
From: barry kielsmeier
To: Villasenor, Jennifer
Cc: Fritzal, Kellee
Subject: Comments on Housing Plan
Date: Friday, December 6, 2019 6:43:57 AM

Dear Jennifer,

First, I want to let you know that I thought the presentation yesterday at the public meeting
was very comprehensive. Well done!

You are tackling a difficult subject. Because it is difficult, the comments that follow are aimed
at defining some of the housing needs better and addressing some of the community concerns
that you will likely encounter as the discussion moves forward. I hope that you find these
comments constructive, as that is what they are meant to be.

1. Need for Senior Housing. As I mentioned at the presentation, one of the pages your
consultant displayed showed poverty among seniors at one period (2000?) versus the present
doubling from about 6% as I recall, to 12% at present. Because I did not see the page for very
long, I wish I could describe it better. I am not certain if it was a percentage of poverty for the
whole population, or if it compared statistics about the senior community to solely to itself as
a before and after metric.

Regardless, it mirrors BCIS's experience that seniors are the fastest-growing group of
homeless. Other groups such as the Illumination Foundation that I have spoken to can confirm
this alarming trend. The problem is less visible because many homeless seniors live in their
cars, and for other reasons. However, it is very serious.

I realize that the pursuit of new senior housing is regarded as non-controversial by some and
that they regard it as the low hanging fruit in this discussion. However, that does not make the
problem less urgent and real.

2. Development by Right--I understand this is a requirement, but it is likely to be
controversial nonetheless. So, I have some suggestions that might make it more workable and
palatable. I will apologize in advance since I suspect that you have already spent a lot of staff
time on this.

It seems to me that the two primary objections are: 1) building out to the lot line without
setbacks within the current standards, and 2) lack of design review (can make for ugly
projects).

I am not sure what precisely can be done about item 2, as design excellence is always in the
eye of the beholder, and lack of public input is problematic. However, I think you may be able
to incentivize item 1 by providing incentives to pull building footprints back from lot lines. It
might take the form of financial or density incentives, or in reducing the minimum size of
bedrooms or parking in the case of senior projects. So, while a future project might be
designed by right, it can be incentivized to be designed better and in a way to minimize
community objections. Food for thought.

3. Costs--one person commented that the full cost of having the City out of compliance with
the State should be included. I agree. I know that the City loses money directly, but there are a

mailto:barry.dbk@gmail.com
mailto:JVillasenor@surfcity-hb.org
mailto:KFritzal@surfcity-hb.org


host of other costs as well--the ongoing litigation costs, potential sanctions, etc. 

I suspect that many in the public think this is solely about SB- 2 funding, but that is a tiny
fraction of the costs involved.

4. State Property--this is an opportunity to work together. If the property becomes surplus,
they can opt to lease it long term. Lease structures can be modified to help project economics.
And State control allows for backdoor control of the design process if there is a joint
City/State effort.

I hope this helps.

All the best,

Barry Kielsmeier
Interim Executive Director BCIS



From: Cesar C
To: Villasenor, Jennifer
Subject: Re: Comments on HB HE Nov. 2019 Draft
Date: Friday, December 6, 2019 5:12:00 PM
Attachments: HBHE12.5.19 .pdf

HBHE12.5.19 Exhibits.pdf

Ms. Villasenor,

As a follow up please see attached the exhibits and the Kennedy Commission's public comments on Nov.
2019 Housing Element Draft for the City of Huntington Beach. My apologies for not including the exhibit
on the original email.

Thank you,

Cesar Covarrubias

On Thu, Dec 5, 2019 at 2:31 PM Cesar C <cesarc@kennedycommission.org> wrote:

Ms. Villasenor,

Please see attached the Kennedy Commission's public comments on Nov. 2019 Housing
Element Draft for the City of Huntington Beach.

Sincerely,
-- 
Cesar Covarrubias
Executive Director

-- 
Cesar Covarrubias
Executive Director

mailto:cesarc@kennedycommission.org
mailto:JVillasenor@surfcity-hb.org
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(Assigned by Recorder) 17631 Cameron Ln


NRHP Status Code 3CS


Primary #
HRI #
Trinomial


Survey #
DOE # DateReviewerReview Code


Other Listings


*Resource Name or #


State of California - The Resources Agency


DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION


PRIMARY RECORD


Page 1


*b. USGS 7.5'Qua Date T R 1/4 of 1/4 of Se B.M


mE/ mN


*P2. Location:


c. Address    17631 Cameron Ln Zip 92647


(Give more than one for large and/or linear resources)


(Describe resource and its major elements. Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, setting, and boundaries.)


(List Attributes and codes) HP02. Single Family Property    


Building Structure Object Site District Element of District Other*P4. Resources Present:
P5b. Description of Photo:


The property as it appeared 4/17/14 on Google Str


*P7. Owner and Address:
Yamada Shigeru


7942 Speer Ave


Huntington Beach, CA   92647


*P9. Date Recorded: 4/17/2014


*P10. Survey Type:
Survey - Reconnaissance


(Describe)


*P11. Report Citation:
Huntington Beach Historic Architectural Survey Update 2008-2009, Updated 2014


(Cite survey report and other sources, or enter "none.")


*Attachments: NONE Location Map Sketch Map Continuation Sheet Building, Structure, and Object Record
Archaeological Record District Record Linear Reature Record Milling Station Record Rock Art Record
Artifact Record Photograph Record Other (List):


 (View, date, accession #)


; ; ;


Zone ;


*P6. Date Constructed/Age and 
Source:


City:


Not for Publication


1947


*a. County Orange
P1. Other Identifier:


and (P2c, P2e, and P2b or P2d.  Attach a Location Map as necesary.)


Huntington Beach


(e.g., parcel #, directions to resource, etc. as appropriate)


(isolates, etc.)


P5a.  Photograph or Drawing: (Photograph required for buildings, structures, and objects.)


Historic Prehistoric
Both


*P8. Recorded by:
Amanda Yoder


unrestricted


DPR 523A (01/04) *Required Information


d. UTM


*P3b. Resource Attributes:


e. Other Locational Data: APN: 167-472-08


231 California Street


El Segundo, CA 90245


GPA Consulting


City of Huntington Beach


*P3a. Description:
The building located at  17631 Cameron Lane  is a one-story single-family residence constructed in 1947 in the Vernacular style. It is located on the 
west side of Cameron Lane and faces east. The building has a rectangular plan and a concrete foundation. The building has a wood-framed structural 
system and an exterior clad in wood clapboards. It is covered by a front-gabled roof clad with composition shingles and shallow, open eaves. At the 
east-facing elevation, a concrete path and steps lead to the entry. The entry itself is a single wood-paneled door with a wood-paneled sidelight. On the 
façade there are two pairs of single-light wood casements and a two-over-two double-hung wood window.  Other windows throughout the building 
appear to be consistent with those on the façade. Landscaping features include a large expanse of land with mature trees.  Aside from the 
replacement or alterations to the primary entrance, no major alterations could be observed. The building is in fair condition.







State of California - The Resources Agency


DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
Primary #
HRI #


BUILDING, STRUCTURE AND OBJECT RECORD
Page 2 *NRHP Status Code 3CS


(Assigned by Recorder) 17631 Cameron Ln*Resource Name or #:


B1.  Historic Name: Unknown


B2.  Common Name: 17631 Cameron Lane


B3.  Original Use: Single Family Residence B4.  Present Use: Single Family Residence


*B5.  Architectural Style: Vernacular


*B6.  Construction History:
Constructed 1947


(Construction date, alterations, and date of alterations)


*B7.  Moved? No Yes Unknown Date: Original Location:


*B8.  Related Features None


B9a.  Architect: Unknown, if any B9b builder: Unknown


*B10.  Significance:   Theme Wintersburg (1880s-1941) B10 area: Wintersburg


Period of Significance: 1880-1941 Property Type: Residential Applicable Criteria: 1


(Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic scope. Also address integrity.)


Wintersburg


Wintersburg was developed in the late 1880s, followed by Oceanview, which was located immediately to the east. On November 7, 1906, the 
official subdivision map for Wintersburg was filed by S.H. Finley, Orange County Surveyor. The 1906 map depicts a rectangular four-block area 
running north to south that included Main Street (now Warner Avenue), Magnolia Street, Olive Street, and Cedar Street. The west boundary of 
Wintersburg was formed by Church Street (now Gothard Avenue). The subdivision was bounded on the east by the Southern Pacific Railroad right-
of-way and fifty acres of property owned by George E. Peters. 


Henry Winters is credited as the key figure for the creation of the Wintersburg community. In 1888,  Winters came to California and purchased 
twenty acres of land in the Oceanview area of Huntington Beach (near the intersection of present-day Warner Avenue and Beach Boulevard) and 
tried his hand at agriculture with much success. He purchased several more acres for farming, including twenty in what would become Wintersburg 
and twenty in Fountain Valley. Through the efforts of Winters, the Orange County area became known for its celery production—so much so that 
he was named the president of the California Celery Company in 1898. In addition to growing celery, Winters grew potatoes and corn and is 
credited as the first person in Orange County to promote the agricultural value of peatlands, previously believed to not be good for cultivating. 
Other farmers were attracted to the Orange County area upon seeing Winters’ success. (See Continuation Sheet)


B11.  Additional Resource Attributes: (List attributes and codes) None


*B12.  References:
Please see Report for a full list of References


B13.  Remarks:
None


*B14.  Evaluator: Amanda Yoder


GPA Consulting


231 California Street


El Segundo, CA 90245


DPR 523B (01/95) *Required Information


(This space reserved for official comments.)


*Date of Evaluation: 4/16/2014


Sketch Map with north arrow required.







State of California - The Resources Agency


DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
Primary #
HRI #


CONTINUATION SHEET


*NRHP Status Code 3CS


(Assigned by Recorder) 17631 Cameron Ln*Resource Name or #:


Recorded By Amanda Yoder Date: 4/16/2014 Continuation Update


Page 3


   


B10. Significance (Continued from Page 2):  


Charles Mitsuji Furuta and other Japanese farmers such as Masami Sasaki were instrumental in the transition from celery and beet crops to chili 
pepper crops.  By the 1920s, Nikkei—a term that refers to the Japanese community—farms were producing more than half the nation’s supply of 
chili peppers. Mexican immigrants formed another large pool of agricultural workers in Wintersburg. Mexicans were already established as an 
important agricultural labor force in California when the Immigration Act was signed in February of 1917. This Act diminished the number of 
immigrants from Mexico and barred “undesirable” immigrants from other countries, such as Asia, as well as immigrants over the age of sixteen who 
could not read.  Despite restrictive immigration laws, Mexicans became the dominant agricultural labor force in California, including much of Orange 
County, from the 1930s onwards.


In the early 1900s, the population of Wintersburg dramatically increased with large numbers of Japanese farmers settling in the area. The Japanese 
immigrants, usually arriving in California by way of San Francisco, migrated south where there was less opposition from labor organizations.  By 
1911, there were at least 800 Japanese men and women working in the peatlands surrounding Huntington Beach.  The predominant occupation of 
Japanese in and around Wintersburg was farming or "truck farming," which refers to tenants who generally leased and farmed lands owned by 
Americans, and trucked their produce to nearby markets. After the passage of restrictive land laws, such as the California Alien Land Law of 1913, 
land ownership was nearly impossible for the Issei, or the first-generation Japanese immigrants, in the early twentieth century; the law prohibited 
immigrants ineligible for citizenship from owning land. Later, the American-born children of the Issei, the Nisei, would be able to own land as 
American citizens.


As Wintersburg and its agriculture continued to prosper, demand for social institutions such as churches and schools grew. In 1904, there was a 
community meeting in Wintersburg Village regarding the need for churches. After this meeting, two churches were constructed, the Wintersburg 
Methodist Church (known today as the Warner Avenue Baptist Church) and the Japanese Presbyterian Church.


Following the Japanese bombing of Pearl Harbor in December 1941, many of the Japanese living and working in the Huntington Beach area were 
forcibly removed and incarcerated by the federal government. Numerous Japanese were held or detained at Santa Anita Racetrack before being 
transferred to relocation camps.  Others, like Charles Mitsuji Furuta, were held at the Huntington Beach jail or the detention center in Tujunga 
Canyon.  By March 1942, the Federal Bureau of Investigation (F.B.I.) had seized 250 Japanese residents, including Japanese priests, ministers and 
language teachers, who were detained in Southern California. From 1942 through 1943, chili pepper production in California withered due to the 
incarceration of Japanese American farmers, who had contributed to the growth of more than half the nation’s crop before the war. While it is not 
known how many Japanese families returned to Huntington Beach after being forcibly removed and incarcerated, the Furuta family returned to 
Wintersburg shortly before the war’ end to raise sweet peas and water lilies for another thirty years. Their house and the church complex are still 
extant at the corner of Warner Avenue and Nichols Street.


Evaluation & Integrity 


The subject property, a single-family Vernacular residence constructed in 1947, appears to be associated with the history of the Wintersburg area of 
Huntington Beach, the most significant of which took place between 1890 and 1940.  The residence is largely intact aside from the replacement of 
the primary entry door, and retains its integrity of location, design, materials, workmanship and association.  The property is located in an area that is 
characterized by infill development, therefore setting and association are somewhat diminished. As a result, it does not appear to retain sufficient 
integrity for the National Register. However, it appears to be representative of the area’s early development and agricultural background, as 
indicated by the large expanse of land on which it was built. There is also a potential for association with Japanese residents and farmers returning 
to the area following their incarceration during World War II. The residence appears to be individually eligible for the California Register under 
Criterion 1. 


Currently, the City of Huntington Beach does not have established criteria for local landmark listing. However, as stated in the City of Huntington 
Beach’s General Plan, the local significance of a structure or a place “is based upon its overall contribution to the community by either its historical 
age, culture, social, or visual functions.” Based on this above statement, 17631 Cameron Lane would likely qualify for local listing for its historical 
and visual function within the City of Huntington Beach once the appropriate criteria are in place.
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(DPR 523 A & B Forms) 

 



(Assigned by Recorder) 17631 Cameron Ln

NRHP Status Code 3CS

Primary #
HRI #
Trinomial

Survey #
DOE # DateReviewerReview Code

Other Listings

*Resource Name or #

State of California - The Resources Agency

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

PRIMARY RECORD

Page 1

*b. USGS 7.5'Qua Date T R 1/4 of 1/4 of Se B.M

mE/ mN

*P2. Location:

c. Address    17631 Cameron Ln Zip 92647

(Give more than one for large and/or linear resources)

(Describe resource and its major elements. Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, setting, and boundaries.)

(List Attributes and codes) HP02. Single Family Property    

Building Structure Object Site District Element of District Other*P4. Resources Present:
P5b. Description of Photo:

The property as it appeared 4/17/14 on Google Str

*P7. Owner and Address:
Yamada Shigeru

7942 Speer Ave

Huntington Beach, CA   92647

*P9. Date Recorded: 4/17/2014

*P10. Survey Type:
Survey - Reconnaissance

(Describe)

*P11. Report Citation:
Huntington Beach Historic Architectural Survey Update 2008-2009, Updated 2014

(Cite survey report and other sources, or enter "none.")

*Attachments: NONE Location Map Sketch Map Continuation Sheet Building, Structure, and Object Record
Archaeological Record District Record Linear Reature Record Milling Station Record Rock Art Record
Artifact Record Photograph Record Other (List):

 (View, date, accession #)

; ; ;

Zone ;

*P6. Date Constructed/Age and 
Source:

City:

Not for Publication

1947

*a. County Orange
P1. Other Identifier:

and (P2c, P2e, and P2b or P2d.  Attach a Location Map as necesary.)

Huntington Beach

(e.g., parcel #, directions to resource, etc. as appropriate)

(isolates, etc.)

P5a.  Photograph or Drawing: (Photograph required for buildings, structures, and objects.)

Historic Prehistoric
Both

*P8. Recorded by:
Amanda Yoder

unrestricted

DPR 523A (01/04) *Required Information

d. UTM

*P3b. Resource Attributes:

e. Other Locational Data: APN: 167-472-08

231 California Street

El Segundo, CA 90245

GPA Consulting

City of Huntington Beach

*P3a. Description:
The building located at  17631 Cameron Lane  is a one-story single-family residence constructed in 1947 in the Vernacular style. It is located on the 
west side of Cameron Lane and faces east. The building has a rectangular plan and a concrete foundation. The building has a wood-framed structural 
system and an exterior clad in wood clapboards. It is covered by a front-gabled roof clad with composition shingles and shallow, open eaves. At the 
east-facing elevation, a concrete path and steps lead to the entry. The entry itself is a single wood-paneled door with a wood-paneled sidelight. On the 
façade there are two pairs of single-light wood casements and a two-over-two double-hung wood window.  Other windows throughout the building 
appear to be consistent with those on the façade. Landscaping features include a large expanse of land with mature trees.  Aside from the 
replacement or alterations to the primary entrance, no major alterations could be observed. The building is in fair condition.



State of California - The Resources Agency

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
Primary #
HRI #

BUILDING, STRUCTURE AND OBJECT RECORD
Page 2 *NRHP Status Code 3CS

(Assigned by Recorder) 17631 Cameron Ln*Resource Name or #:

B1.  Historic Name: Unknown

B2.  Common Name: 17631 Cameron Lane

B3.  Original Use: Single Family Residence B4.  Present Use: Single Family Residence

*B5.  Architectural Style: Vernacular

*B6.  Construction History:
Constructed 1947

(Construction date, alterations, and date of alterations)

*B7.  Moved? No Yes Unknown Date: Original Location:

*B8.  Related Features None

B9a.  Architect: Unknown, if any B9b builder: Unknown

*B10.  Significance:   Theme Wintersburg (1880s-1941) B10 area: Wintersburg

Period of Significance: 1880-1941 Property Type: Residential Applicable Criteria: 1

(Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic scope. Also address integrity.)

Wintersburg

Wintersburg was developed in the late 1880s, followed by Oceanview, which was located immediately to the east. On November 7, 1906, the 
official subdivision map for Wintersburg was filed by S.H. Finley, Orange County Surveyor. The 1906 map depicts a rectangular four-block area 
running north to south that included Main Street (now Warner Avenue), Magnolia Street, Olive Street, and Cedar Street. The west boundary of 
Wintersburg was formed by Church Street (now Gothard Avenue). The subdivision was bounded on the east by the Southern Pacific Railroad right-
of-way and fifty acres of property owned by George E. Peters. 

Henry Winters is credited as the key figure for the creation of the Wintersburg community. In 1888,  Winters came to California and purchased 
twenty acres of land in the Oceanview area of Huntington Beach (near the intersection of present-day Warner Avenue and Beach Boulevard) and 
tried his hand at agriculture with much success. He purchased several more acres for farming, including twenty in what would become Wintersburg 
and twenty in Fountain Valley. Through the efforts of Winters, the Orange County area became known for its celery production—so much so that 
he was named the president of the California Celery Company in 1898. In addition to growing celery, Winters grew potatoes and corn and is 
credited as the first person in Orange County to promote the agricultural value of peatlands, previously believed to not be good for cultivating. 
Other farmers were attracted to the Orange County area upon seeing Winters’ success. (See Continuation Sheet)

B11.  Additional Resource Attributes: (List attributes and codes) None

*B12.  References:
Please see Report for a full list of References

B13.  Remarks:
None

*B14.  Evaluator: Amanda Yoder

GPA Consulting

231 California Street

El Segundo, CA 90245

DPR 523B (01/95) *Required Information

(This space reserved for official comments.)

*Date of Evaluation: 4/16/2014

Sketch Map with north arrow required.



State of California - The Resources Agency

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
Primary #
HRI #

CONTINUATION SHEET

*NRHP Status Code 3CS

(Assigned by Recorder) 17631 Cameron Ln*Resource Name or #:

Recorded By Amanda Yoder Date: 4/16/2014 Continuation Update

Page 3

   

B10. Significance (Continued from Page 2):  

Charles Mitsuji Furuta and other Japanese farmers such as Masami Sasaki were instrumental in the transition from celery and beet crops to chili 
pepper crops.  By the 1920s, Nikkei—a term that refers to the Japanese community—farms were producing more than half the nation’s supply of 
chili peppers. Mexican immigrants formed another large pool of agricultural workers in Wintersburg. Mexicans were already established as an 
important agricultural labor force in California when the Immigration Act was signed in February of 1917. This Act diminished the number of 
immigrants from Mexico and barred “undesirable” immigrants from other countries, such as Asia, as well as immigrants over the age of sixteen who 
could not read.  Despite restrictive immigration laws, Mexicans became the dominant agricultural labor force in California, including much of Orange 
County, from the 1930s onwards.

In the early 1900s, the population of Wintersburg dramatically increased with large numbers of Japanese farmers settling in the area. The Japanese 
immigrants, usually arriving in California by way of San Francisco, migrated south where there was less opposition from labor organizations.  By 
1911, there were at least 800 Japanese men and women working in the peatlands surrounding Huntington Beach.  The predominant occupation of 
Japanese in and around Wintersburg was farming or "truck farming," which refers to tenants who generally leased and farmed lands owned by 
Americans, and trucked their produce to nearby markets. After the passage of restrictive land laws, such as the California Alien Land Law of 1913, 
land ownership was nearly impossible for the Issei, or the first-generation Japanese immigrants, in the early twentieth century; the law prohibited 
immigrants ineligible for citizenship from owning land. Later, the American-born children of the Issei, the Nisei, would be able to own land as 
American citizens.

As Wintersburg and its agriculture continued to prosper, demand for social institutions such as churches and schools grew. In 1904, there was a 
community meeting in Wintersburg Village regarding the need for churches. After this meeting, two churches were constructed, the Wintersburg 
Methodist Church (known today as the Warner Avenue Baptist Church) and the Japanese Presbyterian Church.

Following the Japanese bombing of Pearl Harbor in December 1941, many of the Japanese living and working in the Huntington Beach area were 
forcibly removed and incarcerated by the federal government. Numerous Japanese were held or detained at Santa Anita Racetrack before being 
transferred to relocation camps.  Others, like Charles Mitsuji Furuta, were held at the Huntington Beach jail or the detention center in Tujunga 
Canyon.  By March 1942, the Federal Bureau of Investigation (F.B.I.) had seized 250 Japanese residents, including Japanese priests, ministers and 
language teachers, who were detained in Southern California. From 1942 through 1943, chili pepper production in California withered due to the 
incarceration of Japanese American farmers, who had contributed to the growth of more than half the nation’s crop before the war. While it is not 
known how many Japanese families returned to Huntington Beach after being forcibly removed and incarcerated, the Furuta family returned to 
Wintersburg shortly before the war’ end to raise sweet peas and water lilies for another thirty years. Their house and the church complex are still 
extant at the corner of Warner Avenue and Nichols Street.

Evaluation & Integrity 

The subject property, a single-family Vernacular residence constructed in 1947, appears to be associated with the history of the Wintersburg area of 
Huntington Beach, the most significant of which took place between 1890 and 1940.  The residence is largely intact aside from the replacement of 
the primary entry door, and retains its integrity of location, design, materials, workmanship and association.  The property is located in an area that is 
characterized by infill development, therefore setting and association are somewhat diminished. As a result, it does not appear to retain sufficient 
integrity for the National Register. However, it appears to be representative of the area’s early development and agricultural background, as 
indicated by the large expanse of land on which it was built. There is also a potential for association with Japanese residents and farmers returning 
to the area following their incarceration during World War II. The residence appears to be individually eligible for the California Register under 
Criterion 1. 

Currently, the City of Huntington Beach does not have established criteria for local landmark listing. However, as stated in the City of Huntington 
Beach’s General Plan, the local significance of a structure or a place “is based upon its overall contribution to the community by either its historical 
age, culture, social, or visual functions.” Based on this above statement, 17631 Cameron Lane would likely qualify for local listing for its historical 
and visual function within the City of Huntington Beach once the appropriate criteria are in place.
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From: Ted Ross
To: Villasenor, Jennifer
Subject: Housing Element Amendment - Public Comment
Date: Thursday, November 14, 2019 9:00:47 PM

A quote from Forest Gump appears appropriate “Stupid is as Stupid does”.  Exactly what you get when the
Inmates (city Government ) are running the Asylum!  Can anybody bring common sense and community values to
bear on this proposed absurdity?  Perhaps it‘s time to clean out our city management!

Sent from my iPhone.........Ted

mailto:ted.ross@icloud.com
mailto:JVillasenor@surfcity-hb.org


From: Dave Simpson
To: Villasenor, Jennifer
Subject: Stop Housing Growth
Date: Monday, November 18, 2019 9:35:58 AM

Please STOP the housing growth in Huntington Beach.  We are becoming wall-to-wall houses!  Enough is enough!

Barbara Simpson

mailto:davesimpson2@me.com
mailto:JVillasenor@surfcity-hb.org


From: Taylor Haug
To: CITY COUNCIL; Villasenor, Jennifer
Subject: Housing Element Amendment - Draft
Date: Friday, November 15, 2019 9:56:56 AM

Good morning,

THE CUP requirement was put in place in 2015 in order to get the residents of Huntington
Beach, the people you all serve, a voice in what is being built in their backyard.  

Issue #1: The proposed amendment to "In order to mitigate this constraint, a program action
has been added to the Housing Element to establish an "Affordable Housing Overlay" within
the BECSP and to designate sufficient sites with the Overlay to offset the RHNA shortfall, and
replace the CUP requirement on these sites with an administrative Site Plan Review process
(i/e-no Planning Commission or City Council Hearing)". 

This amendment is extremely alarming as a HB resident and homeowner, as now the
Administration can simply pass HDD (albeit for VL housing) without the input of THE
PEOPLE YOU ALL SERVE. The City and the Administration should work with its residents,
not work around them.

Issue#2: Mitigating the constraint of increased parking spaces that reduces spillover into
neighborhoods..."the Housing Element program action to establish an "Affordable Housing
Overlay" will include replacing the coastal zone parking requirement in the amended BECSP
with the City wide parking standard on sites designated within the Overlay that propose to
provide 20 percent affordable unites. Additionally, projects can request parking reductions
through the density bonus ordinance."

Wasn't this amended BESCP for increased parking a result of your residents voicing their
concerns about the spillover affect of homes into their neighborhood? Now, you will no longer
listen to your residents original concerns, and revert back to the original issue.

Unfortunately this isn't how Government should work. You should work WITH your
constituents, not work around them. And this draft simply works around your constituents in
order to get the funds for the Homeless. Disgusting.

Thanks,

Taylor Haug

mailto:taylorhaug@gmail.com
mailto:city.council@surfcity-hb.org
mailto:JVillasenor@surfcity-hb.org


From: CT Burns
To: Villasenor, Jennifer
Subject: Housing
Date: Friday, November 15, 2019 5:22:48 AM

Good morning,

I OPPOSE the Housing Element Amendment and wish it to be recorded
as such.

A reply will be appreciated.

Sincerely,
CT Freely

mailto:chazatbat@gmail.com
mailto:JVillasenor@surfcity-hb.org


From: Cesar C
To: Villasenor, Jennifer
Subject: Re: Comments on HB HE Nov. 2019 Draft
Date: Thursday, December 12, 2019 5:31:36 PM
Attachments: HB121219JV.pdf

Thu, Dec 5, 2:31 PM (7 days ago) 
Ms. Villasenor,
 
Please see attached the Kennedy Commission's supplemental comments on Nov. 2019 Housing Elem…

Sincerely

On Fri, Dec 6, 2019 at 5:11 PM Cesar C <cesarc@kennedycommission.org> wrote:
Ms. Villasenor,

As a follow up please see attached the exhibits and the Kennedy Commission's public comments on
Nov. 2019 Housing Element Draft for the City of Huntington Beach. My apologies for not including the
exhibit on the original email.

Thank you,

Cesar Covarrubias

On Thu, Dec 5, 2019 at 2:31 PM Cesar C <cesarc@kennedycommission.org> wrote:

Ms. Villasenor,

Please see attached the Kennedy Commission's public comments on Nov. 2019 Housing
Element Draft for the City of Huntington Beach.

Sincerely,
-- 
Cesar Covarrubias
Executive Director

-- 
Cesar Covarrubias
Executive Director

mailto:cesarc@kennedycommission.org
mailto:JVillasenor@surfcity-hb.org
mailto:cesarc@kennedycommission.org
mailto:cesarc@kennedycommission.org



















-- 
Cesar Covarrubias
Executive Director











MATTHEW GELFAND, COUNSEL 
MATT@CAFORHOMES.ORG 

TEL: (213) 739-8206 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 December 13, 2019  

 

VIA EMAIL AND U.S. MAIL  

 
Jennifer Villasenor 
City of Huntington Beach 
2000 Main Street  
Huntington Beach, CA 92648 
Email: jvillasenor@surfcity-hb.org 
 

RE: Proposed Housing Element Amendment 

Dear Ms. Villasenor: 

Californians for Homeownership is a 501(c)(3) non-profit organization devoted to using 
legal tools to address California’s housing crisis.  We appreciate the opportunity to comment on 
the City’s proposed Amendment to its Housing Element, which aims to solve the City’s site 
identification shortfall through the adoption of a rezoning program under Government Code 
Sections 65583(c)(1) and 65583.2.   

The proposed Amendment purports to identify sites for the development of affordable 
housing.  As we explain below, however, the City’s proposed Affordable Housing Overly does not 
provide adequate assurances that the City will ever allow the development of housing on those 
sites.  And the City’s own recent interpretation of its land use rules would bar the development of 
housing on those sites, at the configurations and densities identified in the proposed Amendment.   

In order to address this concern, the City should adjust the Affordable Housing Overlay to 
guarantee by-right approval to any development that meets a specific, small, enumerated list of 
quantified, measurable standards, such as height and density standards, without any reference to 
any other City development standard.  And the City should commit not to use concerns about 
public health and safety to justify rejecting any project on any site within the Overlay.  Unless the 
City makes these additional commitments, the Department of Housing and Community 
Development should reject the City’s proposed Amendment. 

Denial of the 8041 Ellis Avenue Project 

In September, the City rejected a 48-unit, 4-story, 50 du/acre mixed-income condominium 
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project planned for 8041 Ellis Avenue, within the Beach and Edinger Corridors Specific Plan 
(BECSP) area.  The City’s Findings of Denial identified reasons for denying the project’s land use 
entitlements and separate reasons for denying it a conditional use permit.  The City also separately 
found that both the land use entitlements and the conditional use permit should be denied because 
the project would “have a negative impact to health and safety.”  For reference, the City’s Findings 
of Denial are attached to this letter as Exhibit A. 

In October, we sued the City to overturn its denial of the 8041 Ellis Avenue project.  In 
press interviews following the lawsuit, the City Attorney provided additional color regarding the 
City’s reasons for denying the project, saying “[i]t was too large of a project for too small of a 
space. . . . The space could not offer the necessary infrastructure for traffic safety.”1   

You can imagine our surprise when, just two weeks later, the City announced its intention 
to come into compliance with its Housing Element obligations by identifying sites to be developed 
at about the same densities as the 8041 Ellis Avenue project (or higher), all in the BECSP, some 
of which are almost identical in configuration to the rejected project. 

More recently, the City has agreed to reconsider 8041 Ellis Avenue project, which it has 
said it intends to do in early 2020. 

The City’s Proposed Affordable Housing Overlay 

The City has identified seven sites for rezoning.  Rather than engaging in a traditional 
rezoning, the City’s is proposing to place these sites into an Affordable Housing Overlay that 
excuses proposed development on these sites from certain City procedures.  Specifically, the 
Overlay would (1) excuse such developments from the requirement to obtain a Conditional Use 
Permit, which will be replaced by an administrative Site Plan Review process, (2) provide a 
reduction in required parking, and (3) allow for residential-only use. 

As we understand the City’s proposal, the proposed Overlay will not exempt developments 
from any of the other standards in the BECSP or in the City’s General Plan or zoning laws, nor 
will it limit the City’s power to bar a development based on concerns about public health or safety. 

The City’s Likely Rejection of Housing Projects at the Identified Sites 

The City’s rejection of the 8041 Ellis Avenue project raises questions about the value of 
the proposed Affordable Housing Overlay as a means for facilitating the development of affordable 
housing.  The proposed Overlay leaves most of the rules that led to that denial in place.  As we 
detail below, if interpreted in the same way as the City Council interpreted them in rejecting the 
8041 Ellis Avenue, the very same standards would likely result in the rejection of mixed-income 
or affordable housing projects on the sites identified by the City, in the configurations and at the 
densities identified by the City. 

 
1  https://www.ocregister.com/2019/10/28/huntington-beach-sued-for-rejecting-48-unit-condo-complex/ 
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The Overlay’s replacement of a discretionary conditional use permit process with an 
administrative site plan review is little comfort.  The City Council is charged with interpreting the 
City’s land use policies, and their rejection of the 8041 Ellis Avenue project reflects their 
interpretation of the rules cited in the Findings of Denial.  City staff would need to assess any 
future project with those interpretations (or any changed interpretations rendered during the 
reconsideration) in mind. 

Based on the City’s rejection of the 8041 Ellis Avenue project, we believe the City will 
likely reject projects in the configurations and at the densities identified in the Amendment, for the 
following reasons: 

“Long and narrow” parcels and sites with only a single point of vehicular access.  The 
8041 Ellis Avenue project was rejected based on the City’s finding that “[t]he long and narrow 
parcel is not physically suitable for the proposed mass, bulk, and intensity of the proposed four 
story mixed use project.”  The City found that project was incompatible with the BECSP because 
the BECSP “encourages building to orient towards streets . . . [h]owever, in the proposed project, 
approximately five percent of the building length” is street-oriented.  The City also found that the 
project violated the access and connectivity standards in the BECSP because “insufficient 
vehicular access is provided via a single driveway.”  All of these same issues would necessarily 
arise for potential developments on several of the sites identified in the Amendment.  Identified 
site number 5, in particular, is nearly identical to the 8041 Ellis Avenue site; but the other sites 
would suffer from the same purported inadequacies in varying degrees. 

Incompatibility with neighboring uses.  The 8041 Ellis Avenue project abuts a Jack In The 
Box fast food restaurant and a lot containing utility equipment along its Ellis Avenue frontage, 
with some multi-family and single-family residential uses and a car wash on other neighboring 
lots.  According to the Findings of Denial, based on these neighboring uses, the project would “not 
complement the adjoining uses in that the proposed four story mixed use development is 
significantly more intense than the adjacent one-story commercial and two-story multi-family 
residential developments,” in violation of the BECSP.  This same standard would likely result in 
the rejection of proposed developments at the listed densities for all seven sites listed in the 
Amendment. 

Traffic safety.  Based on a traffic study, it was determined that the 8041 Ellis Avenue 
project would generate 20-30 cars per hour, during peak hours, with lower rates at other hours.  
Because vehicular traffic would only be permitted to turn in one direction when exiting the project 
and would only be able to enter the project from one side, and despite the low overall levels of 
traffic to and from the site, the City determined that the project would result in an unacceptable 
number of additional u-turns at a nearby intersection.  The City determined that this would result 
in an incompatibility with the BECSP because it would result in “inefficient vehicular 
movements.”  The City also determined that motorists who chose to exit or enter the project in an 
illegal manner “may create vehicular hazards and conflicts due to frequent congestion and queuing 
on Ellis Ave,” causing an incompatibility with the BECSP.  The City also determined that the 
public safety impact of these concerns was so high that it would independently justify rejecting 
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the project.  Because of the configuration of Beach Boulevard, all of these same concerns would 
exist for each of the sites identified in the Amendment.  

Lack of bicycle infrastructure.  The City faulted the 8041 Ellis Avenue project because it 
would not advance the BECSP’s goal to “create continuity with new and existing development 
along the beach Boulevard corridor because the project does not propose to augment or expand 
the existing bikeways.”  Since the City’s standard appears to be that projects in the BECSP must 
affirmatively “augment or expand” the City’s bikeways, that standard will likely be used to reject 
residential-only developments on all of the identified sites. 

A Path Forward 

The City’s plan to get its act together and come into compliance with its Housing Element 
obligations is commendable.  In order to provide an Affordable Housing Overlay that actually 
works to enable the development of affordable housing, the City should (within the Overlay) 
guarantee by-right approval to any development that meets a specific, small, enumerated list of 
quantified, measurable standards, such as height and density standards, without any reference to 
any other City development standard. 

Sincerely, 
 

 
 

Matthew Gelfand 
 
 
Attachment 
 
 
cc: Ursula Luna-Reynosa, Community Development Director  
 By email to: ursula.luna-reynosa@surfcity-hb.org 
 

Melinda Coy, Senior Policy Specialist 
By email to: mcoy@hcd.ca.gov 





SUGGESTED FINDINGS FOR DENIAL
TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 18157 CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 17-042

SUGGESTED HEALTH AND SAFETY FINDINGS FOR DENIAL - TENTATIVE TRACT 
MAP NO. 18157 AND CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 17-042:   

The City Council finds and determines that the project will have a negative impact to health and 
safety for reasons more particularly described herein: 

1. In light of the evidence in the record, the project would have a specific, adverse impact on 
public health and safety due to unsafe ingress/egress conditions caused by the project.  
Vehicular access is provided via a single driveway along Ellis Avenue.  Due to the proximity 
of the project access driveway to the Beach and Ellis intersection, the project will require right 
turns only in and out of the project site.  This would prohibit motorists from exiting the project 
site to turn left onto Ellis Avenue.  Residents and visitors also cannot access the project site 
from eastbound Ellis Avenue without continuing past the project to make a u-turn at Patterson 
Lane to make a right turn into the project site.  The Ellis/Patterson intersection is currently 
unsignalized.  According to the project Traffic Impact Analysis, prepared by a licensed traffic 
engineering firm, the project will generate 222 additional u-turns at the Ellis/Patterson 
intersection.  Based on accident data provided by the Transportation Division of the 
Huntington Beach Public Works Department, the Ellis/Patterson intersection has experienced 
an increase in traffic accidents within the last few years, while other intersections and street 
segments near the project site have had a decrease in accidents. The increase in 
approximately 222 u-turns at this intersection as a result of the project will exacerbate accident 
rates at this intersection causing an adverse public safety impact.  Furthermore, the Traffic 
Impact Analysis discloses that motorists entering and exiting the site may experience 
significant delays during the PM peak hour due to westbound vehicular queuing along Ellis 
Avenue. Traffic delays on Ellis Avenue will contribute to motorists attempting to turn left to 
enter and exit the project site.  The Traffic Impact Analysis recommends installation of a 

 in an effort to 
improve safe ingress and egress at the site.  However, these measures are not adequate 
enough to improve safety and the study also recommends additional driveway treatments to 
further regulate the turn restrictions, such as  the installation of raised pavement to physically 
prevent left turns out of the site.  This suggests that is a reasonable assumption  that motorists 
will lose patience and attempt left turns out of the site onto Ellis Avenue creating an unsafe 
condition, particularly during the PM peak hour when there is a long vehicular queue of traffic 
on Ellis Avenue  in front of the project driveway.  Additionally, motorists may attempt  to avoid 
having to make a u-turn at the unsignalized Ellis/Patterson intersection resulting in additional 
delay due to vehicular queuing on westbound Ellis Avenue. These motorists entering the site 
from eastbound Ellis Avenue will attempt left turns from a through lane across traffic into the 
project driveway creating unsafe conditions on both eastbound and westbound sides of Ellis 
Avenue.     

2. There is no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate the adverse impact.  The site cannot 
accommodate an alternative access point or an additional access point to mitigate the 
negative safety impacts caused by project generated traffic.  The project site does not have 
access to another street or alley.  The appellant proposed a raised porkchop  design at the 



driveway entrance to prevent left turns out of the project site as recommended by the Traffic 
Impact Analysis.  This could potentially address the adverse health and safety impact to an 
uncertain degree.  However, this design does not meet Fire Department access standards 
and would result in the project failing to comply with all applicable code requirements.  
Huntington Beach Fire Department Specification No. 401 contains minimum standards for fire 
apparatus access and No. 403 has additional requirements for driveway width when there are 

Each lane of travel must be a minimum of 14 ft. wide.  Two lanes of travel 
require a minimum 28 ft. wide driveway, without counting additional width required for an 

  The proposed project driveway is 24 ft. wide total.  Since the proposed raised 
 would take up a portion of the driveway width, it will result in a driveway 

that is less than 24 ft. wide.  Since the proposed driveway is only 24 ft. wide when there is a 
28 ft. minimum wid  there is 
no feasible mitigation available for the adverse health and safety condition resulting from the 
proposed    The raised porkchop  design would impede Fire 
Department access to the site resulting in an additional adverse health and safety impact 
caused by the project.  Therefore, insufficient access to the project site and project generated 
traffic will have a direct adverse impact to health and safety which cannot be mitigated. 

 
SUGGESTED FINDINGS FOR DENIAL - TENTATIVE TRACT MAP NO. 18157:   
 

The City Council finds and determines that certain conditions (b), (c) and (d) listed in 
Government Code Section 66474 would result as a consequence of approval of Tentative Tract 
Map No. 18157, for reasons more particularly described herein:  

  
1. Approval of the project would result in a design of the proposed subdivision that is not 

consistent with the General Plan and Beach and Edinger Corridors Specific Plan (BECSP) in 
that the project design fails to further a number of goals and policies contained within the 
General Plan and BECSP.  More particular detail and analysis is contained below.  

2. Approval of the project would result in a site that is not physically suitable for the type of 
development in that the site will not function as an integrated development compatible with 
the vision of the BECSP by merging three existing lots into a single long and narrow 0.95 acre 
parcel.  The long and narrow parcel is not physically suitable for the proposed mass, bulk, and 
intensity of the proposed four story mixed use project and does not complement the scale and 
proportion of surrounding one and two-story developments.  The project will generate conflicts 
with vehicular circulation on Ellis Ave. and there will be no connectivity for bicyclists to continue 
onto Beach Blvd.  

3. Approval of the project would result in a site that is not physically suitable for the proposed 
density of development in that the proposed project results in a density of approximately 50 
dwelling units per acre while the adjacent residential property is built at an aggregate density 
of 13 dwelling units per acre.  
 

The design and improvement of proposed Tentative Tract Map No. 18157 does not further the 
goals and policies of the General Plan or the BECSP as follows:    
 

Land Use Element   
  



Goal LU-1: New commercial, industrial, and residential development is coordinated to 
ensure that the land use pattern is consistent with the overall goals and needs of the 
community.   
  
Policy LU-1D:  Ensure that new development projects are of compatible proportion, scale 
and character to complement adjoining uses.  
  
Goal LU-3:  Neighborhoods and attractions are connected and accessible to all residents, 
employees, and visitors.  
  
Policy LU-3A:  Ensure that future development and reuse projects are consistent with the 
Land Use Map to provide connections between existing neighborhoods and city 
attractions.  
  
Policy LU-3C:  Ensure connections are well maintained and safe for users.  
  

Circulation Element  
  
Goal CIRC-1c: Through ongoing evaluation of jurisdiction, efficient transportation 
management provides the highest level of safety, service and resources.  

 
Policy CIRC-1F: Require development projects to provide circulation improvements to 
achieve stated City goals and to mitigate to the maximum extent feasible traffic impacts to 
adjacent land uses and neighborhoods as well as vehicular conflicts related to the project.  
  
Policy CIRC  1G:  Limit driveway access points, require driveways to be wide enough to 
accommodate traffic flow from and to arterial roadways, and establish mechanisms to 
consolidate driveways where feasible and necessary to minimize impacts to the smooth, 
efficient, and controlled flow of vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians.  
  
The proposed lot consolidation, subdivision, design and improvement is not consistent 
with the above goals and policies of the General Plan or the BECSP because the infill 
project is not compatible in density, intensity, proportion, scale, and character with the 
surrounding land uses and does not complement the adjoining uses in that the proposed 
four story mixed use development is significantly more intense than the adjacent one-story 
commercial and two-story multi-family residential developments.    
  
The BECSP encourages buildings to orient towards streets and provide enhancements to 
the pedestrian and public experience.  However, in the proposed project, approximately 
five percent of the building length is oriented towards Ellis Ave. while the remainder is 
oriented to the established residences to the east and commercial uses to the west.  
Further, the project architectural design and scale is not compatible with the vision of the 
BECSP.  The adjacent properties will be impacted by the height and massing of the 
proposed project.  The length and height of the proposed building is not compatible with 
the long, narrow characteristics of the 0.95 acre site because it is too bulky and too intense 
for the available land area.  The project does not support the vibrant commercial corridor 
envisioned in the BECSP Five Points District because only one and a half percent (1.5%) 
of the total square footage of the project is allocated to commercial use.  



  
The proposed project does not create continuity with new and existing development along 
the Beach Boulevard corridor because the project does not propose to augment or expand 
the existing bikeways.  Furthermore, ingress and egress to the project site generates 
conflicts with the flow of traffic on Ellis Ave.  There is no access or connectivity to the 
project site from Beach Blvd and insufficient vehicular access is provided via a single 
driveway along Ellis Avenue.  Motorists exiting the project site will be unable to safely turn 
left onto Ellis Ave. from the driveway and motorists entering the project site from eastbound 
Ellis Ave. will be unable to turn left into the project site due to congestion and narrow 
roadway widths.  Residents and visitors cannot directly access the project site from 
eastbound Ellis Ave. and must continue past the project to Patterson Ln. to make a u-turn 
on Ellis Ave., resulting in inefficient vehicular movements.  Additionally, even though 
motorists will be required to exit the project via a right hand turn onto Ellis Ave., motorists 
who do not abide by this restriction may create vehicular hazards and conflicts due to 
frequent congestion and queuing on Ellis Ave.  
 

SUGGESTED FINDINGS FOR DENIAL - CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 17-042:  
 

The City Council finds and determines that it is unable to make all of the required findings, 
contained in Section 241.10(A) of the HBZSO, for reasons more particularly described below:  
 
1. Conditional Use Permit No. 17-042 for the development of a mixed-use building consisting 

of 48 condominium residences and 891 sf. of retail space will not comply with the provisions 
of the base district and other applicable provisions in Titles 20 through 25 and any specific 
condition required for the proposed use in the district in which it would be located in that the 
project does not further the vision of the Town Center Neighborhood Segment of the BECSP, 
which envisions a vibrant commercial corridor within the Five Points District of the BECSP.  
The proposed project is located within the Five Points District and does not further a vibrant 
commercial corridor because only one and a half percent (1.5%) of the total square footage 
of the project is allocated to commercial use, there is insufficient vehicular ingress and egress 
to the site, and the project proposes marginal public open space that does not contribute to 

een public and private 
property. 
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