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FW: Sept 14, 2026 Sakioka comment letter (NWWAB) Zoning Code Amendment Items

From HALLIGAN, MICHELLE <MICHELLE.HALLIGAN@costamesaca.gov>
Date Mon 9/14/2026 8:.07 AM

To  PCPublic Comments <PCPublicComments@costamesaca.gov>

U 1 attachment (887 KB)
2026.09.13 Sakioka comments NWWAB.pdf;

From: George Sakioka <gmks@sakioka.com>

Sent: Sunday, September 13, 2026 6:23 PM

To: HARLAN, JEFFREY <Jeffrey.Harlan@costamesaca.gov>; ZICH, JON <JON.ZICH@costamesaca.gov>; KLEPACK,
KAREN <KAREN.KLEPACK@costamesaca.gov>; ROJAS, JOHNNY <JOHNNY.ROJAS@costamesaca.gov>; VALLARTA,
ANGELY <ANGELY.VALLARTA@costamesaca.gov>; MARTINEZ, DAVID <DAVID.MARTINEZ@costamesaca.gov>;
DICKSON, ROBERT <Robert.Dickson@costamesaca.gov>

Cc: TAl, CARRIE <Carrie.Tai@costamesaca.gov>; MCGILL, ANNA <Anna.Mcgill@costamesaca.gov>; CARON,
MARTINA <Martina.Caron@costamesaca.gov>; YEAGER, CHRISTOPHER
<CHRISTOPHER.YEAGER@costamesaca.gov>; HALLIGAN, MICHELLE <MICHELLE.HALLIGAN@ costamesaca.gov>;
Mark Sakioka <mark@sakioka.com>; CMeany <CMeany@wilsonmeany.com>; Forbes, Amy R.
<AForbes@gibsondunn.com>; ELesk <ELesk@wilsonmeany.com>

Subject: Sept 14, 2026 Sakioka comment letter (NWWAB) Zoning Code Amendment Items

Dear Chair Harlan and Members of the Costa Mesa Planning Commission,

We look forward to Monday’s Planning Commission public hearing. Our team has reviewed the
staff report released Thursday. Attached are our comments.

We again thank City staff for their tremendous effort and collaboration throughout this process.
We look forward to the Planning Commission's favorable recommendation to the City Council.
Best always,

George

George M.K. Sakioka

Sakioka Company, LLC

14850 Sunflower Avenue

Santa Ana, CA 92707

714-545-8611
gmks@sakioka.com

SAKIOKA COMPANY
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SAKIOKA COMPANY, LLC

September 13, 2026

Costa Mesa Planning Commission
City of Costa Mesa

77 Fair Drive

Costa Mesa, California 92626

Re: Neighborhoods Where We All Belong
Dear Chair Harlan and members of the Costa Mesa Planning Commission,

As long-time stakeholders in Costa Mesa, we are excited that the Neighborhoods Where We All Belong
suite of approvals is moving forward. Staff has done a Herculean job of pulling all the pieces together and
listening to all stakeholders, including us. We support a positive recommendation to City Council at your
meeting on Monday.

We submitted several comments on the previously circulated regulations, and they are attached to your
agenda report. Based on the revised NWWAB drafts released last Thursday, most of our concerns have
been addressed with the inclusion of language allowing for the subsequent approval of different
development standards for MUOD projects in the PD zone. This provision implicitly acknowledges the
need for flexibility in planning for the large vacant sites in North Costa Mesa.

There remain six other relevant points that can be easily clarified in the text Monday night, so the package
can proceed without delay: (1) Consistent affirmation that the MUOD supersedes for Housing Element
Sites; (2) Clarification that Open Space is calculated on a “net” site basis; (3) Clarification that exemptions
to exterior noise standards apply to common areas located near existing freeway and airport noise; (4)
Allowing for flexibility in the Exterior Storage requirements applicable to large multi-family projects; (5)
Not mandating the “voluntary” EV Requirements (Mitigation Measure in the EIR); and (6) Minor Clean-
up and Consistency Edits. Below we provide the simple line edits that address each issue.

1. Supremacy of the MUOD. The agenda report states at page 18 that for Housing Element Sites,
the MUOD would supersede base and specific plan zoning unless a specific plan allows for more
flexibility, density, height, etc. for residential development. However, the text of the various
approvals doesn’t say that clearly and consistently. To address this issue, we recommend the text
edits to the North Costa Mesa Specific Plan, Zoning Code (including MUOD), and Objective
Design Standards included in Appendix A to this letter.

2. Clarity in the Open Space Requirements. The open space requirement in the MUOD is
calculated based upon a percentage of the “lot” being developed. For already subdivided sites, that
is clear. But for a large undeveloped property, about 15% of the site would be expected to be used
for roads and internal circulation. If the 30% is calculated on the gross acreage, you could have
roughly 15% of the property in roads plus another 30% required as open space, and 45% of the site
would be undevelopable. The MUOD should clarify that the 30% requirement applies to the net lot
area after streets and rights of way are removed. To address this issue, we recommend adding the
clarifying footnote to Table 13-83.11.7 included in Appendix A to this letter.

Other cities take a similar approach when calculating open space as a percentage of lot size. For
example, Newport Beach’s publicly accessible open space requirement is calculated as a percentage
of site area net of rights of way and utility areas.
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3. Noise Standards for Exterior Common Areas Near the Freeway and Aiport. We agree that
residential units should be quiet inside and have no issue with the City’s internal noise standards.
The problem is outdoors. In North Costa Mesa, existing noise from the freeway and the airport
already exceeds the Code’s exterior noise standard. The Code recognizes that existing freeway and
airport noise in a few places. For example, it exempts private and above-grade open space in North
Costa Mesa from the exterior noise standard. For consistency, we believe that North Costa Mesa
Specific Plan exemption should be recognized in the City’s Noise Element and applied to the
common open space required under the new MUOD. To address this issue, we recommend the text
edits included in Appendix A to this letter.

4. Exterior Storage. The current exterior storage standard in Table 13-83.11.7 requires “200 cubic
feet of fully enclosed, securable, personal storage area” external to each unit. That size and amount
of storage is unusual for higher-density housing and can create a meaningful efficiency and cost
issue for Housing Element Site projects. Our recommendation to address this issue are included in
Appendix A to this letter.

5. EV Requirements (Mitigation Measure in the Final EIR). We support EV charging and agree
that future projects should meet strong EV requirements. Our concern is that Mitigation Measure
4.8-3 would require future projects to comply with today’s voluntary CALGreen standards, even
though some buildings may not be permitted for many years. Those standards require additional
electrical capacity and installed chargers beyond the mandatory requirements, adding infrastructure
costs. At the same time, charging technology and load-sharing systems are evolving, We are
concerned about fixing those requirements in an EIR years before the buildings are designed and
permitted. We are not seeking an exemption from EV requirements. We are asking to comply with
the mandatory CALGreen EV standards in effect when each building is permitted, while retaining
flexibility to incorporate improved technology as it develops. Proposed text edits to address this
issue are included in Appendix A to this letter.

6. Clean-up and Consistency Edits. We also ask that the Planning Commission authorize City staff
to make the minor, non-substantive, clean-up and conforming edits to the suite of NWWAB
documents between Monday’s Planning Commission hearing and the City Council meeting in
October, including but not limited to the proposed clean-up and consistency text edits included in
Appendix A to this letter.

We are happy to discuss the items above further if you have any questions. The Sakioka comment letter
included as Attachment #4 to your agenda report also includes additional information on each of the above
points.

Thank you again for all of the time and attention you have devoted to Neighborhoods Where We All Belong.
We lock forward to its adoption!

Best regards,
George M K. Sakioka
Sakioka Company, LLC
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a.

b.

Appendix A
Supremacy of the MUOD.

North Costa Mesa Specific Plan. [Resolution No. PC-2026-27 Page 450 of 751.]

The supersession text should apply to all Housing Element Sites (not just Lower Income Housing
Element Sites).

Proposed edits in bold and strikethrough: “However, projects on sites identified in the City's
currently adopted Housing Element Sites Inventory Lower-IncomeHousingElement-Sites-shall
be governed by Section 13.83.11.10¢e)} (Properties Identified in Housing Element) (Supersession
of-Overlay) of Article 11, and the provisions in that section shall supersede and prevail over any
conflicting provisions of the property’s underlying base zone, specific plan, overlay, and all other
applicable zoning provisions relating to minimum residential densities and capacities,
development standards, minimum residential floor area, ministerial review and approval,
permitted uses, unit caps, trip budgets, and maximum building heights. Notwithstanding the
Jforegoing, to the extent that this specific plan allows for more permissive standards or provisions,
including greater maximum allowable residential densities and greater maximum building heights,
projects on the City's currently adopted Housing Element Sites Inventory Lewer-tncosme

Housing-Element-Sites may utilize such standards and provisions in the specific plan.”

MUQOD (Article 11 of the Zoning Code). [Resolution No. PC-2026-27 Page 99 of 751]

The supersession text in subsection 13-83.11.10.(e)(1)(i) should apply to all Housing Element Sites
(not just Lower Income Housing Element Sites).

Proposed edits:  First, make the language that’s currently in Section 13-83.11.10(e)(1)(i) a
standalone Section 13-83.11.10(e)(1), so it is clear that it applies to all Housing Element Sites.
Second, make the following text edits in bold and strikethrough: “Supersession of Other Zoning
Provisions. Projects on Housing Element Sites Lower-IncomeHousingElement-Sites shall be
governed by this Section, and the provisions in this Section shall supersede and prevail over any
conflicting provisions of the property’s underlying base zone, specific plan, overlay, and all other
applicable zoning provisions relating to minimum residential densities and capacities, minimum
residential floor area, ministerial review and approval, permitted uses, unit caps, trip budgets, and
maximum building heights. Notwithstanding the foregoing, to the extent an applicable Specific Plan
allows for more permissive standards or provisions, including greater maximum allowable
residential densities and greater maximum building heights, projects on Housing Element Sites

Lewef—lﬁemﬂe—Hmmmg—E!emem—Sﬁes may utilize such standards and provisions in the Specific
Pian."

MUOD Table 13-83.11.7. [Resolution No. PC-2026-27 Page 95 of 751

The applicable table states without qualification that “MUOD projects are subject to the applicable
general site improvement standards in CMMC Title 13, Article 9”. But some of the general
standards may conflict with the MUOD. It should be clear that the ODS prevails.

Proposed edits in bold: “General Site Improvement Standards: MUOD projects are subject to the
applicable general site improvement standards in CMMC Title 13, Article 9 (General Site
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Improvement Standards) of Chapter V (Development Standards), provided that in the event of a
conflict between such standards and the provisions or spirit and intent of this Article or the City's
objective design standards, this Article or the objective design standards, as applicable, shall
prevail.”

d. MUQOD (Article 11 of the Zoning Code). [Resolution No. PC-2026-27 Page 85 of 751}

Section 13-83.11.1(f) entitled “Conflicts with applicable requirements.” The “unless otherwise
specified” language at the beginning of this section creates confusion when the intent of the MUOD
is to supersede other zoning regimes.

Proposed edits shown in bold and strikethrough: “(1) Taless-otherwisespecified—wWhere the
provisions or spirit and intent of this Article differ from these-in-CMMC Title 13 (zoning code) or

other City regulations, including the citywide objective design standards and specific plans, the
provisions of this Article shall control, notwithstanding anything to the contrary. Where this
Article is silent on a subject, the requirements of the Zoning Code shall remain applicable. This
article is subject to the requirements of state law, including but not limited to the Housing
Accountability Act...”

e. Zoning Code and ODS. In several places the text says the more restrictive standards apply in the
event of a conflict. But, as noted in the agenda report, for Housing Element Sites, the more
flexible standards should apply.

i. [Resolution No. PC-2026-27 Pages 178. 186, and 197 of 751| An edit should be made to
each of the last sentences in each of Section 13-76.1; Section 13-87; Section 13-108.1, each
of which is entitled “Objective Design Standards for Multifamily Residential and Mixed-Use
Developments, as shown in bold and strikethrough:

“In the event of a conflict between this chapter and the Objective Design Standards, the

Objective Design Standards more-restrictive-regulation shall prevail.

ii. [Resolution No. PC-2026-27 Pages 731 and 739 of 751| Proposed edits in bold and
strikethrough:

“b) Relationship to Costa Mesa Municipal Code. These Standards regulate site and building
design for multifamily residential and mixed-use development projects and are in addition to
those regulations established in the City’'s Municipal Code, specifically Title 13 (Planning,
Zoning, and Development, hereafter referred to as the “Zoning Code”) and Title 5 (the
Building and Structures Code). In the event of a conflict between these Standards and the
Municipal Code, these Standards the—mere—restrictive—regulation—shall prevail.
Notwithstanding the foregoing, to the extent an applicable Specific Plan allows for more
permissive standards, projects on Housing Element Sites may utilize such standards in the
Specific Plan.”

“1. APPLICABILITY TO OTHER RELATED STANDARDS. The applicable development
standards set forth in the following sections of Title 13 of the CMMC shall apply, with the
additions and exceptions established in these Standards. In the event of a conflict between
these Standards and the Municipal Code, the-mere—restrictive-regulation these Standards
shall prevail...




2) Clarity in the Open Space Requirements. Table 13-83.11.7 [Resolution No. PC-2026-27 Page

94 of 751]

Add a new FN to Table 13-83.11.7 where “30% of lot” is used clarifying that: “For purposes of
this calculation, a lot shall be measured net of all streets and rights-of-way.”

3) Noise Standards for Exterior Common Areas Near the Freeway and Airport.

a.

Noise Element, Table N-2: Residential Exterior and Interior Standards [Resolution No. PC-
2026-27 Page 349 of 751]

Proposed edits to the “Note” below this table in bold: “Note: These represent the basic
standards applicable for time periods exceeding 15 minutes each hour. Higher levels may be
generated for specified shorter time periods, and areas in the North Costa Mesa Specific Plan
proximate to freeways or the airport.”

Zoning Code, Section 13-280(d)(4) [Resolution No. PC-2026-27 Page 214 of 751]

Proposed edits in bold and strikethrough: “(4) In kigh-rise residential developments in the
North Costa Mesa Specific Plan area in recognition of proximity to freeways and the airport;
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4) Exterior Storage. Table 13-83.11.7 [Resolution No. PC-2026-27 Page 94-95 of 751]

5)

Our first recommendation is to exempt all multi-family buildings on Housing Element Sites from
this requirement.

Alternatively, we recommend the edits in bold: “Each dwelling unit shall be provided with 200
cubic feet of fully enclosed, securable, personal storage area exterior to the unit. The storage area
shall measure at least 7 feet in one horizontal direction, provided a multi-family project on a
Housing Element Site shall only be required to provide 50 cubic feet of such external storage
area for each dwelling unit that shall measure at least 6 feet in one horizontal direction. The
storage area may be provided in a garage, carport, or other exterior or covered common area but
shall be located so as not to obstruct the required clear dimensions."”

EV Requirements (Mitigation Measure). [Final PEIR, MM-4.8-3]
We recommend the edits in bold and strikethrough: “AM-4.8-3 Electric Vehicle Ready New

Construction. Prior to the issuance of building permits, applicants for future development projects
subject to the MUQD within the Planning Area shall provide evidence fo the City that the design

plans include electric vehicle charging infrastructure that meets or exceeds the California Green

Building Standards Code (CalGreen) 2025votuntary mandatory standards (Ferd-or-Tier-2)- in

effect at the time of project approval is incorporated into the development and that adequate
charging equipment, capacity, and design features are provided to support effective long-term
operation. "



6) Clean-up and Consistency Edits.

a. MUOD Section 13-83.11.10 (Housing Element Sites). [Resolution No. PC-2026-27 Page 100
of 751]

We recommend the following edits in bold to clarify that the master plan option applies to
Housing Element Sites:

1.

Subsection (h) — Development Standards: “(1) Applicability. MUOD projects on properties
identified in the City's currently adopted Housing Element Sites Inventory shall be subject
to the requirements of Table 13-83.11.7 with the exceptions and additional standards in
Subsection (h), unless alternative standards are established though a master plan in a
Planned Development zone.”

Section (i) —Design Standards: “(1) All MUOD projects, inclusive of projects on properties
identified in the City s curvently adopted Housing Element Sites Inventory, shall be subject
to the applicable City of Costa Mesa Multifamily Residential and Mixed-Use Objective
Design Standards and shall serve as the sole design criteria for ministerial review,
consistent with Gov. Code §63583.2 and 65589.5, unless alternative standards are
established through a master plan in a Planned Development zone.”

b. Land Use Element. [Resolution No. PC-2026-27 Pages 235, 254 and 257 of 751}

i.

iii.

The “Land Use Plan” discussion on page LU-17 states that the “City will use the land use
designation descriptions and the trip budget limitations described below... to evaluate
proposed development and land use projects.” To remain consistent with the Housing
Element, “if applicable” should be added before “the trip budget limitations.”

The “High-Density Residential” discussion on pages L.U-26 through LU-27 contains a
couple of typos. The 41-acre parcel described as “Sakioka Lot 2™ should be “Sakioka Lot
1” which should be described as a part of Area 7 (not Area 8 of the North Costa Mesa
Specific Plan). Both typos should be corrected.

At the bottom of page LU-35, the City correctly deleted reference to the Sakioka Lot 2
Land Use plan by striking the following sentence: “See-Eiguret--6—forSakiokal-et2
Land-UseRlan.” However, Figure LU-6 still appears on LU-35 and is still referenced on

Page LU-39. The figure is inaccurate and both the figure and references to it should be
deleted
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CUP-25-021 For Padel Facility at 2045 Harbor Blvd

From James Thomas <jthomas19892008@gmail.com>
Date Mon 9/14/2026 8:26 AM
To  PC Public Comments <PCPublicComments@costamesaca.gov>

Dear Planning Commission:

| am a resident of Westside Costa Mesa and am asking the Commission to seriously consider the
impact this padel facility could have on the people who live immediately next door and in the
surrounding neighborhood. The biggest concern is noise and neighborhood compatibility.

Padel is an inherently noisy sport. The repeated sound of the ball hitting the racket and court, walls,
and combined with players talking, yelling, and reacting during games, can create frequent and
repetitive noises which are not appropriate for residential areas and future planned residential uses
along Harbor's Housing Element Sites. With multiple courts operating at once, this is not an occasional
noise—it could be a constant source of activity directly adjacent to people’s windows. The noise study
does not address these issues and does not contemplate people living immediately adjacent to this
noise. The study notes that the noise created is consistent with daytime ambient noise levels in the
surrounding area. The study notes that the maximum noise created by a ball hit is 88.9 dba - well
above the 45 that is acceptable in residential areas. The constant, unusual blasts created by the balls
and screams are not examined. There is a huge difference between background hum created by the
built environment and the noise created by this game. Also - play is proposed outside daytime hours.
Listen for yourself and imagine living next to this 365 days a year. Is this really what we want to have
on Harbor Boulevard? Instead of housing, or commercial uses that generate sales tax? Is this the best
use of the land?

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=BIRNmZ2Nd M

Thank you for considering the residents who will be most directly affected by this project and not a
facility for people outside the area to come and jeopardize the neighborhood.

Sincerely,

T

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.



