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From: Cynthia McDonald <cmcdonald.home@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, February 23, 2026 11:57 AM

To: ROJAS, JOHNNY; VALLARTA, ANGELY; ZICH, JON; HARLAN, JEFFREY; KLEPACK, KAREN;
MARTINEZ, DAVID; robert.dickson@costameaca.gov; PC Public Comments

Cc: TAI, CARRIE; HALLIGAN, MICHELLE; MCGILL, ANNA,; CITY CLERK

Subject: Public Hearing Item 1: Resolution recommending City Council amend Sixth Cycle

Housing Element in connection with Housing Element Sites Rezoning

Dear Commissioners:
| respectfully request that staff address the following issues when this item is heard this evening.
1. HCD Notification and Approval

Has the Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) been notified that the City intends
to modify the Housing Element Sites Analysis in a manner that results in a net loss of approximately 46%
of the City’s non-buffered RHNA capacity?

¢ Ifso, whatwas HCD’s response?
« Ifnot, why has the City not sought HCD guidance prior to advancing this action?

If the City proceeds without HCD input, how does it intend to respond should HCD initiate enforcement
action requiring the City to replace the lost capacity? Similarly, how will the City respond if a developer,
individual, or third party seeks to compel rezoning of other parcels to make up for the deficit?

2. Loss of Funding
The City has already lost funding for the homeless shelter due to Housing Element noncompliance.

« What additional funding has already been lost?

+ Aslong as the City remains out of compliance, how does it intend to address potential losses of
other critical funding sources, including but not limited to regional transportation funds,
permanent local housing allocations, Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities (AHSC)
grants, local housing trust funds, CalHOME grants, infillinfrastructure grants, and Pro-Housing
Design funding?

3. Other Penalties and Enforcement Risks

How does the City plan to respond if HCD exercises its authority to suspend the City’s ability to issue
residential and nonresidential permits until the Housing Element is deemed compliant?

Additional risks include:

o Loss of Permitting Authority: A court could suspend the City’s ability to issue building permits
(including remodels), approve zoning changes, or approve subdivision maps—significantly
disrupting development patterns and quality citywide.



o Financial Penalties: The City could face fines of up to $100,000 per month, which may be
multiplied by a factor of six if unpaid.

e Court Receivership: A court could appoint a receiver with authority to remedy Housing Element
deficiencies and bring the City into compliance.

« Streamlined Ministerial Approvals: The City could be subject to even less discretionary review
than currently required, inctuding fully ministerial approvals with no public hearings, in order to
accelerate housing production.

4. Removal of Properties from the Sites Analysis

The agenda report identifies 17 properties proposed for removal from the Housing Element Sites
Analysis. Many of these property owners have legal counsel advising them to request removal.

Has the City notified other property owners—particularly those without legal representation—that they
may also request removal of their properties? Failure to do so may expose the City to legal challenges or
require additional amendments to the Sites Analysis.

How does the City intend to make a "No Net Loss" finding, when it is clearly losing 17 properties, and may
lose even more? By upzoning other properties? Where?

5. Impacts on Other Housing Element Programs

Revisions to the Sites Analysis will necessitate updates to other Housing Element programs. For
example:

Chapter 4, Program 3C (North Costa Mesa Specific Plan) currently states that:

o 16 sites totaling approximately 70.75 acres are identified in the Sites Inventory,
+ 6,435 units are anticipated to meet the City’s RHNA shortfall, and
+ Rezoning will permit densities of up to 90 dwelling units per acre, with no overall unit caps.

These figures are no longer accurate and must be corrected. What other Housing Element programs will
require amendment as aresult of these changes?

Another example is Program 3B (Fairview Developmental Center), which states that if permits or
entitlements are not issued by mid-2027, the City will identify alternative sites within 180 days,
consistent with SB 166 (No Net Loss). Given that the City has not yet produced a draft Specific Plan,
meeting this timeline appears unlikely. If additional sites must be identified, how does the City intend to
do sowhen itis already unable to meet its RHNA obligations in other parts of Costa Mesa?

6. Broader Concerns and Next Steps

The City previously assured residents that it would bring the Housing Element into compliance. The
potential penalties associated with noncompliance were a significant factor in promoting Measure K to
voters. However, it now appears that Measure K has instead enabled increased development white
leaving the City exposed to serious legal and financial risk.

The City characterizes the Measure K zoning as “additive,” yet the proposed changes may result in net
losses that undermine Housing Element compliance. Rushing this item forward without notifying all
affected property owners or securing HCD approval risks long-term harm to the City.
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Using “additives” in an engine may delay necessary repairs, but it can also cause greater damage over
time. | urge the City to slow down, do this work correctly, and avoid compounding existing problems.

For these reasons, | respectfully request that you do not approve this item tonight.
Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Cynthia McDonald

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Report any suspicious activities to the
Information Technology Department.
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From: GREEN, BRENDA

Sent: Monday, February 23, 2026 11:41 AM

To: PC Public Comments

Subject: FW: Planning Commission Must Remove Costa Mesa Women's Club From Rezoning List

Respectfully,
Brenda Green

City Clerk’s Office | (714) 754-5221
77 Fair Drive | Costa Mesa | CA 92626

W f|v|G

As City Hall has reopened, we encourage the public to take advantage of our appointment
system. Appointments can be made at www.costamesaca.gov/appointments. Please note
that It is required that all guests check in with our Concierge Staff, located on the 1% Floor Lobby, upon arrival at City
Hall.

From: Priscilla Rocco <dementedgardensprite@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, February 23, 2026 11:39 AM

To: CITY CLERK <CITYCLERK@costamesaca.gov>; Gay Lee Royer <socalbubble@gmail.com>
Subject: Planning Commission Must Remove Costa Mesa Women's Club From Rezoning List

Planning Commission,

| am a member of the Costa Mesa Women's Club (CMWC),

which has been a fixture in the city since 1910. Everything we do is
for charity and the betterment of the city. We own our building on
610 West 18th Street. This land should be removed from the
rezoning list. Better to rezone the golf course for affordable high-
density housing, as it pollutes the ground water with all the
chemicals used to keep the monoculture pristine for rich people to
play a game.

Priscilla Rocco
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From: Autumn Elliott <autumn@elliottimpact.com>

Sent: Monday, February 23, 2026 11:13 AM

To: PC Public Comments

Cc: Jia Min Cheng

Subject: Public Comments on Item #1 for today's Planning Commission meeting
Attachments: 2026.02.23 DRC and Elliott comments re Planning Commission Item re HE

amendments.pdf; 2025.12.19 Email from Kim Barlow to DRC and Elliott re Costa Mesa
Housing Element Program 2N.pdf; 2026.01.12 DRC and Elliott comments re proposed
revisions to Costa Mesa RA ordinance.pdf

Attached please find public comments on Item No. 1 on today's Planning Commission agenda regarding
amendments to the Sixth Cycle Housing Element. The document with today's date are our comments,
and the other two documents are attachments to our comments.

Please let us know if there is any problem opening the documents or if you need anything else from us.
Thank you,

Autumn Elliott

Law Office of Autumn Elliott

325 N. Larchmont Blvd., Ste 307

Los Angeles, CA 90004
(213)500-9454

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Report any suspicious activities to the
Information Technology Department.
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January 12, 2026
VIA EMAIL

Kimberly Hall Barlow
Jones Mayer

3777 N. Harbor Blvd.
Fullerton, CA 92835
khb@jones-mayer.com

RE: Costa Mesa’s Proposed Revisions to RA Ordinance

Dear Ms. Barlow:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on Costa Mesa's
proposed revisions to the City's reasonable accommodation ordinance
pursuant to the settlement agreement in the Insight v. Costa Mesa case.

In your December 19, 2025 email to us, you said that Costa Mesa was
proposing to delete subsection (7) of Section 13-200.62(f) of the City’s
reasonable accommodation ordinance. You explained that the deletion is
proposed because “it is operationally difficult for staff or the applicants to
make this determination given lack of information and the difficulties in
ensuring that any facilities adequately allow individual(s) with said
disability(ies) to live in a residential setting. Furthermore, this subsection is
unnecessary given the other provisions of the Reasonable Accommodation
Ordinance.” We support the deletion of subsection (7) from Section 13-
200.62, which requires a finding that “the existing supply of facilities of a
similar nature and operation in the community is sufficient to provide
individuals with a disability an equal opportunity to live in a residential
setting.”
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The deletion of subsection (7) is an important first step in bringing Costa
Mesa'’s reasonable accommodation ordinance into compliance with state
and federal fair housing requirements. However, in order to bring the entire
reasonable accommodation regulation into compliance, Costa Mesa will
need to make additional changes. Given the structure of the current
ordinance, it will be difficult to do that by simply editing or rewording the
text. Instead, we propose that the City repeal sections of the ordinance in
their entirety and replace them with new ones.

To begin with, Section 13-200.62 (f) has problems that cannot be remedied
without restructuring. That section is a list of findings “all of which are
required for approval” of a reasonable accommodation request. But the list
combines factors that the person or entity requesting the accommodation
must establish in order to be entitled to an accommodation, i.e., the topics
of Findings (1) and (2), with factors that are the City’s burden to establish if
it is going to deny the accommodation, i.e., the topics of Findings (3), (5),
and (8). These two types of topics need to be separated to clearly delineate
who — the person or entity making the request, or the City — bears the
burden of proof.

As written, Findings (3), (5), and (8) require affirmative findings that there is
no undue financial or administrative burden, no direct threat, and no
fundamental alteration for the approval of a reasonable accommodation
request. In other words, they require that the City affirmatively find that
those factors are not present. This has the effect of putting the burden on
the person or entity making the request to establish the absence of an
undue burden or fundamental alteration. That is contrary to fair housing
law, which makes it the City’s burden to establish that there is an undue
burden, direct threat, or fundamental alteration before denying a
reasonable accommodation request. Fair housing law does not permit the
City to make the establishment of the absence of those factors a
requirement.

Undue burden, direct threat, and fundamental alteration can properly be in
the reasonable accommodation ordinance, but the regulation needs to be
structured in a way that makes clear that if the person or entity making the
request establishes the factors addressed in Findings (1) and (2), the City
must grant the accommodation unless it finds that granting the
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accommodation will impose an undue financial or administrative burden,
will result in a direct threat, or will result in a fundamental alteration (i.e., the
inverse of the current language regarding findings). It does not work to
combine them in the same list as the elements that the person or entity
making the request has the burden to establish. The two types of findings
must be bifurcated.

Moreover, the current structure of the reasonable accommodation
ordinance also makes it difficult for the ordinance to adequately reflect the
law governing the findings that the City must establish to deny an otherwise
valid reasonable accommodation request. For example, where the
ordinance authorizes the City to deny a reasonable accommodation
request based on a direct threat finding, it must also state that in such a
case the City must find that the threat cannot be mitigated by reasonable
accommodation. 28 C.F.R. §35.139. A finding that granting a reasonable
accommodation would be an undue burden or fundamental alteration must
also be made “after considering all resources available for use in the
funding and operation of the service, program, or activity, and must be
accompanied by a written statement of the reasons for reaching that
conclusion.” 28. C.F.R. §35.150(a)(3). It will be difficult to add such
clarifications in a clear way unless the two types of findings under Section
13-200.62(f) are separated and the findings for which the City bears the
burden are written in the affirmative.

Section 13-200.62 (f) also includes factors that do not fall within either the
burden of the person or entity making the accommodation request or the
allowable reasons for the City to deny a request, but instead layer on
additional obligations that are not permitted under fair housing law. Finding
(4) requires a finding that the “requested accommodation is consistent with
surrounding uses in scale and intensity of use.” The City cannot apply
different occupancy, use, or development standards to shared housing for
people with disabilities as compared to other forms of housing, nor can it
require a household of people with disabilities to be limited to fewer people
than a single housekeeping unit would be allowed to have. To the extent
that a requested accommodation would result in housing that was vastly
different from permitted housing uses, City staff could evaluate whether
granting the request would constitute a fundamental alteration to a City
program or would result in an undue burden or direct threat. But simply
having the same number of people that a single housekeeping unit would
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be allowed to have, or failing to meet another occupancy or development
standard that was not also applied to single housekeeping units, could
never fall within one of those permitted reasons for denying an
accommodation request. Consistency with other uses should therefore not
be listed as a separate required finding.

Likewise, Finding (6) requires in some instances “a finding that the
requested accommodation is necessary to make facilities of a similar
nature or operation economically viable in light of the particularities of the
relevant market and market participants generally.” For the same reasons
that the City is removing Finding (7), which also focuses on “facilities of a
similar nature and operation” rather than on the specific housing that is at
issue for a particular reasonable accommodation request, the City should
remove Finding (6). It is just as true that it will be “operationally difficult for
staff or the applicants to make this determination given lack of information”
for Finding (6) as for Finding (7). Moreover, providing a feasibility study or
market study about other housing does not fall within the burden of
someone making a reasonable accommodation request. Making such a
study a condition of approving a disability-related accommodation is
therefore a discriminatory housing practice. This should likewise not be
listed as a required finding.

The deletion of Finding (7) should also be accompanied by a revision to the
language of Finding (2), which states that, “[t]he requested accommodation
is necessary to provide one or more individuals with a disability an equal
opportunity to use and enjoy a dwelling.” To ensure that City staff interpret
Finding (2) consistent with fair housing laws, by focusing on the housing at
issue in the request rather than “facilities of a similar nature and operation”
elsewhere, Finding (2) should be revised to refer to an equal opportunity to
use and enjoy “their dwelling,” “the dwelling at issue in the accommodation
request,” or something similar.

In order to bring the reasonable accommodation ordinance into compliance
with federal and state fair housing law, the City will also need to revise
other portions of the ordinance. As reflected in the settlement agreement,
we would welcome the opportunity to work with the City during that portion
of its review of the reasonable accommodation ordinance and to provide
feedback on any draft revisions of those other sections.
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For those portions of the ordinance as well, it would be most effective for
the City to repeal and replace language rather than try to work within the
existing structure. For example, Section 13-200.62(b) loads burdensome
and irrelevant requirements onto people or entities making reasonable
accommodation requests. A lay homeowner who needs an accommodation
due to disability should be able to comply with application requirements
without having to hire an attorney or other expert to help them understand
what they need to do. The City should limit the application to information
that is necessary for the City to evaluate whether the person or entity
making the request has met their burden, such as the location of the
dwelling at issue, the existence of the disability, the nature of the
accommodation that is being requested, and the connection between the
disability and the requested accommodation. The provisions in Section 13-
200.62(b) that require people or entities making reasonable
accommodation requests to provide “[a]ny other information that the
director reasonably determines is necessary for evaluating the request for
reasonable accommodation” ((b)(3)) and “[a]lny other information that the
hearing officer reasonably concludes is necessary to determine whether
the findings required by subsection (e) of this section can be made” ((b)(7))
are particularly problematic because they are not limited to the information
necessary to establish that a person or entity is entitled to a reasonable
accommodation.

Section 13-200.62(d) provides that appeals of reasonable accommodation
requests will be handled through the same procedures as “any other
discretionary permit.” However, the appeals process pertaining to
reasonable accommodation requests needs to be navigable and
manageable by lay people with disabilities. This provision should be
repealed and replaced with new language that requires a prompt, clear
statement of the reasons for any denial, establishes a simple procedure for
requesting an appeal, provides a reasonable deadline for making requests
for an appeal, and eliminates the need for individuals or entities to pay for
the City’s review of their reasonable accommodation determination.

Most importantly, the section of the reasonable accommodation ordinance
addressing appeals must exempt them from the review procedures that
govern general zoning matters in order to respect the privacy of people’s
disabilities and disability-related needs during any review process.
Hearings regarding reasonable accommodations requests should not be
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made by legislative bodies, and no public notice should be made regarding
reasonable accommodation reviews. Public hearings create an opening for
members of the public to express animus against people with disabilities,
which imposes an improper barrier to people seeking such
accommodations. For example, at the hearings regarding Insight’s
reasonable accommodation request, a member of the public told the
Planning Commission that a person who is “mentally disabled does not
belong in a neighborhood next door to me or any of us in this room,” and
someone testified to the City Council that the “mentally ill cannot associate
with our children, neighbors.” As you know, hearing those types of
comments was traumatic for our client Ms. Doe, who spoke about her own
experiences with mental illness, and the ways that staying at Insight’s
housing had helped her, at a hearing on Insight’s reasonable
accommodation request. Not only is the City not obligated to provide the
public with a forum to intimidate and humiliate people like Ms. Doe, but the
City cannot put people like her through such an ordeal as a condition of
having their accommodation request reviewed. Nor can such animus play
any part in the City’s review of an accommodation request. For similar
reasons, the ordinance should also make clear that only the person or
entity making the request can appeal a decision regarding a reasonable
accommodation, in contrast to the current language which permits virtually
anyone — including neighbors with an animus against people with
disabilities — to appeal.

Finally, Sections 13-200.62(e) and (g), regarding “considerations,” overlap
with the required “findings” in Section 13-200.62(f) in a way that impedes
consistency with fair housing law. Like Section 13-200.62(f), these sections
fail to make clear which elements are the burden of the person making the
reasonable accommodation request to establish and which are the City’s
burden. Many of them are also improper considerations. For example, the
City cannot take into account “whether granting the request would be
consistent with the City's General Plan.” By definition, any reasonable
accommodation request pertaining to zoning will be inconsistent with the
zoning scheme. “Requiring public entities to make exceptions to their rules
and zoning policies is exactly what the FHAA does.” Anderson v. City of
Blue Ash, 798 F.3d 338, 363 (6th Cir. 2015); City of Edmonds v.
Washington State Bldg. Code Council, 18 F.3d 802, 806 (9th Cir. 1994)
(FHA imposes an affirmative duty to reasonably accommodate disabled
persons). The question is not whether a requested disability
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accommodation is inconsistent with the City’'s General Plan, but whether
granting it would fundamentally alter the General Plan. To take another
example, the City cannot take into consideration whether “the
accommodation would result in a substantial increase in traffic or
insufficient parking” (§ 13-200.62(g)(2)) or “create an institutionalized
environment due to the number of and distance between facilities that are
similar in nature or operation” (§ 13-200.62(g)(4)) unless it is also doing so
with respect to single housekeeping units. Again, the City cannot impose
more stringent development or occupancy standards on housing occupied
by people with disabilities than on single housekeeping units, nor can it use
vague or undefined conditions as a basis for denial of a reasonable
accommodation request. These are examples, and not an exhaustive list,
of the issues with subsections (e) and (g) of Costa Mesa'’s reasonable
accommodation ordinance. We would be happy to provide additional
comments or to discuss with you and with City staff in more detail our
further thoughts on bringing the ordinance into compliance with state and
federal fair housing requirements.

We appreciate your time and attention to our comments and look forward to
working with you and the City further on these important access issues for
Costa Mesa residents with disabilities. Please let us know if you would like
to discuss any of these issues further.

Sincerely,

//' =
Autumn M. Elliott
Law Office of Autumn Elliott

Jia Min Cheng
Managing Attorney
Disability Rights California
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Costa Mesa Housing Element - Program 2N

From Kimberly Hall Barlow <khb@jones-mayer.com>
Date Fri 12/19/2025 9:42 AM

To  Andrea.Rodriguez@disabilityrightsca.org <Andrea.Rodriguez@disabilityrightsca.org>; Autumn Elliott
<autumn@elliottimpact.com>

Cc  TAl CARRIE <carrie.tai@costamesaca.gov>; Tarquin Preziosi <tp@jones-mayer.com>

Counsel: Pursuant to the terms of the City’s settlement agreement with Insight Psychology and
Jane Doe, we are submitting to you the proposed language to satisfy Program 2N of the City's
Housing Element for your comment, should you desire to provide any:

Current Language:

“Any person seeking approval to construct and/or modify residential housing for person(s) with
disabilities, and/or operate a residential care facility, group home, or referral facility, which will
substantially serve persons with disabilities may apply for a reasonable accommodation to
obtain relief from a Zoning Code provision, regulation, policy, or condition which causes a
barrier to equal opportunity for housing."

fn summary, whether a reasonable accommodation may be granted depends on whether it is
necessary to give the disabled “an equal opportunity to use and enjoy a dwelling,” and whether
it is reasonable. The regulation provides that an accommodation is not reasonable if it
“impose[s] an undue financial or administrative burden on the City” or “if it would fundamentally
alter a City program, such as the City's zoning scheme.” The regulation defines the procedures
that must be followed in seeking an accommodation, including the “findings” that the City must
make before granting the requested accommodation or an “alternative reasonable
accommodations which provide an equivalent level of benefit to the applicant.

The findings required are:

1. “(1) The requested accommodation is requested by or on the behalf of one or more
individuals with a disability protected under the fair housing laws.

2. The requested accommodation is necessary to provide one or more individuals with a
disability an equal opportunity to use and enjoy a dwelling.

3. The requested accommodation will not impose an undue financial or administrative
burden on the city, as “undue financial or administrative burden” is defined in fair housing
laws and interpretive case law.

4. The requested accommodation is consistent with surrounding uses in scale and intensity
of use.

5. The requested accommodation will not, under the specific facts of the case, resultin a
direct threat to the health or safety of other individuals or substantial physical damage to
the property of others.

6. If economic viability is raised by the applicant as part of the applicant’s showing that the
requested accommodation is necessary, then a finding that the requested accommodation
is necessary to make facilities of a similar nature or operation economically viable in light
of the particularities of the relevant market and market participants generally, not just for
that particular applicant.

about:blank?windowld=SecondaryReadingPane25 1/2
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7. Whether the existing supply of facilities of a similar nature and operation in the community
is sufficient to provide individuals with a disability an equal opportunity to live in a
residential setting.

8. The requested accommodation will not result in a fundamental alteration in the nature of
the City’s zoning program.”

Proposed Change — Delete subsection (7) as it is operationally difficult for staff or the
applicants to make this determination given lack of information and the difficulties in ensuring
that any facilities adequately allow individual(s) with said disability(ies) to live in a residential
setting. Furthermore, this subsection is unnecessary given the other provisions of the
Reasonable Accommodation Ordinance.

Please let us know if you have any comments on this proposed language.

Kimberly Hall Bariow

Partner
Jones Mayer
3777 N. Harbor Bivd. | Fullerton, CA 92835

JONES MAYER | & (714)446-1400| 2 (714) 446-1448
Miechihs b4 khb@jones-mayer.com
WWW.|ones-maver.com | A www jones-mayer.com

3 Please consider the environment before printing
this e-mail

about:blank?windowld=SecondaryReadingPane25
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January 12, 2026
VIA EMAIL

Kimberly Hall Barlow
Jones Mayer

3777 N. Harbor Blvd.
Fullerton, CA 92835
khb@]jones-mayer.com

RE: Costa Mesa’s Proposed Revisions to RA Ordinance

Dear Ms. Barlow:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on Costa Mesa’s
proposed revisions to the City's reasonable accommodation ordinance
pursuant to the settlement agreement in the Insight v. Costa Mesa case.

In your December 19, 2025 email to us, you said that Costa Mesa was
proposing to delete subsection (7) of Section 13-200.62(f) of the City’s
reasonable accommodation ordinance. You explained that the deletion is
proposed because “it is operationally difficult for staff or the applicants to
make this determination given lack of information and the difficulties in
ensuring that any facilities adequately allow individual(s) with said
disability(ies) to live in a residential setting. Furthermore, this subsection is
unnecessary given the other provisions of the Reasonable Accommodation
Ordinance.” We support the deletion of subsection (7) from Section 13-
200.62, which requires a finding that “the existing supply of facilities of a
similar nature and operation in the community is sufficient to provide
individuals with a disability an equal opportunity to live in a residential
setting.”
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The deletion of subsection (7) is an important first step in bringing Costa
Mesa's reasonable accommodation ordinance into compliance with state
and federal fair housing requirements. However, in order to bring the entire
reasonable accommodation regulation into compliance, Costa Mesa will
need to make additional changes. Given the structure of the current
ordinance, it will be difficult to do that by simply editing or rewording the
text. Instead, we propose that the City repeal sections of the ordinance in
their entirety and replace them with new ones.

To begin with, Section 13-200.62 (f) has problems that cannot be remedied
without restructuring. That section is a list of findings “all of which are
required for approval” of a reasonable accommodation request. But the list
combines factors that the person or entity requesting the accommodation
must establish in order to be entitled to an accommodation, i.e., the topics
of Findings (1) and (2), with factors that are the City’s burden to establish if
it is going to deny the accommodation, i.e., the topics of Findings (3), (5),
and (8). These two types of topics need to be separated to clearly delineate
who — the person or entity making the request, or the City — bears the
burden of proof.

As written, Findings (3), (5), and (8) require affirmative findings that there is
no undue financial or administrative burden, no direct threat, and no
fundamental alteration for the approval of a reasonable accommodation
request. In other words, they require that the City affirmatively find that
those factors are not present. This has the effect of putting the burden on
the person or entity making the request to establish the absence of an
undue burden or fundamental alteration. That is contrary to fair housing
law, which makes it the City’s burden to establish that there is an undue
burden, direct threat, or fundamental alteration before denying a
reasonable accommodation request. Fair housing law does not permit the
City to make the establishment of the absence of those factors a
requirement.

Undue burden, direct threat, and fundamental alteration can properly be in
the reasonable accommodation ordinance, but the regulation needs to be
structured in a way that makes clear that if the person or entity making the
request establishes the factors addressed in Findings (1) and (2), the City
must grant the accommodation unless it finds that granting the
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accommodation will impose an undue financial or administrative burden,
will result in a direct threat, or will result in a fundamental alteration (i.e., the
inverse of the current language regarding findings). It does not work to
combine them in the same list as the elements that the person or entity
making the request has the burden to establish. The two types of findings
must be bifurcated.

Moreover, the current structure of the reasonable accommodation
ordinance also makes it difficult for the ordinance to adequately reflect the
law governing the findings that the City must establish to deny an otherwise
valid reasonable accommodation request. For example, where the
ordinance authorizes the City to deny a reasonable accommodation
request based on a direct threat finding, it must also state that in such a
case the City must find that the threat cannot be mitigated by reasonable
accommodation. 28 C.F.R. §35.139. A finding that granting a reasonable
accommodation would be an undue burden or fundamental alteration must
also be made “after considering all resources available for use in the
funding and operation of the service, program, or activity, and must be
accompanied by a written statement of the reasons for reaching that
conclusion.” 28. C.F.R. §35.150(a)(3). It will be difficult to add such
clarifications in a clear way unless the two types of findings under Section
13-200.62(f) are separated and the findings for which the City bears the
burden are written in the affirmative.

Section 13-200.62 (f) also includes factors that do not fall within either the
burden of the person or entity making the accommodation request or the
allowable reasons for the City to deny a request, but instead layer on
additional obligations that are not permitted under fair housing law. Finding
(4) requires a finding that the “requested accommodation is consistent with
surrounding uses in scale and intensity of use.” The City cannot apply
different occupancy, use, or development standards to shared housing for
people with disabilities as compared to other forms of housing, nor can it
require a household of people with disabilities to be limited to fewer people
than a single housekeeping unit would be allowed to have. To the extent
that a requested accommodation would result in housing that was vastly
different from permitted housing uses, City staff could evaluate whether
granting the request would constitute a fundamental alteration to a City
program or would result in an undue burden or direct threat. But simply
having the same number of people that a single housekeeping unit would
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be allowed to have, or failing to meet another occupancy or development
standard that was not also applied to single housekeeping units, could
never fall within one of those permitted reasons for denying an
accommodation request. Consistency with other uses should therefore not
be listed as a separate required finding.

Likewise, Finding (6) requires in some instances “a finding that the
requested accommodation is necessary to make facilities of a similar
nature or operation economically viable in light of the particularities of the
relevant market and market participants generally.” For the same reasons
that the City is removing Finding (7), which also focuses on “facilities of a
similar nature and operation” rather than on the specific housing that is at
issue for a particular reasonable accommodation request, the City should
remove Finding (6). It is just as true that it will be “operationally difficult for
staff or the applicants to make this determination given lack of information”
for Finding (6) as for Finding (7). Moreover, providing a feasibility study or
market study about other housing does not fall within the burden of
someone making a reasonable accommodation request. Making such a
study a condition of approving a disability-related accommodation is
therefore a discriminatory housing practice. This should likewise not be
listed as a required finding.

The deletion of Finding (7) should also be accompanied by a revision to the
language of Finding (2), which states that, “[t]he requested accommodation
is necessary to provide one or more individuals with a disability an equal
opportunity to use and enjoy a dwelling.” To ensure that City staff interpret
Finding (2) consistent with fair housing laws, by focusing on the housing at
issue in the request rather than “facilities of a similar nature and operation”
elsewhere, Finding (2) should be revised to refer to an equal opportunity to
use and enjoy “their dwelling,” “the dwelling at issue in the accommodation
request,” or something similar.

In order to bring the reasonable accommodation ordinance into compliance
with federal and state fair housing law, the City will also need to revise
other portions of the ordinance. As reflected in the settlement agreement,
we would welcome the opportunity to work with the City during that portion
of its review of the reasonable accommodation ordinance and to provide
feedback on any draft revisions of those other sections.
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For those portions of the ordinance as well, it would be most effective for
the City to repeal and replace language rather than try to work within the
existing structure. For example, Section 13-200.62(b) loads burdensome
and irrelevant requirements onto people or entities making reasonable
accommodation requests. A lay homeowner who needs an accommodation
due to disability should be able to comply with application requirements
without having to hire an attorney or other expert to help them understand
what they need to do. The City should limit the application to information
that is necessary for the City to evaluate whether the person or entity
making the request has met their burden, such as the location of the
dwelling at issue, the existence of the disability, the nature of the
accommodation that is being requested, and the connection between the
disability and the requested accommodation. The provisions in Section 13-
200.62(b) that require people or entities making reasonable
accommodation requests to provide “[a]ny other information that the
director reasonably determines is necessary for evaluating the request for
reasonable accommodation” ((b)(3)) and “[a]ny other information that the
hearing officer reasonably concludes is necessary to determine whether
the findings required by subsection (e) of this section can be made” ((b)(7))
are particularly problematic because they are not limited to the information
necessary to establish that a person or entity is entitled to a reasonable
accommodation.

Section 13-200.62(d) provides that appeals of reasonable accommodation
requests will be handled through the same procedures as “any other
discretionary permit.” However, the appeals process pertaining to
reasonable accommodation requests needs to be navigable and
manageable by lay people with disabilities. This provision should be
repealed and replaced with new language that requires a prompt, clear
statement of the reasons for any denial, establishes a simple procedure for
requesting an appeal, provides a reasonable deadline for making requests
for an appeal, and eliminates the need for individuals or entities to pay for
the City’s review of their reasonable accommodation determination.

Most importantly, the section of the reasonable accommodation ordinance
addressing appeals must exempt them from the review procedures that
govern general zoning matters in order to respect the privacy of people’s
disabilities and disability-related needs during any review process.
Hearings regarding reasonable accommodations requests should not be
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made by legislative bodies, and no public notice should be made regarding
reasonable accommodation reviews. Public hearings create an opening for
members of the public to express animus against people with disabilities,
which imposes an improper barrier to people seeking such
accommodations. For example, at the hearings regarding Insight's
reasonable accommodation request, a member of the public told the
Planning Commission that a person who is “mentally disabled does not
belong in a neighborhood next door to me or any of us in this room,” and
someone testified to the City Council that the “mentally ill cannot associate
with our children, neighbors.” As you know, hearing those types of
comments was traumatic for our client Ms. Doe, who spoke about her own
experiences with mental illness, and the ways that staying at Insight’s
housing had helped her, at a hearing on Insight’s reasonable
accommodation request. Not only is the City not obligated to provide the
public with a forum to intimidate and humiliate people like Ms. Doe, but the
City cannot put people like her through such an ordeal as a condition of
having their accommodation request reviewed. Nor can such animus play
any part in the City's review of an accommodation request. For similar
reasons, the ordinance should also make clear that only the person or
entity making the request can appeal a decision regarding a reasonable
accommodation, in contrast to the current language which permits virtually
anyone — including neighbors with an animus against people with
disabilities — to appeal.

Finally, Sections 13-200.62(e) and (g), regarding “considerations,” overlap
with the required “findings” in Section 13-200.62(f) in a way that impedes
consistency with fair housing law. Like Section 13-200.62(f), these sections
fail to make clear which elements are the burden of the person making the
reasonable accommodation request to establish and which are the City’s
burden. Many of them are also improper considerations. For example, the
City cannot take into account “whether granting the request would be
consistent with the City's General Plan.” By definition, any reasonable
accommodation request pertaining to zoning will be inconsistent with the
zoning scheme. “Requiring public entities to make exceptions to their rules
and zoning policies is exactly what the FHAA does.” Anderson v. City of
Blue Ash, 798 F.3d 338, 363 (6th Cir. 2015); City of Edmonds v.
Washington State Bldg. Code Council, 18 F.3d 802, 806 (9th Cir. 1994)
(FHA imposes an affirmative duty to reasonably accommodate disabled
persons). The question is not whether a requested disability
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accommodation is inconsistent with the City’s General Plan, but whether
granting it would fundamentally alter the General Plan. To take another
example, the City cannot take into consideration whether “the
accommodation would result in a substantial increase in traffic or
insufficient parking” (§ 13-200.62(g)(2)) or “create an institutionalized
environment due to the number of and distance between facilities that are
similar in nature or operation” (§ 13-200.62(g)(4)) unless it is also doing so
with respect to single housekeeping units. Again, the City cannot impose
more stringent development or occupancy standards on housing occupied
by people with disabilities than on single housekeeping units, nor can it use
vague or undefined conditions as a basis for denial of a reasonable
accommodation request. These are examples, and not an exhaustive list,
of the issues with subsections (e) and (g) of Costa Mesa'’s reasonable
accommodation ordinance. We would be happy to provide additional
comments or to discuss with you and with City staff in more detail our
further thoughts on bringing the ordinance into compliance with state and
federal fair housing requirements.

We appreciate your time and attention to our comments and look forward to
working with you and the City further on these important access issues for
Costa Mesa residents with disabilities. Please let us know if you would like
to discuss any of these issues further.

Sincerely,

— -
o~ 5

% & =7\
. ; ‘

Autumn M. Elliott
Law Office of Autumn Elliott

Jia Min Cheng
Managing Attorney
Disability Rights California
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From: Jim Fitzpatrick <jimfitzeco@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, February 23, 2026 10:47 AM

To: PC Public Comments

Subject: Pubic Hearing #1 2.23.2026 - Reso City Council Amend Housing Element
Attachments: Pubic Hearing #1 2.23.2026 - Reso City Council Amend Housing Element.pdf; Pubic

Hearing #1 2.23.2026 - Reso City Council Amend Housing Element.pdf

Please make available to Commissioners, and please make these comments part of the Public
Record

Please confirm receipt of this email

Cheers,

Jim Fitzpatrick
Solutioneer in Residence

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Report any suspicious activities to the
Information Technology Department.




GROUP HOME ORDINANCE - REASONABLE ACCOMMODATION

QUESTIONS FOR PLANNING COMMISSION:

Why have the Letters from Housing & Community Development (HCD), Disability Rights California
(DRC) and The Ohio House (OH) been ignored by Costa Mesa?

There’s a rumor, “The City is Winning” with Group Homes, but 1s it? INCORRECT
o City lost the INSIGHT CASE
= $1,750,000 million judgement against the City
» City required to work with DRC to modify the Group Home Ordinance
e The 2 sides remain very much apart from a successful resolution
¢ Requirement to approve the Housing Element = Modify Group Home Ordinance

How will Costa Mesa achieve “Substantial Compliance” with the Housing Element, with these issues?

Costa Mesa has been compelled, in multiple ways, to modify the Group Home Ordinance
o Just exactly what has been modified?

Has HCD reviewed, commented or approved the current Group Home Ordinance modifications? NO
o Prediction is the City will receive another HCD Letter, prior to March 17, even stronger than past

Why is Costa Mesa picking this fight with HCD? We need a Housing Element & we have bigger issues

How is it going with DRC? Well, you can see from DRC’s Letter, they are far apart

How is it going with Ohio House? City has not responded

Has the City responded to CRD open complaint, seeking mediation? NO

Does the City seek to move from the adversarial litigation phase to a phase of cooperation?
o Apparently Not?

In a structural budget deficit environment, can the City afford to continue the high spends of litigation, when
a reasonable solution has been offered? Please, think like a TaxPayer!

PS: Just what is an “operator”? Appears to be problematic, and an intentional Trojan Horse?
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From: Lorraine Lambeth, CPA <taxcpal7@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, February 18, 2026 12:48 PM

To: PC Public Comments

Subject: PMCP-26-0003 167 Cabrillo St. 420 Native Garden Hearing

To:  Planning Division/Commission
PCPublicComments@costamesaca.gov

From: Lorraine Lambeth, Conrad Tona, and Stacy Tona
Date: February 18, 2026

Re: 420 Native Garden Hearing Dated February 23, 2026

[ own the property located at 170 Wells Place and Conrad and Stacy Tona own the property at 160
Wells Place. These two properties are contingent with the Native Garden business property.

Conrad, Stacy and I would like to report that, over the months that the Native Garden has been in
business, we have absolutely no complaints. The owner of the Native Garden has gone way
beyond what anyone could expect of a business owner to do, to fit into a community. Prior to this
business, the property was an eye-sore and created excessive traffic and noise. The Native Garden
renovation of the property has made all the difference. Also the ongoing maintenance of the
property has continued the beautification enhancement that the renovation gave to our small
community.

The added security to our neighborhood is appreciated more than we can say as the security
guards chosen by the owner are exceptional. The guards periodically ask us neighbors if
everything is okay, they walk the area, they are never noisy and the homeless problems in the past
has disappeared due to this added security. We hope this part will not be drastically modified as
the public notice was evasive on this issue “to modify security personnel requirements.” (No
description)

We definitely want this store to be successful as they are the perfect neighbor for us to have right
next door to us. We can’t say enough about how pleased we are with the Native Garden business
as the positive transformation, from what we had before to this, is beyond words.

We have seen a drop in traffic in the area since the customers do not linger on the property. They
are “in” and quickly “out”. Their parking lot is more than adequate.

We want to thank the Planning Commission for giving them the opportunity to prove themselves
as they have certainly done so. We have no problem extending their business hours to help them
be competitive and to be in sync with the other retailers who already have such business hours.

We are the closest in proximity to the Native Garden business and we could not ask for a better
neighbor or business practices!
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From: Sofia Lopez <lopez.sofia8020@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, February 19, 2026 9:25 AM

To: PC Public Comments

Subject: Request to Extend 420 Native Garden Dispensary Operating Hours Beyond 8:00 PM

(167 Cabrillo St, Costa Mesa, CA 92627)

Dear Members of the Costa Mesa Planning Commission,

I am writing as a Costa Mesa resident to respectfully request that you consider allowing a licensed cannabis
retailer (420 NATIVE GARDEN - 167 Cabrillo St, Costa Mesa, CA 92627) to extend its operating hours beyond
the current 8:00 PM closing time.

| work a standard full-time schedule, and by the time | leave work, commute home, and make my way to the
store, it is already closed. The 8:00 PM cutoff makes it extremely difficult for working residents like myself to
access a legal, regulated business within our own city. | enjoy and like going to this dispensary because of their
customer service and products they carry.

Extending operating hours by even two hours would make a meaningful difference for residents who work
traditional business hours. This request does not involve increasing the number of storefronts or changing
zoning regulations—only adjusting the closing time to better accommodate working adults.

| believe Costa Mesa can maintain its strong regulatory oversight while also recognizing the practical realities
faced by its residents. | respectfully ask the Commission to consider how modestly extended hours could
improve accessibility and convenience without compromising community standards.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Sofia Lopez

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Report any suspicious activities to the
Information Technology Department.
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From: Bethany Metcalfe <bbmetcalfe657@outlook.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 19, 2026 11:39 AM
To: PC Public Comments
Subject: 420 Native Garden - Align Operating Hours with Nearby Retailer (7:00 AM — 10:00 PM)

Dear Planning Commission,

| am writing to respectfully request that you consider extending the permitted operating hours of 420
Native Garden from its current 9:00 AM - 8:00 PM schedule to 7:00 AM - 10:00 PM.

Currently, 420 Native Garden (167 Cabrillo St, Costa Mesa, CA 92627) operates on more limited hours
than the nearby Catalyst dispensary, which is open from 7:00 AM to 10:00 PM and is located
approximately 400 feet away.

Aligning 420 Native Garden’s hours with Catalyst would promote fairness and consistency in local policy
enforcement. It would also provide greater convenience for residents like myself who work early
mornings or late evenings and may not be able to visit during the current 9:00 AM - 8:00 PM window.

Importantly, every time | visit 420 Native Garden it’s always very slow so I’'m assuming it is a low-volume
store. Extending its hours would not necessarily mean increased traffic or disruption, but rather a
redistribution of customer flow across a longer operating window. This could potentially reduce peak-
time congestion rather than intensify it.

| believe that allowing 420 Native Garden to operate between 7:00 AM and 10:00 PM would create a more
balanced regulatory framework while continuing to uphold the City’s oversight and community
standards.

Thank you for your time and thoughtful consideration.

Best Regards,

Bethany Metcalfe
323-713-3776

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Report any suspicious activities to the
Information Technology Department.
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From: uclabruinsalum88@yahoo.com
Sent: Thursday, February 19, 2026 8:20 PM
To: PC Public Comments
Subject: Support for Extending Hours at 420 Native Garden Dispensary

Dear Council Members,
I am writing to express my support for extending the operating hours of 420 Native Garden.

420 Native Garden is my favorite dispensary in Costa Mesa. | value their service, atmosphere, and
the way they operate as a responsible local business. However, with their current 9:00 AM to 8:00 PM
hours, | often find it difficult to shop there during the week.

After | get off work, | typically take my dog for a walk at night. By the time we're out and I'm able to
head to the store, it is already closed. As a result, I'm often forced to go to another dispensary farther
away that remains open later. | would much rather support my preferred local shop within my own
neighborhood.

Extending the hours, even modestly, would make a meaningful difference for working residents like
me who have normal after-work routines and responsibilities. 1t would allow loyal customers to
continue supporting a business they value without needing to leave the area.

| respectfully ask the Council Members to consider how extended hours could better serve residents
while maintaining appropriate regulations and oversight.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Regards,
Nicole Strickland

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Report any suspicious activities to the
Information Technology Department.
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From: Jackie Diaz <jackied75@proton.me>

Sent: Friday, February 20, 2026 7:43 AM

To: PC Public Comments

Subject: Extended Hours at 420 Native Garden — 167 Cabirillo St.

Dear Members,

| am writing to express my support for extending the operating hours of 420 Native Garden, located at 167
Cabrillo St, Costa Mesa, CA 92627.

During my visits to the store, it is consistently calm and never busy. The low customer volume suggests that
extending hours would not create crowding, traffic issues, or neighborhood disruption. Instead, it would
simply allow customers like myself more flexibility in choosing when to shop.

From my experience, the business operates in a quiet, orderly manner and has not created any noticeable
impact on the surrounding area. Allowing extended hours would provide additional convenience to residents
without increasing intensity or congestion.

| respectfully encourage the Planning Commission to approve extended operating hours to 7AM — 10PM so
this well-managed, low-volume store can better serve the community.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

- Jackie Diaz

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Report any suspicious activities to the
Information Technology Department.
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From: Farleigh Patterson <pattersonfarleigh@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, February 20, 2026 9:20 AM

To: PC Public Comments

Subject: Extended Hours - 420 Native Garden Store

Dear Planning Committee,

| support extending the operating hours of 420 Native Garden on 167 Cabrillo St, Costa Mesa, CA 92627
because | believe in equal and consistent treatment of licensed businesses operating under the same city
regulations. | regularly visit 420 Native Garden but it’s quite challenging to meet the cut off window because
they close a lot earlier (8PM) compared to other dispensaries that close at 10PM. It would be nice to have 420
Native Garden have longer operating hours so that | am not always rushed when shopping at that dispensary. |
understand that there are other locations to go to but preferably this is my favorite retail store to shop at.
Having the same operating hours as other neighboring dispensaries will promote fairness, transparency, and
regulatory consistency.

Regards,
Farleigh Patterson

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Report any suspicious activities to the
Information Technology Department.
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From: Marina Guadarama <tacvba234@outlook.com>
Sent: Friday, February 20, 2026 10:29 AM
To: PC Public Comments
Subject: 420 Native Garden Hours of Operation

Dear Commissioners of Costa Mesa,

| support extending the operating hours of 420 Native Garden to 7AM-10PM because it is a low-volume
store that would not meaningfully impact neighborhood traffic or congestion. From my experience, the
location is consistently calm, with steady but modest customer flow rather than large crowds. Expanding
hours would likely spread visits over a longer period of time instead of concentrating them into a shorter
window, potentially reducing peak-time traffic rather than increasing it. Allowing additional operating
hours could also help this small, locally operated business remain competitive and financially
sustainable in a challenging market, supporting local jobs and economic stability without adding strain
to the surrounding community.

Thank you,
Marina

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Report any suspicious activities to the
Information Technology Department.
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From: Diana Elizabeth Wolder <deesgwagon@proton.me>

Sent: Friday, February 20, 2026 12:08 PM

To: PC Public Comments

Subject: Support for 7:00 AM — 10:00 PM Hours at 420 Native Garden

Dear Members of the Costa Mesa,

| am writing in support of allowing 420 Native Garden, located at 167 Cabrillo St, Costa Mesa, CA 92627, to
extend its hours to 7:00 AM ~ 10:00 PM. This is a low-volume store that has never appeared crowded during
my visits, and | do not believe extended hours would negatively impact traffic. In fact, spreading customer
visits across a longer timeframe may reduce peak-time concentration rather than increase it. Additionally,
Catalyst is located only about 450 feet away or less and is already permitted to operate from 7:00 AM — 10:00
PM. Allowing similar hours would create fairness and consistency between neighboring licensed businesses.

Thank you for your consideration.

-Diana Wolder

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Report any suspicious activities to the
Information Technology Department.
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From: jamie miller <millerjamie0917@outlook.com>

Sent: Sunday, February 22, 2026 10:53 AM

To: PC Public Comments

Subject: 167 Cabrillo St. (420 Native Garden) - Hours of Operation

Dear City of Costa Mesa,

I respectfully support extending the operating hours of 420 Native Garden at 167 Cabrillo Stto 7:00 AM -
10:00 PM. The store does not have a heavy foot traffic and has minimal traffic impact based on my
experience. Extending hours would not increase congestion but would instead distribute customer visits
more evenly throughout the day. With Catalyst located down the street already operating from 7:00 AM -
10:00 PM, aligning hours would promote equitable treatment while supporting a small local business’s
ability to compete and remain sustainable.

Thank you for your time and service to our community.

Thank you,

Jamie Miller

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Report any suspicious activities to the
Information Technology Department.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dear Members,

Gilbert Serrano <gilbertserrano662@gmail.com>

Sunday, February 22, 2026 4:32 PM

PC Public Comments

420 Native Garden - Extend to Accommodate Work Schedules

| am writing to express my support for extending the operating hours of 420 Native Garden. My work schedule
makes it very difficult to visit the store during its current limited hours. By the time | am off work and able to
make the trip, | often feel rushed or risk arriving close to closing time, and sometimes | miss the window

altogether. Allowing the store to open earlier or remain open later would give working residents like me the
flexibility to shop without feeling pressured by time constraints. Extended hours would make access more

practical and convenient while continuing to operate within the City’s established regulations.

Thank you,

Gilbert Serrano

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Report any suspicious activities to the
Information Technology Department.
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From: robert aguilar <robert68aguilar@proton.me>
Sent: Sunday, February 22, 2026 11:10 PM
To: PC Public Comments
Subject: Change in Hours for 420 Native Garden

To: Members of the Planning Commission,

I’'m writing to support extending the hours of 420 Native Garden to 7am-10pm, as longer hours would
improve accessibility for customers with varying schedules and help better meet community demand in a safe,
regulated setting. Your consideration is much appreciated.

Thank you,
Robert Aguilar

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Report any suspicious activities to the
Information Technology Department.
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From: Garagedoors24-7 <garagedoorsinc24.7@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, February 16, 2026 11:26 AM
To: PC Public Comments
Subject: Public Comment- Application No. PGSH-24-0002 (1601 Baker Street)

To the Costa Mesa Planning Commission,

We are residents of 1585 Baker Street and write to formally oppose the proposed Special Use Permit for 1601
Baker Street.

After discussing this matter with neighboring households, it is clear that there is substantial concern regarding
the appropriateness of this location for the proposed use. Baker Street already experiences steady vehicle
traffic and constrained street parking. The surrounding area includes numerous family households and is in
close proximity to several schools and educational centers, resulting in significant daily drop-off and pick-up
traffic, school bus activity, and pedestrian movement.

Given these existing conditions, introducing a group living facility within an R-1 Single Family Residential zone
would add density and activity that is inconsistent with the intended character of the neighborhood. The
anticipated increase in parking demand, vehicle turnover, and overall intensity of use would further strain an
already impacted corridor and materially affect nearby homes.

This area was planned and zoned for single-family residential living, and the proposed change would alter the
functioning and expectations of the surrounding properties. As a growing family with a baby on the way, we are
deeply invested in preserving the safety, stability, and residential integrity of our street.

For these reasons, we respectfully but firmly urge the Commission to deny the Special Use Permit for this
location.

Thank you for your time and careful consideration.

Sincerely,

Aviran and Tal Segolie

1585 Baker Street, Costa Mesa, CA 92626

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Report any suspicious activities to the
Information Technology Department.
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From: slgenis@aol.com
Sent: Sunday, February 22, 2026 2:54 PM
To: PC Public Comments
Subject: Agenda ITem PH-3. SPECIAL USE PERMIT (PGSH-24-0002), oppose

I am writing to state my objections to a proposed group home at 1601 Baker Street. | would also like
to thank Mayor Stephens for requesting further review of the initial determination by the Hearing
Officer.

The approval of Special Use Permit (PGSH-24-0002) to allow a sober living home at 1601 Baker Street
would be inappropriate inasmuch as it is immediately adjacent to a group home for at risk teens. Placing
group homes side by side, regardless of the purpose of the group home, changes the nature of the nature
of the neighborhood. It is absurd to maintain otherwise. Under such reasoning, we could have a senior
home next to a sober living home next to a home for the developmentally disabled next to a home for
abused children next to a halfway house and then start the lineup over again ad infinitum, all the while
pretending we are in a typical residential neighborhood.

The Lanterman Act envisioned creating small group homes in neighborhoods so that the group home
residents could experience care and/or recovery in a residential setting. This ideal is often cited by
those seeking to establish various group homes. How can a residential setting be maintained when a
neighborhood is insitutionalized due to side by side group facilities? This defeats the very purpose of
having the facilities in residential neighborhoods to begin with.

Accordingly, when adopting ordinance NO. 17-05 regulating group homes, the City Council found
that:

WHEREAS, the purpose of sober living homes is to provide a comfortable living environment for
persons with drug or alcohol addictions in which they remain clean and sober and can
participate in a recovery program in a residential, community environment...

and also found the following, (also found in adopting Ordinance 14-13)::

WHEREAS, housing inordinately large numbers of unrelated adults in a single-family home or
congregating sober living homes in close proximity to each other does not provide the
handicapped with an opportunity to “live in normal residential surroundings,” but rather places
them into living environments bearing more in common with the types of
institutional/campus/dormitory living that the FEHA and FHAA were designed to provide relief
from for the handicapped, and which no reasonable person could contend provides a life in a
normal residential surrounding;

Approval of Special Use Permit (PGSH-24-0002) is clearly inconsistent with the stated intent and purpose
of the City's ordinances regulating group homes . The application must therefore be denied.

Sandra Genis
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From: Theresa Parra <tparra78@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, February 23, 2026 9:08 AM
To: PC Public Comments
Subject: Opposition to Continued Use of Special Use Permit for 1601 Sober Living

Home_PGSH-42-0002

Opposition to Continued Use of Special Use Permit for 1601 Sober Living Home_PGSH-42-0002
To Whom It May Concern,

| am writing to express my strong opposition to the continued use of the Special Use Permit for the single-unit
sober living home located at 1601 Baker Street Costa Mesa, CA 92626.-PGSH-42-0002

This home is not being operated in accordance with the permit requirements. Most notably, it lacks a
live-in, on-site house manager — a critical condition for maintaining the safety, supervision, and
structure such a facility requires.

As a direct neighbor of this property, | can say with certainty that it has significantly impacted the safety
and well-being of our residential neighborhood. The tenants, many of whom possibly have criminal
records and known histories of substance abuse, have contributed to an increasingly unsafe
environment. Our neighborhood includes families with young children, schools, parks, and churches
within a one-mile radius — all of which should be protected and preserved as safe community spaces.

We have experienced several concerning incidents tied to individuals associated with the property at
1601, including but not limited to:

e An attempted break-in at my home by a man clearly under the influence, barefoot, who repeatedly
tried to enter through our front door and attempted to scale our backyard gate. He was arrested
shortly thereafter, in front of 1601.

e A manvisiting a resident of 1601 jumped over our back wall in an attempt to flee when the facility
director finally arrived for a check-in.

e Avisitor and resident were found passed out in a vehicle that was slowly rolling in front of our
driveway.

» Numerous police and emergency medical responses to the property.

o Ongoing suspicious activity involving individuals loitering in front of and across the street from
1601, whom are visiting residents of 1601.

o Mostrecentin the last two month, visitors dropping of residents at 2:45 am and doing repeated
donuts in their car on the street in front of 1601, 1606, 1605 Baker St and neighbors homes . Ifa
manager was onsite that would have been stopped not to mention the late night arrival of a
resident. This could have caused property damage

e and harmto neighbors as many bedrooms face the front of the houses.



These are not isolated incidents. The presence and operations of this home are creating a persistent and
escalating safety concern for our neighborhood. Families, including mine, no longer feel comfortable
spending time in front of our own homes with our children. We are constantly concerned about our
personal safety, our children's safety, and the security of our property.

| respectfully urge you to reconsider the approval or renewal of the Special Use Permit for 1601. The
current operation of this facility is not in compliance and is proving harmful to the surrounding
community.

Thank you for your time and attention to this serious matter.

Sincerely,
concerned Neighbor of Mesa Verde - Baker St

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Report any suspicious activities to the
Information Technology Department.
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From: Jim Fitzpatrick <jimfitzeco@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, February 23, 2026 10:56 AM
To: PC Public Comments
Subject: Public Hearing #3 - Seeking Facts about Impacts
Attachments: Public Hearning ITEM #3.pdf

Please make the attached:
e Available for Commissioners
o Available for the Public
e Available to be presented during Oral Public Comments

Please confirm receipt of this email

Cheers,

Jim Fitzpatrick
Solutioneer in Residence

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Report any suspicious activities to the
Information Technology Department.
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PLANNING COMMISSION Agenda February 23, 2026

3.

CALL FOR REVIEW OF THE APPROVAL OF SPECIAL USE PERMIT 26-156

{PGSH-24-0002} TO ALLOW A SOBER LIVING HOME WITH SIX OR

FEWER RESIDENTS TO BE LOCATED AT 1601 BAKER STREET

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends the Planning Commission:

1. Find that the project is exemp! from the provisions of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant fo Sections 15268 (Ministerial
Projects) and 15301 {Existing Facilities); and

2. Uphoid the Hearing Officer's issuance of Special Use Permit (PGSH-24-
0002) to aliow a scber living home with six or fewer persons (not counting the
house manager) at 1601 Baker Street.

Attachments: Agenda Report
1. Draft Planning Commission Resolution

2. Hearing Officer Memorandum
3. Final Decision Memorandum

4. Call Up Review Application
5. Hearing Officer Public Comments

6. Plans
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From: Francie Vesecky <francievesecky@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, February 23, 2026 11:43 AM

To: PC Public Comments

Subject: Public Comment for 2/23/26 Hearing for 1601 Baker St
Attachments: Letter to CM Planning Comission .pdf

I have attached my public comment for the hearing about the proposed sober living facility at 1601 Baker Street on 2/23/26 .
Thank you

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe. Report any suspicious activities to the Information Technology Department.



Dear Members of Costa Mesa Planning Commission,

I hope this letter finds you well. My name is Frances Vesecky and | am a member of the Mesa Verde
neighborhood of Costa Mesa. | am writing because | am deeply concerned about your consideration to
allow a sober living facility at 1601 Baker Street and want to bring to your attention to the many
problems with this plan and why it should not be approved.

1. This small 2,200 sqft home hardly seems large enough for 6 patients/residents and there will
also be staff who work at the facility. Mesa Verde neighborhood is very quiet and family
oriented. This business would be disruptive to our residents.

2. Baker Street is a busy residential street and this business operation will be disruptive to the flow
of traffic for residents in this area.

3. Unfortunately, substance abuse treatment/recovery has high levels of relapse, approximately
40%-60% according National Institute for Drug Abuse. This facility would put my fellow Mesa
Verde residents and | at a higher risk for crime in cases of relapse.

a. A substantial amount of research has confirmed the higher prevalence of substance abuse in
cases of home burglaries.

b. The U.S. Department of Justice Bureau of Justic Statistics clearly states that “Drug users in
the general population are more likely than nonusers to commit crimes” with increased rates
of 26.1% for violent crimes, 24.7% for property crimes, 57.2% for driving under the
influence.

c. The U.S. Department of Justice Bureau of Justic Statistics further states that “The evidence
indicates that drug users are more likely than nonusers to commit crimes, that arrestees and
inmates were often under the influence of a drug at the time they committed their offense.”

4. 1601 Baker Street is not an ideal location for those struggling with substance abuse because of
businesses just outside of the Mesa Verde residential neighborhood.

a. 1601 Baker Street is 0.1 miles and a three-minute walk from a liquor store.

b. 1601 baker Street is 0.6 miles, a 12-minute walk and a 2-minute drive from a Cannabis shop.

As a concerned citizen of Costa Mesa and homeowner, | hope you will take the time to consider just how
this facility will negatively affect our quiet community in Mesa Verde and how it will pose extras
struggles for the individuals who are already struggling with substance abuse addiction and recovery.

The Mesa Verde neighborhood is a quiet neighborhood, other than on Halloween when we see
hundreds of kids trick or treating with their parents. Please keep those kids safe from encountering
discarded drugs, drug paraphernalia and people struggling with the mental illness of addiction. Please do
not allow this and increase the risk of burglary or other crimes in our neighborhood. Please do not allow
this special use permit and do not let 1601 Baker Street become a sober living facility.

Sincerely, Frances Vesecky
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From: Wyatt Russell <wyattrusselljr@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, February 23, 2026 11:51 AM

To: PC Public Comments

Subject: Written Public Comment - PGSH-24-0002
Attachments: 2nd Written Public Comment PGSH-24-0002.pdf

Please see attached written public comment. Thank you.

Wyatt

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. Report any suspicious activities to the
Information Technology Department.




Written Public Comment - Special Use Permit Application PGSH-24-0002
1601 Baker Street, Costa Mesa

Submitted and Written By: Wyatt Russell
Date: 10-23-2025
To: City of Costa Mesa — Planning Division / Hearing Officer — planninginfo@costamesaca.gov

Dear Planning Commission,

P'm writing to bring to your attention a serious credibility and compliance issue involving a pending
special use permit for a proposed sober living home at 1601 Baker Street, governed by Costa Mesa
Municipal Code § 13-311.

At the public hearing, the applicant was directly asked whether they were already operating a sober
living or recovery residence at the property. The hearing transcript reflects the following exchange:

“Hearing Officer: There was a comment made earlier by one of the public speakers about you
already operating this particular location prior to obtaining the approvals. Do you have any
comments with respect to that?”

“Applicant: No, we’re not operating any type of sober living there. | do have a couple tenants that are
living there, but they have nothing to do with sober living or recovery.”

“Hearing Officer: So if you are approved, what happens with the people who are currently there?”
“Applicant: They already have a plan to go somewhere else.”

That testimony is directly contradicted by a County of Orange Health Care Agency contract | have
obtained and provided. The document is Contract No. MA-042-19010252, Amendment No. 7,
titled “Recovery Residence Services,” between the County of Orange and The Stephouse
Recovery, Inc.

This County contract:
¢ Has beenin effect since 2018, with renewals through June 30, 2023
s Isadministered by the County Health Care Agency
¢ Requires operation of an Orange County Sheriff-certified recovery residence
 And explicitly lists 1601 Baker Street, Costa Mesa as an approved service location

This matters because § 13-311(a) treats operation of a group home as a defined, regulated
condition. The code states that no person may open or operate a group home, or begin employment
associated with one, unless the required disclosures have been made and approval obtained. There
is no concept of informal or transitional operation under the code.



As aresult, the applicant’s statement at the hearing that they were “not operating any type of sober
living” is di