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September  28, 2026  Planning  Commission  Meeting  - Public  Hearing  Item  No.  1.

Comments  on the  Measure  K Implementation  Program,  General  Plan  Amendments,

Zoning  Code  Amendments,  Objective  Design  Standards,  and  Final  Environmental  Impact

Report

Dear  Chair  and  Commissioners:

I am writing  to express  my  concerns  regarding  both  the  process  and  substance  of  the  proposed

amendments  to the  General  Plan,  Zoning  Code,  and  Objective  Design  Standards  implementing

Measure  K.

Concerns  Regarding  the  Planning  Commission  Process

The  Commission's  most  recent  hearing  was  deeply  concerning  because  it appeared  to depart

from  the  principles  of  transparency  and  public  participation  that  are fundamental  to sound

land  use  decision-making.

After  the  public  hearing  had  been  closed,  a Commissioner  introduced  more  than  twenty

substantive  amendments  to the  proposed  documents  as part  of  a motion.  The  amendments

required  approximately  eleven  minutes  to read  into  the  record  and  included  significant  changes

to  the recommendations  before  the  Commission.  Neither  the  public  nor  many  stakeholders

had  prior  notice  of  these  proposed  revisions,  and  no opportunity  was  provided  for  meaningful

public  comment  on  the  amendments  before  action  was  taken.

The  rationale  offered  was  that  the  Planning  Commission  serves  merely  as an advisory  body.

However,  whether  the  Commission's  role  is advisory  is irrelevant  to the  public's  right  to

transparency  and  meaningful  participation.  Moreover,  Planning  Commission  recommendations

carg  substantial  weight.  In  recent  years,  the  City  Council  has  generally  adopted  the

Commission's  recommendations,  with  only  limited  exceptions.  Consequently,  actions  taken  by

this  body  have  a significant  influence  on  the  ultimate  outcome.

Land  use  decisions  of  this  magnitude  deserve  a process  that  is transparent,  predictable,  and

accessible  to  the  public.  Residents  should  be afforded  a meaningful  opportunity  to review  and

comment  on  substantive  amendments  before  they  are acted  upon.

Several  of  theproposed  amendments  raised  concerns.  I particularly  appreciated  Staffs  analysis

in  A.ttachment  2, which  identified  many  of  the  issves  that  became  apparent  as the amendments

were  discussed.  Staff  serves  as the  City's  professional  planning  and  environmental  experts,  and
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their  analysis  should  be given  substantial  consideration.  The  expertise  and  institutional

knowledge  they  provide  are essential  when  evaluating  complex  policy  decisions  that  will  shape

Costa  Mesa  for  decades.  At  the  same  time,  planning  decisions  ultimately  involve  policy

judgments  about  community  values,  growth,  and  quality  of  life.  In  that  regard,  the  Commission

must  carefully  weigh  Staff's  recommendations  alongside  the  clearly  expressed  priorities  of

residents  and  the  policy  direction  established  by  the  City  Council.

Measure  K  and  the  Community  Vision

Measure  K  was  presented  to the  public  as a community-driven  effort  to shape  Costa  Mesa's

future  by  accommodating  growth  while  preserving  neighborhood  character,  quality  of  life,  and

the  city's  unique  identity.  Throughout  the  outreach  process,  residents  were  repeatedly  assured

that  future  housing  and  mixed-use  development  would  be guided  by  thoughtful  planning,

meaningful  community  engagement,  neighborhood  compatibility,  mobility  improvements,  open

space,  and  high-quality  design.  Residents  were  asked  to relinquishthe  right  of  voter  approval

based  on  assurances  that  future  growth  would  be guided  by  a transparent,  community-

driven  planning  process.

The  City's  outreach  efforts  revealed  a remarkably  consistent  community  vision  for  the  Measure

K  and  Housing  Element  sites.  Residents  expressed  strong  support  for:

A  diverse  range  of  housing  options  serving  a variety  of  ages,  incomes,  and  household

types.

Safe,  walkable,  and  bicycle-friendly  neighborhoods  with  improved  transit  access.

*  Parks,  plazas,  open  spaces,  and  community  gathering  places.

.  Preservation  of  Costa  Mesa's  distinctive  and  eclectic  character.

*  Trees,  landscaping,  shade,  and  environmentally  sustainable  design.

Development  that  respects  surrounding  neighborhoods  through  appropriate  building

heights,  setbacks,  parking  management,  and  traffic  considerations.

*  Transparent  decision-making  and  continued  public  involvement,

Survey  participants  consistently  identified  outdoor  spaces,  mobility  improvements,  housing

choice,  proximity  to amenities,  and  landscaping  as among  their  highest  priorities.  Residents  also

repeatedly  expressed  concerns  regarding  affordability,  traffic  congestion,  parking,  infrastructure

capacity,  and  the  loss  of  neighborhood  character.

These  priorities  and  concerns  were  not  isolated  comments.  They  emergcd  consistently

throughout  the  City's  outreach  efforts  and  collectively  formed  the  basis  of  the  community

vision  that  Measure  K  was  intended  to advance.

A  Growing  Disconnect  Between  Community  Planning  and  Regulatory

Compliance
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Measure  K  was  intended  to establish  a shared  vision  for  Costa  Mesa's  future.  However,  the

documents  before  the  Commission  appear  to reflect  a planning  framework  driven  primarily  by

the  need  to satisfy  state  Housing  and  Community  Development  requirements  and  Regional

Housing  Needs  Allocation  (RHNA)  obligations.

No  one  disputes  the City's  responsibility  to comply  with  state  housing  law.  However,

compliance  alone  should  not  become  the  sole  driver  of  local  planning  decisions.

As  currently  drafted,  the  proposal  appears  to prioritize  maximizing  development  capacity  and

housing  unit  potential  over  many  of  the  values  repeatedly  identified  by  residents  during  the

outreach  process.  The  result  appears  less  like  the  implementation  of  a community  vision  and

more  like  an exercise  in  regulatory  compliance.

The  fundamentaI  question  before  the  Commission  is whether  Measure  K  is being

implemented  as the  public  was  promised:  as a thoughtful  planning  effort  that  balances  growth

with  neighborhood  quality,  livability,  and  community  character,  or  primarily  as a vehicle  for

accommodating  future  housing  capacity.  The  proposed  amendments  increasingly  suggest  the

latter.

Scale  of  the  Proposed  Changes

The  proposed  amendments  to the  General  Plan,  Zoning  Code,  and  Objective  Design  Standards

would  fundamentally  reshape  development  patterns  along  many  of  Costa  Mesa's  major

corridors.

According  to  City  documents,  the  proposed  planning  framework  could  accommodate  an

estimated  increase  of  more  than  51,000  additional  residents.  Yet  residents  have  not  been

provided  with  meaningful  information  regarding  the  traffic  that  such  growth  could  generate,

how  existing  park  deficiencies  would  be addressed,  or  the  fiscal  impacts  this  level  of

expansion  could  have  on  City  services  and  infrastructure.

These  are not  incremental  policy  changes.  They  represent  a substantial  restructuring  of

development  entitlements  throughout  the  city  and  will  have  lasting  consequences  for  fiiture

generations  of  Costa  Mesa  residents.

Given  the  City  Council's  recent  willingness  to deviate  from  Planning  Commission

recornrnendations  regarding  the  Fairview  Developmental  Center  Specific  Plan,  I encourage  the

Commission  to take  a similarly  measured  approach  here  and  seriously  consider  alternatives

that  achieve  the City's  housing  obligations  while  reducing  environmental  impacts  and

preserving  greater  flexibility  for  future  planning  decisions.

Alternative  B  Merits  Serious  Consideration

The  Program  Environmental  Impact  Report  (PEIR)  identifies  Alternative  B,  the  Housing

Element  Sites  Only  Alternative,  as the  environmentally  superior  alternative.

Importantly,  Alternative  B would  still  allow  the  City  to  satisfy  its  RHNA  obligations  and

continue  impiementation  of  its  certified  Housing  Eiement  while  substantially  reducing

environmental  impacts  compared  to the  proposed  project.  It  demonstrates  that  compliance  with
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state  housing  law  and  responsiveness  to community  concerns  are not  mutually  exclusive

objectives.

Under  Alternative  B, the  Mixed-Use  Overlay  District  would  be applied  only  to designated

Housing  Element  sites  rather  than  broadly  throughout  the  city.  This  approach  would

accommodate  the  housing  capacity  necessary  to meet  state  requirements  while  avoiding  the

sweeping  upzoning  of  numerous  non-Housing  Element  properties.  For  sites  not  included  in the

Housing  Element,  future  development  proposals  could  continue  to be evaluated  through  the

City's  existing  General  Plan  Amendment,  rezoning,  and  public  hearing  processes,  ensuring

project-specific  review  and  community  input.

By  focusing  increased  development  potential  on sites  already  identified  to meet  the  City's

housing  obligations,  Altemative  B would  achieve  the  City's  stated  housing  goals  while

potentially  avoiding  many  of  the  thirty-one  significant  and  unavoidable  impacts  identified  in  the

PEIR.  It  would  also  preserve  greater  flexibility  for  future  policymakers  and  residents  to

determine  where  and  how  additional  growth  should  occur.

Given  these  findings,  Alternative  B warrants  careful  consideration  before  the  Commission

recommends  certification  of  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  and  approval  of  the

associated  planning  documents.  At  a minimum,  the  Commission  should  fully  explain  why  the

environmentally  superior  alternative  should  be  rejected  if  it can  satisfy  the  City's  housing

obligations  while  better  adaressing community  concerns  and  reducing  environmental  impacts.

Recommendation

For  these  reasons,  I respectfully  request  that  the  Planning  Commission  recommend  that  the  City

Council:

1. Certify  the  Final  PEIR  with  Alternative  B identified  as the  preferred  alternative.

2. Limit  the  proposed  General  Plan,  Zoning  Code,  and  Mixed-Use  Overlay  amendments  to

Housing  Element  sites.

3. Preserve  the  abfflty  to evaluate  additional  rezonings  and  General  Plan  Amendments

on  a case-by-case  basis  through  future  public  processes.

4. Ensure  that  any  future  expansion  of  mixed-use  entitlements  occurs  only  after

additional  environmental  review  and  robust  community  engagement.

If  achieving  these  objectives  requires  additional  hearings,  further  environmental  analysis,  or

future  project-specific  General  Plan  Amendments,  then  that  is an appropriate  and  reasonable

cost  of  responsible  long-range  planning.

Conclusion

Finally,  I remain  concerned  about  claims  that  the  proposed  amendnaents  will  meaningfully

address  housing  affordability  in  Costa  Mesa.

The  proposal  primarily  grants  substantial  new  developmen-t  entitlements  to privately  owned

properties.  These  entitlements  increase  the  development  p,otential  and  market  value  of  the

4



underlying  land.  Historically,  increases  in  land  value  often  translate  into  higher  acquisition
costs  and  higher  development  costs,  which  can  limit  rather  than  enhance  housing

affordability.

Without  stronger  affordability  requirements,  the  more  likely  outcome  is the construction  of
market-rate  apartment  projects  along  major  boulevards  rather  than  housing  that  is

affordable  to the  teachers,  service  workers,  young  families,  and  seniors  who  increasingly

struggle  to remain  in  Costa  Mesa.

Costa  Mesa  deserves  a housing  strategy  that  satisfies  state  requirements  while  remaining

faithful  to the  cornmunity  vision  that  Measure  K  promised.  I urge  the  Commission  to

recommend  a more  balanced  approach  that  achieves  both  objectives.

Respectfully,

Cynthia  McDonald

<- AUTIQN; "email-  qrigi0ff €ea.fro,m>6nfOiae-'p:t',the irganizatioii.  I'o not' click links or open-attachnnents
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From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:

Wendy  Leece <wendyleece@gmail.com>

Monday,  September  28, 202611  :20 AM

PC Public  Comments

Tonight's  agenda

Honorable  Planning  Commissioners,

Please  do  not  approve  the  recommendations  by  Commissioner  Martinez.  Because  he by-passed  staff

review,  I do  not  believe  his  recommendations  should  be approved  so  quickly.  Also,  the  staff  has  not

recommended  some  of  them.  Do  not  approve  them  without  careful  study  and  more  time.

Whatyouarevotingontonightwillchangeourcityforever.  OurcityisbuiLtout.  PLeasetakeyourtime

and  review  these  staff  recommendations  and  continue  the  meeting  again  if necessary.

Yes,wewantacitywhereweaLLbelong.  Currentresidents'concernsabouttraffic,publicsafety,

infrastructure,  and  open  space/parks,  must  be  considered  when  adding  more  units.

DO  NOT  BE HASTY.

Sincerely,

Wendy  Leece

Resident  of  Costa  Mesa  for  54  years

'CAUTION:  This  email  originated  from  outside  of  the  organization.  Do  not  click  links  or  open  attacl'unents

unless  you  recognize  the  sender  and  know  the  content  is safe.Report  any  suspicious  activities  to the

Information  Technology  Department.
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FW:  Commissioner  Martinez'  Effort  to  Rewrite  Measure  K Single-handedly

From  TERAN, STACY <STACY.TERAN@costamesaca.gov>

Date  Mon  9/28/2026  9:39 AM

To  PC Public  Comments  <PCPublicComments@costamesaca.gov>

Stacy  Teran

Deputy  City  Clerk

City of Costa Mesa I City Clerks Office
Phone:  (714)  754-5213

Email:  Stacy.Teranpcostamesaca.qov

77 Fair Drive I Costa Mesa l CA 92626

a'JO[7
APLEASE CONSIDER THE ENVIRONMENT BEFORE PRINTING THIS EMAIL. THANK YOUI

From:  Priscilla  Rocco  <dementedgardensprite@gmail.com>

Sent:  Monday,  September  28, 2026  9:35  AM

To: CITY CLERK <CITYCLERK@costamesaca.gov>;  Priscilla Rocco <dementedgardensprite@gmail.com>;  Cynthia
McDonald <cmcdonald.home@gmail.com>

Subject:  Commissioner  Martinez'  Effort  to Rewrite  Measure  K Single-handedly

Planning  Commission,

If it hadn't  been  For a counter-motion  and one  commissioner's

No vote  last  session,  Commissioner  Martinez  would  have

succeeded  in completely  rewriting  Measure  K without  any  input

from  the  public,  city  staff,  or the  city  council  - a strategy  ofien

used  in Washington,  D.C.  by Republicans.

Whatever  the starting  goals  of "Neighborhoods  Where  We  All

Belong;"  the end goal  was,  l'making  it attractive  to developers"

i.e., the lowest  common  denominator  and  the public  be

damned!  The  city  council's  abrupt  turn-around  on lowering

density  and adding  open-space  to FDC  was  just  political

grandstanding,  nothing  more.



Add  Measure  K to the feckless  Inclusionary  Housing  Ordinance

developers  than  owner  units. Council  member  Martinez'  new

developer'  entitlements  only  increases  the cost or vacant  land

forcing  densities  that  will make  the city  unliveable.  Affordable

housing  units  don't  even  enter  into the equation.

"Neighborhoods  Where  We  All Belong"  is a great  marketing
line,  but  in reality  it is the  ultimate  betrayal  of all the tax-paying
residents  who've  had to foot-the-bill  for  this  song-and-dance  gift
to billionaires.

Billionaires  become  billionaires  because  they  are ruthless.  The

first  thing  the city  council  did when  this  process  began  was

bring  developers  together  and ask  what  'they  needed'  in order

to build  in Costa  Mesa.  At the  time  all I could  think  of was

Chamberland  negotiating  with  Hitler,  then  proclaiming  "Peace  in

Our  Time."

The  State  requires  40%  of new  housing  to be affordable

units. The  residents'  requests  have  been  simple:  1.)  Affordable

housing  2.) Homeownership  3.) New  Parks  with  trees  and open

space  in their  area. The  city  council  told residents  that in order

to get  all this,  they  must  give  all the power  regarding

development  to the  City  Council.  It's Lucy  and the  football,  and

the residents  were  fooled  again.  IT you  completely  rewrite

Measure  K, try putting  back  affordable  housing,

homeownership,  and new  parks  with  trees  and open  space  in

areas  without  it. Just  a thought.

Priscilla  Rocco

CAUTION:  This  email  originated  from  outside  of  the organization.  Do  not  click  links  or open

attacents  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  Meeting  09/28/2026

From John Gritzmacher  <jtgritzmacheresfd@gmail.com>

Date Thu 9/24/2026  9:03 PM

To PC Public Comments  <PCPublicComments@costamesaca.gov>

[J 1 attachment  (28 KB)

CostaMesaPDBR-25-0001OppositionLetter.pdf;

Please  see attached  letter  in opposition  of  application  PDBR-25-0001

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.



John  Gritzmacher

381 E. 21st  Street

Costa  Mesa,  CA

September  24, 2026

Costa  Mesa  Planning  Commission

City  of  Costa  Mesa

77 Fair  Drive

Costa  Mesa,  CA 92626

RE: PDBR-25-0001  -  Proposed  Development  at 396 E. 21st  Street

Dear  Chair  and Members  of the Costa  Mesa  Planning  Commission:

I am a resident  of East  21st  Street  and am writing  to express  my opposition  to Application

PDBR-25-0001,  the proposed  redevelopment  of  396 E. 21 st Street  with  21 single-family  residential

ownership  units.

I am particularly  concerned  about  the additional  traffic  and parking  demand  that  this  development

would  place  on an already  established  residential  neighborhood.

Adding  21 new  residential  units  to this  relatively  small  site  will introduce  additional  vehicle  trips,

deliveries,  visitors,  service  vehicles,  and parking  demand.  The  surrounding  streets  were

developed  as an established  residential  neighborhood,  and I am concerned  that  the cumulative

effect  of  this additional  activity  will negatively  affect  traffic  flow,  street  parking  availability,

neighborhood  safety,  and the quality  of life of existing  residents.

Parking  is a particular  concern.  Even  if the project  technically  satisfies  the City's  minimum  on-site

parking  requirements,  that  does  not necessarily  mean  that  the development  will have  sufficient

parking  for  the actual  number  of vehicles  associated  with  21 households.  Residents  may  have

multiple  vehicles,  and additional  demand  will come  from  guests,  contractors,  deliveries,  and

service  providers.  Any  overflow  onto  surrounding  public  streets  would  directly  affect  existing

residents.

I therefore  ask  the Planning  Commission  to carefully  examine  the project's  actual  parking  demand

rather  than  relying  solely  on minimum  code  requirements.  I also request  that  the Commission

consider  the project's  cumulative  traffic  impacts  on East  21 st Street  and the surrounding

residential  streets.

I am also  concerned  about  the density  of  the proposed  development  in relation  to the existing

neighborhood.  The proposal  involves  a substantial  increase  in the number  of residential  units  on



the  site,  together  with  requested  density-bonus  waivers.  Before  approving  the  project,  the

Commission  should  carefully  determine  whether  the  requested  density  and development

standards  are  compatible  with  the  surrounding  neighborhood  and  whether  the  resulting  impacts  on

traffic,  parking,  privacy,  noise,  and  neighborhood  character  have  been  adequately  addressed.

I respectfully  request  that  the  Planning  Commission  deny  PDBR-25-0001  as currently  proposed.

At  a minimum,  I ask  that  the  Commission  require  additional  analysis  and appropriate  measures

addressing  traffic,  parking,  and  neighborhood  impacts  before  considering  approval.

I appreciate  the  Commission's  consideration  of  the  concerns  of residents  who  live  immediately

adjacent  to and  near  this  proposed  development.

Sincerely,

John  Gritzmacher
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Re: Application  No.  PDBR-25-001

From  Steve  Krohngold  <stevekr60@gmail.com>

Date  Fri 9/25/2026  9:24  AM

To  PC Public  Comments  <PCPublicComments@costamesaca.gov>

Hello

Regarding  the  proposed  development  at 396 E. 21st  street,  I am opposed  to this  project  for  the  following  reasons:

*  The  density  of  21 single  family  homes  on only  1.49  acres is extremely  high  and could  create  heavy  traffic,  trash,

and noise  problems

*  The  area is not  appropriate  for  very-low  income  units  and will  impact  real estate  values

Regards,

Steven  Krohngold

353 Anderson  Ln, Costa  Mesa,  CA 92627

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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PDBR-25-0001  396 E 21st St.

From  Chrystie  Gritzmacher  <gritzy4@yahoo.com>

Date  Sat 9/26/2026  1 :48 PM

To  PC Public  Comments  <PCPublicComments@costamesaca.gov>

September  25, 2026

To: Costa  Mesa  Planning  Commission

Re: PDBR-25-0001  -  396 E. 21st  Street

Dear  Planning  Commissioners:

I am writing  as a nearby  resident  regarding  the proposed  development  at 396 E. 21st  Street.

I am particularly  concerned  about  the density  of  the  proposed  development  and  the resulting

increase  in vehicle  and  pedestrian  activity  on a residential  street  that  is also  used  by children

traveling  to and  from  school.

Density  and  size  of  the  development

The proposed  project  would  place  21 ownership  homes  on approximately  1.49  acres,  or roughly

64,900  square  feet  of land.

I believe  it is useful  to compare  that  proposal  with the nearby  Anderson  Lane  development,  because  it

provides  a real-world  example  of a relatively  small  residential  development  in the same  general  area.

The  Anderson  Lane  development  was  approximately  1.24  acres,  or about  54,000  square  feet,  and was

developed  with 14  homes.

Anderson  Lane Proposed  396 E. 2'lst  St.

Overall  site -"1.24  acres -1.49  acres

Approx.  site area -54,000  sq. ff. -64,900  sq. ft.



Number  of  homes 14 21

Homes  per  acre -11.3 -14.1

Average  land  area  per

home

-3,858  sq.  ft. -3,091  sq.  ft.

Thus,  although  the  21st  Street  property  is about  20%  larger  in area,  it is proposed  to contain  50%  more

homes  than  the  Anderson  Lane  development.

The  result  is a substantially  greater  residential  density:  approximately  14.1  homes  per  acre  compared

with  11.3  homes  per  acre  atAnderson  Lane.

I believe  this  is an important  comparison  when  evaluating  the  project's  compatibility  with the surrounding

neighborhood

Child  and  pedestrian  safety

I am  also  particularly  concerned  about  the  effect  of  additional  traffic  on children  who  walk  or  bicycle  in

the  area.

This  is not  simply  a theoretical  concern.  The  Costa  Mesa  Police  Department  specifically  identifies

speeding,  double  parking,  vehicles  impeding  traffic,  failure  to  yield,  illegal  U-turns  and  other

traffic  violations  as  recurring  problems  around  Costa  Mesa  schools.  The  Police  Department  states

that  officers  actively  enforce  traffic  laws  in and  around  school  zones  because  of  these  concerns.

The  City  of  Costa  Mesa  also  operates  a school  crossing  guard  program  specifically  to  enhance  the

safety  of  elementary-school  students  walking  to  and  from  school.

California's  traffic-control  guidance  recognizes  that  school  areas  require  special  consideration  because

of  the  interaction  between  vehicles  and  children.  Caltrans  notes  that  pedestrian  crossing  activity  is

the  primary  basis  for  reduced  school  speed  zones  and  that  irregular  traffic  and  pedestrian

movements  associated  with  school  drop-off  and  pickup  must  also  be considered.

The  City  of  Costa  Mesa's  own  Complete  Streets  Safety  Assessment  likewise  identifies  vehicle  speed  as

a critical  factor  in pedestrian  and  bicyclist  safety  and  specifically  discusses  proactive  traffic-calming

measures  and  safe  routes  to schools.

For  these  reasons,  I believe  the  Commission  should  look  carefully  at how  the  additional  residents,

vehicles,  visitors,  deliveries  and  other  activity  generated  by  21 homes  will  interact  with  children

walking  and  bicycling  in this  area.



This  is particularly  important  during  the  relatively  concentrated  periods  immediately  before  and  after

school  when  children  are  on the  streets  at the same  time  that  vehicle  traffic  is increasi

Thank  you,

Christine  Gritzmacher

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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PDBR-25-0001,  September  28, 2026

From Russell Cramm <russellcramm@gmail.com>

Date Sun 9/27/2026  9:59 PM

To PC Public Comments <PCPublicComments@costamesaca.gov>

IJ 1 attachment (2 MB)

Letter  to CM Planning  Commission  20260927.pdf;

To: Costa  Mesa  Planning  Commission

From:  Russell  Cramm  and  Johanna  Cramm

Date:  September  27, 2026

RE: PDBR-25-0001

Commissioners:

We  are  responding  to the  Official  Public  Notice  regarding  the  Planning  Application  noted  above.

We  are  long-time  residents  of  the  area.  We  live  less  than  a block  from  the  subject  address,  at

1862  Bonaire  Way,  Newport  Beach,  and  we also  own  property  in Eastside  Costa  Mesa  at 252

1 6'h Place.  We  lived  in Eastside  Costa  Mesa  for  18  years  before  moving  our  family  to our

current  address  8 years  ago. Russ  grew  up at  our  Bonaire  address  starting  in 1972.  We  are

very  familiar  with  the  area.

The  proposed  project  will  worsen  existing  problems  with  pedestrian  safety,  parking,  and  vehicle
traffic.

First,  parking  is inadequate  during  events  at Kaiser  School,  soccer  games  and  baseball  games

at Kaiser  School  Athletic  Fields,  and  events  at the Boys  and  Girls  Club.  Visitors  to these  events

park  on Tustin  Avenue  from  21 st to Windward,  down  Francisco  Drive  toward  Irvine,  and  at the

cul-de-sac  at Bonaire  Way. (For  example,  today,  Sunday  afternoon,  during  kids'  baseball

games,  families  parked  as far  as the  corner  of  Francisco  and  Bonaire.)  Placing  higher-density

housing  in this  area  will  worsen  the  existing  parking  problems.  The  application  does  not  provide

adequate  parking  for  visitors  to the  new  homes,  so those  visitors  will  compete  for  the  existing

spots  on impacted  streets.  This  development  will increase  parking  problems.  The  developer  is

responsible  for  providing  parking  for  visitors  to the new  development  and  should  not  push  the

parking  problem  onto  the  streets.

Second,  pedestrian  safety  problems  already  exist  in the  area.  Woodland  School,  Kaiser

School,  Jordan  Park,  and  the  Boys  and  Girls  Club  alJ generate  significant  pedestrian  traffic.

When  parking  is impacted,  pedestrians  have  difficulty  seeing  cars  traveling  down  Tustin

Avenue.  This  is especially  true  for  pedestrians  walking  up Francisco  Drive  and  attempting  to

cross  Tustin  for  sporting  events.  According  to the  plans,  one  of  the  new  development's

driveways  opens  directly  onto  Tustin  about  20-30  feet  from  where  pedestrians  frequently  cross

Tustin  at the  intersection  of  Francisco  and  Tustin.  Vehicles  parked  along  Tustin  interfere  with

visibility  of  traffic  on Tustin.  Increased  traffic  due  to additional  homes  will  increase  the  risk  to



To:  CostaMesaPlanningCommission

From:  Russell  Cramm  and  Johanna  Cramm

Date:  September  27,  2026

RE:  PDBR-25-0001

Commissioners:

We  are  responding  tO the  OffiCiat  PutiliC  NOtiCe  regarding  ttie  Planning  Application  neted

above.  We  are  long-time  residents  of  the  area.  We  live  less  than  a block  from  the  subject

address,  at  1862  Bonaire  Way,  Newport  Beach,  and  we  also  own  property  in Eastside  Costa

Mesa  at  2521  6th Place.  We  lived  in Eastside  Costa  Mesa  for  18  years  before  moving  our

familytoourcurrentaddress8yearsa@oa  RussgrewupatourBonaireaddressstartingin

1972.  We  areveryfamiliarwith  the  area.

The  proposed  project  will  worsen  existing  problems  with  pedestrian  safety,  parking,  and

vehicle  traffic.

First,  parking  iS inadequate  during  events  at Kaiser  SChOOl,  SOCCer  games  and  baseball

games  at Kaiser  SchooL  Athletic  Fields,  and  events  at  the  Boys  and  Gir(s  Club.  Visitors  to

these  events  park  on  Tustin  Avenue  from  21 st  to  Windward,  down  Francisco  Drive  toward

Irvine,  and  at  the  cul-de-sac  at Bonaire  Way.  (For  example,  today,  Sunday  afternoon,  during

kids'  baseball  games,  families  parked  as far  as  the  corner  of  Francisco  and  Bonaire.)

Placinghigher-densityhousinginthisareawillworsentheexistingparkingpro51ems.  The

application  does  not  provide  adequate  parkingTorvisitors  to  the  new  homes,  so those

visitors  will  compete  for  the  existing  spots  on  impacted  streets.  This  development  will

increase  parkin@  problems.  The developer  is responsible  for providin@  parking  for  visitors  to
the  new  development  and  should  not  push  the  parking  problem  onto  the  streets.

Second,  pedestrian  safety  problems  already  exist  in the  area.  Woodland  School,  Kaiser

School,  Jordan  Park,  and  the  Boys  and  Girls  Club  all  generate  significant  pedestrian  traffic.

When  parking  is impacted,  pedestrians  have  difficulty  seeing  cars  traveling  down  Tustin

Avenue.  This  is especially  true  for  pedestrians  walking  up  Francisco  Drive  and  attempting

to  cross  Tustin  for  sporting  events.  According  to  the  plans,  one  of  the  new  development's

driveways  opens  direCtty  OntO ru8tin  about  20-30  feet  from  where  pedestrians  frequently

cross  Tustin  at  the  intersection  of  Francisco  and  Tustin.  Vehicles  parked  along  Tustin

interferewithvisibiLityoftrafficonTustin.  lncreasedtrafficduetoadditionalhomeswiLL

increase  the  risk  to  pedestrians.  The  developer  is responsible  for  minimizing  risk  to

pedestrians,  especially  younger  baseball  and  soccer  pLayers.



Third,thisnewdeve(opmentwiL(increasetrafficonTustin,21a',andFrancisco.  These

streets  are residential  streets,  and  development  wiLL increase  the  number  of  car  trips  along

them.  Already,  21at and  Francisco  are used  as throughfares  between  Irvine  Avenue  and

Tustin  Avenue,  with  vehicles  traveling  at speeds  that  are unsafe  for  the  children  who  Live

aLong  them.  The  City  of  Costa  Mesa  is aware  ofthe  throughfare  problem  on streets  running

between  Irvine  Avenue  and  Newport  Boulevard.  (For  example,  the  city  restructured

Broadway  to reduce  the  through  traffic,)  Adding  a higher-density  project  as in this

application  will  add  to the  problem  for  existing  residents  of Costa  Mesa  and  Newport

Beach.

We  respectfuLLyopposethis  projectatthe  proposed  densityand  askthatyou  denythe

application  as proposed.

Sincerely,

Russell  Cramm Johanna  Cramm



P-H '1.
From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:

Good  afternoon,

heather  feldbaum  <hfeldbaum@yahoo.com>

Monday,  September  28, 2026 12:00  PM

PC Public  Comments

Concerns  regarding  planning  commission  meeting,  Sept  28

As  a homeowner  and  resident  on  21 "' street,  I have  concerns  about  this  proposal  for  396  E 21 st

Street.  The  main  issue  I have  concerns  parking  and  traffic  in the  neighborhood.

The  plans  call  for  18  surface  parking  spots  for  the  21 homes  plus  garage  parking  - boasting  60  spots.  This

sounds  reasonable,  but  reaListicaLLy,  people  do  not  use  their  garages  for  parking  cars.  Most  garages  are

used  for  exercise  equipment,  work  benches,  bikes,  scooters,  furniture,  batting  practice,  and  storage.  In

Looking  at  the  pLans,  I do  not  see  room  in each  of  the  21 driveways  for  2 cars,  which  means  new  residents

will  need  to park  on  Tustin,  E 21 "' street,  and  other  side  streets,  once  the  18  surface  spots  are

occupied.  What  plans  are  in place  to  mitigate  the  burden  on  current  neighborhood  residents?  Are  plans

in place  to  create  a new  crosswaLk  on  the  west  side  of  Tustin  and  21 s' Street?  WiLL an  additionaL  crossing

guard  be hired  for  school  mornings  and  afternoons?  Is the  city  planning  to  repair  the  sidewaLk  on  21 a'
Street  where  the  trees  have  taken  over,  obstructing  2 parking  spots  on  the  west  side  of  the  street?  Is the

city  code  violation  department  going  to  better  handLe  the  furniture  and  household  items  that  are

constantly  being  Left  out  on  the  sidewalks,  impeding  the  walkways?  It seems  that  before  the  city  moves

forward  with  this  21 home  deveLopment  plan,  adding  upwards  of  80+  residents  to  this  already  crowded

corner,  some  action  needs  to  be  taken  on  the  current  issues  facing  our  community.

On  a typical  day,  there  are  1-2  avaiLable  parking  spots  on  21 "' street,  between  Tustin  and  Garden  Lane.

And  this  is outside  of  schooL  drop  off  and  pick-up  hours.  During  school  drop  off  and  pick-up,  cars  are

double  parked,  driveways  are  obstructed,  red  zones  are  ignored,  and  traffic  is at  a standstill,  as neither

school  is alLotted  enough  parking  for  their  staff,  Let alone  families  who  need  to  park  and  walk  onto

campus  for  meetings  or  school  events.  As  a parent  whose  children  attended  these  schools,  Woodland

and  Kaiser  Elementary  thrive  because  of  parent  involvement.  Taking  away  parking  will  Limit  this

opportunity  and negatively  affect  these community  schooLs. There are monthly  fLaB deck  celebrations,
movie  nights,  jog-a-thons,  and  bike/waLktoschooLdayswhich  ourcommunityfuLLyparticipate  in.The

sidewalks  are  crowded  with  neighborhood  families  walking  their  students  to  school  and  the  crosswaLk

guards  are  overwhelmed.  Adding  this  many  3-4  bedroom  homes  willincrease  the  foot  and  car  traffic

exponentiaLLy,  causing  dangerous  conditions  for  the  current  residents  and  the  school  community.  Has

there  been  a traffic  study?

Lastly,  the  previous  community  were  all  1 story  mobile  homes.  This  new  tract  wiLl  completely  obscure

the  sky  Line on  E 21 st  Street.  Were  singLe  story  homes  explored?

Thank  you  and  I will  be at  the  meeting  tonight  to  share  my  concerns.

1



Heather  Kupferma

379  E 21 st  Street[
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g  Outlook

Concerns  regarding  planning  commission  meeting,  Sept  28

From heatherfeldbaum  <hfeldbaum@yahoo.com>

Date Mon 9/28/2026 12:01 PM

To PC Public Comments <PCPublicComments@costamesaca.gov>

Good  afternoon,

As a homeowner  and  resident  on 21 s' street,  I have  concerns  about  this  proposal  for  396  E 21 st

Street.  The  main  issue  I have  concerns  parking  and  traffic  in the  neighborhood.

The  plans  call  for  18 surface  parking  spots  For the  21 homes  plus  garage  parking  -  boasting  60

spots.  This  sounds  reasonable,  but  realistically,  people  do not  use  their  garages  for  parking

cars.  Most  garages  are  used  for  exercise  equipment,  work  benches,  bikes,  scooters,  furniture,

batting  practice,  and  storage.  In looking  at the  plans,  I do not  see  room  in each  of  the  21

driveways  for  2 cars,  which  means  new  residents  will need  to park  on Tustin,  E 21s' street,  and

other  side  streets,  once  the  18 surface  spots  are occupied.  What  plans  are  in place  to mitigate

the  burden  on current  neighborhood  residents?  Are  plans  in place  to create  a new  crosswalk  on

the  west  side  of  Tustin  and  21sl Street?  Will  an additional  crossing  guard  be hired  for  school

mornings  and  afternoons?  Is the  city  planning  to repair  the  sidewalk  on 21 s' Street  where  the

trees  have  taken  over,  obstructing  2 parking  spots  on the  west  side  of  the  street?  Is the  city

code  violation  department  going  to better  handle  the  furniture  and  household  items  that  are

constantly  being  left  out  on the  sidewalks,  impeding  the  walkways?  It seems  that  before  the  city

moves  forward  with  this  21 home  development  plan,  adding  upwards  of  80+  residents  to this

already  crowded  corner,  some  action  needs  to be taken  on the  current  issues  facing  our

community.

On a typical  day,  there  are  1-2  available  parking  spots  on 21s' street,  between  Tustin  and

Garden  Lane.  And  this  is outside  of  school  drop  off  and pick-up  hours.  During  school  drop  off

and  pick-up,  cars  are  double  parked,  driveways  are  obstructed,  red zones  are  ignored,  and

traffic  is at a standstill,  as neither  school  is allotted  enough  parking  for  their  staff,  let alone

families  who  need  to park  and  walk  onto  campus  for  meetings  or school  events.  As  a parent

whose  children  attended  these  schools,  Woodland  and Kaiser  Elementary  thrive  because  of

parent  involvement.  Taking  away  parking  will  limit  this  opportunity  and  negatively  affect  these

community  schools.  There  are  monthly  flag  deck  celebrations,  movie  nights,  jog-a-thons,  and

bike/walk  to school  days  which  our  community  fully  participate  in. The  sidewalks  are  crowded

with  neighborhood  families  walking  their  students  to school  and  the  crosswalk  guards  are

overwhelmed.  Adding  this  many  3-4  bedroom  homes  will  increase  the  foot  and  car  traffic

exponentially,  causing  dangerous  conditions  for  the  current  residents  and  the  school

community.  Has  there  been  a traffic  study?

Lastly,  the  previous  community  were  all 1 story  mobile  homes.  This  new  tract  will  completely

obscure  the  sky  line  on E 21st  Street.  Were  single  story  homes  explored?



Thank  you  and  I will  be  at  the  meeting  tonight  to share  my  concerns.

Heather  Kupferman

379  E 21st  Street[,,'Inline  image

[21nline image
I,,Inline  image
[,:lnline  image

CAUTION:  This  email  originated  from  outside  of  the  organization.  Do  not  click  links  oy open

attacbments  unless  you  recognize  the sender  and  know  the content  is safe. Report  any  suspicious

activities  to the  Information  Technology  Department.



g  Outlook

Public  Comment  re item  2 for  tonight's  Planning  Commission  meeting

From Sophie  Haugen  <sophie@calhdf.org>

Date Mon 9/28/2026  3:37 PM

To PC Public  Comments  <PCPublicComments@costamesaca.gov>;  MENDEZ,  VICTOR

<VICTOR.MENDEZ@costamesaca.gov>

Cc BARLOW, KIMBERLY HALL <KIMBERLY.BARLOW@costamesaca.gov>;  CITY CLERK

<CITYCLERK@costamesaca.gov>;  GALLARDO  DALY, CECILIA <CECILIA.GALLARDODALY@costamesaca.gov>;

PLANNING  INFO <planninginfo@costamesaca.gov>

[J 1 attachment  (249 KB)

Costa  Mesa  - 396  East  21st  Street  - HAA.pdf;

Dear  City  of  Costa  Mesa,

The  California  Housing  Defense  Fund  (CalHDF)  submits  the  attached  public  comment  re item 2 for

tonight's  planning  commission  meeting,  the  proposed  21 housing  development  project  at 368  east 21st

Street,  which  includes  1 very  low-income  unit.

Sincerely,

Sophie  Haugen

California  Housing  Defense  Fund

Sophie@calhdf.orq

CalHDF  is grant  & donation  funded

Donate  today  - https://calhdf.orq/donate/;

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.



Sep  28,  2026

City  of  Costa  Mesa

77  Fair  Drive,

Costa  Mesa,  CA  92626

Re: Proposed  Housing  Development  Project  at  396  East  21st  Street

To:  PCPublicComments(acostamesaca.qov;  victor.mendez(acostamesaca.qov;

Cc: kimberly.barlow@costamesncn,gov:  rityclprk@rnstnmpsnrn  gm:
cecilia.gallardodaly(acostamesaca.gov;  planninqinfo@costamesaca.gov;

Dear  City  of  Costa  Mesa,

The  California  Housing  Defense  Fund  (CalHDF)  submits  this  letterto  remind  the  City  ofits

obligation  to  abide  by  all  relevant  state  laws  when  evaluating  the  proposed  21-unit  housing

development  project  at  396  East  21st  Street,  which  includes  lvery  low-income  unit.  These

laws  include  the  HousingAccountabilityAct  (HAA),  the  Density  Bonus  Law(DBL),  AB  130,

and  California  Environmental  QualityAct  (CEQA)  guidelines.

The  HAAprovides  the  project  legal  protections.  It  requires  approval  of  zoning  and  general

plan  complianthousing  development  projects  unless  findings  can  be  made  regarding

specific,  objective,writtenhealth  and  safetyhazards.  (Gov.  Code,  § 65589.5,  subd.  (j).)  The

HAA  also  bars  cities  from  imposing  conditions  on  the  approval  of  such  projects  thatwould

reduce  the  project's  densityunless,  again,  suchwritten  findings  are  made.  (Ibid.)  As  a

developmentwith  atleasttwo-thirds  ofits  area  devotedto  residential  uses,  the  project  falls

withinthe  HAAs  ambit,  and  it  complieswithlocal  zoning  code  andthe  City's  general  plan.

Increased  density,  concessions,  andwaivers  that  aproject  is entitledto  underthe  DBL  (Gov.

Code,  § 65915)  do  notrenderthe  projectnoncompliantwiththe  zoning  code  orgeneralplan,

forpurposes  ofthe  HAA(Gov.  Code,  § 65589.5,  subd.  (j)(3)).  The  HAAs  protectionstherefore

apply,  andthe  City  maynot  rejectthe  project  except  based  on  health  and  safety  standards,  as

outlined  above. Furthermore,  ifthe  Ci$rejects  the project  or impairs  its feasibility, itmust
conduct  "athorough  analysis  ofthe  economic,  social,  and  environmental  effects  ofthe

action."  (Id. at  subd.  (b).)

2201  Broadway,  PHI,  Oakland,  CA  94612

www.calhdf.org



CalHDF  also  writes  to  emphasize  that  the  DBL  offers  the  proposed  development  certain

protections.  The  City  must  respect  these  protections.  In  addition  to  granting  the  increase  in

residential  units  allowed  bythe  DBL,  the  City  must  not  denythe  project  the  proposedwaivers

and  concessions  with  respectto  the  small-lot  subdivisionlot  cap,  building  height,  front

setback,  rear  setback,  side  yard  setback,  building-to  building  setback,  open  space,  private

open  space,  parkingwithinthe  front  setback,  and  the  location  ofthe  sidewalkwithinthe

public  right-of-way.  Ifthe  Citywishes  to  deny  requestedwaivers,  Government  Code  section

65915,  subdivision  (e)(l)  requires  findings  thatthe  waivers  would  have  a specific,  adverse

impactuponhealth  or  safety,  and  forwhichthere  is no  feasible  methodto  satisfactorily

mitigate  or  avoid  the  specific  adverse  impact.  If  the  Citywishes  to  deny  requested

concessions,  Government  Code  section  65915,  subdivision  (d)(l)  requires  findings  that  the

concessions  would  not  result  in  identifiable  and  actual  cost  reductions,  that  the  concessions

would  have  a specific,  adverse  impact  on  public  health  or  safety,  or  that  the  concessions  are

contraryto  state  or  federal  law.  The  City,  if  it  makes  any  such  findings,  bears  the  burden  of

proof.  (Gov.  Code,  § 65915,  subd.  (d)(4).)  Ofnote,  the  DBL  specifically  allows  forareductionin

required  accessoryparking  in  additionto  the  allowable  waivers  and  concessions.  (Id.  at  subd.

(p).)  Additionally,  the  California  Court  ofAppeal  has  ruled  thatwhen  an  applicanthas

requested  one  or  more  waivers  and/or  concessions  pursuant  to  the  DBL,  the  City  "may  not

apply  any  development  standard  that  would  physically  preclude  construction  of  that  project

as designed,  even  if  the  building  includes  'amenities'  beyond  the  bare  minimum  of  building

components."(BankersHilll50v.  Cityo7SanDiego(2022)74Cal.App.5th755,775.)

Furthermore,  the  project  is exempt  from  state  environmentalreviewunderthe  Class  32

CEQA  categorical  exemption  (In-Fill  Development  Projects)  pursuantto  section  15332  ofthe

CEQA  Guidelines,  as the  project  is consistentwith  the  applicable  general  plan  designation

and  all  applicable  general  plan  policies  as well  as the  applicable  zoning  designation  and

regulations;  the  proposed  development  occurs  within  citylimits  on  a project  site  ofno  more

than  five  acres  substantially  surrounded  byurbanuses;  the  project  site  has  no  value  as

habitat  for  endangered,  rare,  orthreatened  species;  approval  ofthe  projectwould  not  result

in  any  significant  effects  relating  to  traffic,  noise,  air  quality,  or  water  quality;  and  the  site

can  be adequately  served  byall  requiredutilities  and  public  services.  The  project  is also

eligible  for  a statutoryexemption  from  CEQApursuant  to  AB  130.  (Pub.  Res. Code,  §

21080.66.)  Caselawfromthe  CaliforniaCourtofAppealaffirmsthatlocalgovernments  err,

and  maybe  sued,  when  they  improperlyrefuse  to  grant  a project  a CEQA  exemption  or

streamlined  CEQAreviewtowhichitis  entitled. (Hilltop Group, Inc. v CountyofSanDiego
(2024)  99 CalApp5th  890,  911.)

As  you  are  well  aware,  California  remains  in  the  throes  of  a statewide  crisis-level  housing

shortage.  Newhousing  such  as this  is apublic  benefit:  byproviding  affordable  housing,  it

will  mitigate  the  state's  homelessness  crisis;  itwill  increase  the  city's  tax  base;  it  will  bring

new  customers  to  local  businesses;  and  itwill  reduce  displacement  of  existing  residents  by

reducing  competition  for  existing  housing.  It  will  also  help  cut  down  on
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transportation-related  greenhouse  gas  emissions  byproviding  housing  in  denser,  more

urban  areas,  as opposedto  farther-flung  regions  inthe  state  (and  out  of  state).  While  no  one

projectwill  solve  the  statewide  housing  crisis,  the  proposed  developmentis  a step  inthe

right  direction.  CalHDFurges  the  Cityto  approve  it,  consistentwithits  obligations  under

state  law.

CalHDF  is a50l(c)(3)  non-profit  corporationwhose  missionincludes  advocating  for

increased  access  to  housing  for  Californians  at  all  income  levels,  including  low-income

households.  You  maylearn  more  about  CalHDF  at  www.talhdf.nr'g.

Sincerely,

Dylan  Casey

CalHDF  Executive  Director

James M. Lloyd

CalHDF  Director  of  Planning  and  Investigations
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