of the DEIR? 

2. This leads me into the next point of the words -'Planning area, Project, and
Amendments to the General Plan Area, and in particular, the critical habitat for
the Endangered San Diego fairy shrimp. On pages 4. 4-10 under "San Diego Fairy
Shrimp', and 4.4-12 under ' Critical Habitat', it says there is no critical habitat for
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the San Diego fairy shrimp in the planning area but in other parts of the DEIR, 
such as page 4.4-8 when it says: "Of these, only 10 species and two natural 
communities are located with the planning area and all occurrences are found 
either in Fairview Park, Talbert Regional Park or the adjacent wildlife preserve." 
(and 4.4-9 )it talks about the whole of Costa Mesa (project area) as a planning 
area as well as many other places in the DEIR (pgs.4.14-8, 4.14-9, 4.15-1, 5-4 etc.) 

So, to summarize, since planning and project are used synonymously, then there 
IS INDEED Critical Habitat in the planning area (Costa Mesa). Also, the draft 
general plan, it states on OSR-18, the city's vision of repurposing Fairview Park - 
which is part of Costa Mesa - whatever area you want to call it. AND, vernal pools 
on the east side of Fairview Park have been omitted from the draft general plan 
on page CON-5. These vernal pools are part of the Fairview Park Master Plan 
(FPMP) page 129 and should be noted as such. 

3. Why are so many plant and animal species that are present in Fairview Park, 
omitted from the DEIR?  Southern Tarplant on page 4.4-10 says it is only present 
in Talbert Nature Preserve. There was Southern Tarplant in Fairview Park recently 
and the vegetative map in FPMP shows where. The city scraped the mouth of the 
canyon with a front loader - I have pictures - when I asked them why they were 
doing this, I was told it was to spread seeds. Very odd way of spreading seeds I 
thought. Why isn't the Northern Harrier included and of course, California 
Gnatcatcher? 

4.  Also page 4.4-16 IMPACT 4.3C says no impact to section 404 wetlands would 
occur as a result - but the 2009-2013 illegal filling/grading of the canyon in 
Fairview Park has affected and impacted  the habitat in that riverine area of 
Fairview Park and should be included in the draft. It is home to the California 
Endangered Gnat Catcher and was filled/graded illegally by the city. (I have 
documents showing this). Where are the surveys for the California Gnatcatcher? 

5. This filling/grading of the Fairview Park canyon impacted two archaeological 
core sites of ORA-58. (See FPMP)The city is supposed to be preserving and 
maintaining historical and cultural resources but has failed miserably once again. 

6. Page 4.6-13 - Shouldn't Costa Mesa have a URM ordinance before building all 
these high density houses? 



7.  'Open Space' Recreation Element. First of all, what happened to the 'Open 
Space' part of the title? There are some errors in the calculations of open space 
per 1,000 residents. First of all, please note on page. 4.12-11, the OC Fair and 
Event Center includes the OC Fairgrounds. On page 4.15-1 - is says that the OC 
Fair and Event Center has 150.04 acres. On page 4.15-3 - it states that OC 
Fairgrounds has 149.47 acres. But it has been included as part of the 'Institutional 
Uses' acreage on page 4.15-1 AND ADDED AGAIN as the OC Fair and Event Center. 
This artificially increases the open space by 150.00 acres but wait that's not all. 
The acreage of the schools in 2000EIR  to DEIR 2016 have differences which can't 
be accounted for as well. Most of the differences are a few acres but Van Guard 
University had an increase of 33.16 acres. I contacted VanGuard University and 
found out that no new acreage had been obtained and no change of land usage. 
No way to account for this increase of 33.16 acres. The acreage of open space is 
off by 200 acres from the 2000 EIRto this draft eir. Please note under Recreation 
(not open space/trails recreation like in 2000 EIR) on page 4.15-1 it says we have 
1,925.15 acres of open-space recreation but in 2000EIR we had only 1,706.74 
acres (pg. 4.12-1 2000EIR).  Besides OC Fairgrounds being added twice, Harbor 
Lawn Cemetery has been included in the 2016 acreage. Also OCC went from 20 
acres in 2000 to 64.40 acres in 2016. That's an increase of 44.40 more acres. Also, 
the school matrix does not show what types of fields are at each school like the 
2000 EIR did. Most of the schools have added acreage to them and the schools I 
contacted had no idea why - they didn't grow or change land usage. So, this 
actually puts Costa Mesa even further behind in their goal for having 4.26 acres of 
open space per 1000 residents. It's not 3.66 acres per 1,000 residents like stated 
on page 4.14-9 under 'Public Services' but more like 2.0 acres per 1,000 residents, 
so please correct his. I think the draft eir is evidence for the destruction of the 
city's ability to provide its residents with the proper amount of 4.26 acres of Open 
Space per 1000 residents and should not be allowed. 

8. Page 4.15-5 Under 'Recreation' (still what happened to Open Space and Trails 
even?)  

9. Page 4.15-6 under 'Policy OSR-1.C' This map of deficient park areas as outlined 
in Figure OSR-3 of the draft general plan 2016, has some errors. OSR-3 is based on 
OSR-2 (page OSR-14 in draft general plan 2016) which has miscalculations. Please 
notice the areas designated as within 1/4 mile and 1/2 mile from a park as well as 



the pink areas to represent the "underserved' areas. I brought this up at the 
planning commission meetings and was told by Ms. Stetson that I had calculated 
their miscalculations based on 'how the crow flies'. She is mistaken and I am 
attaching the google maps to show you. I have also used other maps to make sure 
and this is indeed WALKING not driving or 'how the crow flies' as Ms. Stetson 
stated. This miscalculation of distance is THE FOUNDATION FOR EVEN GREATER 
ERRORS BECAUSE this map misrepresents the residents being served. More 
residents are being served than stated and there is not access problems like 
stated in draft general plan 2016 under Table OSR-4 Park/Population Ratios and 
page OSR-19. If there is disagreement again, I would like to see your maps used. 

10.  The miscalculation of open-space area and underserved areas is right in line 
with the complete lack of public representation in the draft general plan 2016. 
Having attended the various workshops put on by the city and reviewing the 
event summaries, I was pleased to see the event summaries did indeed represent 
what actually happened at the workshops. What happened to the draft general 
plan? There is no representation of what actually happened in the workshops in 
the draft general plan 2016.  For example, residents stated over and over again 
that natural open space was very important to them. Fairview Park not been 
included in the Costa Mesa Open Spaces area but instead included in the 
Neighborhood Park area - there are myths perpetuated about needing sport fields 
throughout the OSR element. First of all, that would undermine the Open Space 
Survey and Field Usage Survey that was conducted and results have not been 
released yet. Secondly, there is a Fairview Park Master Plan that governs Fairview 
Park and for the city to state that Fairview Park could be repurposed for the 
increased demand for sport fields (OSR-18) is undermining the Fairview Park 
Master Plan, ignoring the publics' input for two and a half years, and perpetuating 
a lie with no factual basis.  

Secondly, not including Fairview Park as an Open Space with all of its unique 
biological and archaeological resources is once again trying to lessen what 
Fairview Park actually contains and the value it has for the community. 

As a side note to anyone reading this - this onslaught against Fairview Park didn't 
begin with the draft eir. Our councilman Mr. Mensinger was allowed to sit as 
council on the Fairview Park Citizens Advisory Committee when he admitted to 



asking city staff to mow a path in vernal pool 6 and 7? (I have O.C.Register article 
to support this) Oh By The Way, MIG still didn't get the acronym correct on OSR-5, 
it's FPCAC not FPAC) There are numerous other errors in the eir such as , why is 
Early College School not included in the draft eir but included in the draft general 
plan? 

10. Why are the Green House Gas Emissions allowed to exceed SCAQM 
standards? Ms. Stetson said that SCAQM just needed to update their report. I 
would like Costa Mesa to abide by the SCAQM standards instead of trying to 
redefine them. 

11. The DEIR should have been done by a more reputable and honest company 
instead of MIG. One that would reflect the workshops and not the mayors wishes 
(last city council meeting - said we need more sport fields - ignoring parks and 
rec.'s data once again.) 

Sincerely, 

Kim Hendricks 

Costa Mesa Resident 
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