
















































































































































































































































































ATTACHMENT 7

Alternative Sites Analysis

PROPOSED

PFROFPOSED FAUX EUCALYPTUS

PROPOSED EQIUIPMENT

ENCLOSURE BEYOMD

———

LOOKING NORTH FROM PLACENTIA AVENUE

AT&T Mobility

Wireless Telecommunications Facility
at
2065 Placentia Ave, Costa Mesa, CA
Site ID: CLL03466

92



Introduction

New Cingular Wireless PCS, LLC d/b/a AT&T Mobility (“AT&T”) has a significant gap in its
service coverage in the City of Costa Mesa. AT&T proposes to install a 60-foot tall wireless
communications facility (“WCF”) disguised as a eucalyptus tree (“monoeuc”) (“Proposed
Facility”) as a means to fill this gap in coverage. The Proposed Facility consists of sixteen panel
antennas (four sets of four antennas) with a top height of 55 feet above ground, with the lowest
part of the antenna located at 47” and topped with an additional five feet of eucalptus branches.
The associated equipment will be installed within a 24-foot by 18-foot enclosure, secured by an
8-foot-tall concrete wall and finished to match the existing property walls. This design serves to
restrict unauthorized access to AT&T’s equipment area. As detailed below, the proposed facility
represents the least intrusive option among the alternatives evaluated by AT&T to address the
significant coverage gap.

Objective

AT&T Mobility has identified a significant gap in its service coverage in the City of Costa Mesa,
in an area roughly bordered by West 19" Street in the south, Senate St in the north, Pomona Ave
in the east, and past Canyon Drive to the West. This portion of Costa Mesa includes hundreds of
homes in several neighborhoods, parks, schools, commercial and industrial districts, and other
points of interest in the immediate vicinity. The Proposed Facility will help provide coverage to
both Victoria St and Placentia Ave, which handles heavy vehicle traffic. The service coverage in
this portion of Costa Mesa is described in the accompanying Radio Frequency Statement.

Methodology and Zoning Criteria

Wireless telecommunications is essentially a line-of-sight technology, and AT&T’s antennas
need to be high enough to propagate an effective signal throughout the gap area. Denial of this
proposed facility or a reduction in height would materially inhibit AT&T’s ability to provide and
improve wireless services in this portion of the city.

AT&T followed a systematic methodology to identify and evaluate alternative sites for the
proposed facility, taking into account both the technical requirements for coverage and the land
use/zoning constraints in the City of Costa Mesa. In general, AT&T’s site selection process
begins by defining a search area (or “search ring”’) where a new facility could effectively address
the coverage gap, along with determining the minimum antenna height needed to meet the
coverage objectives. Concurrently, the site acquisition team reviews local codes and policies to
understand community preferences and any location or design criteria for wireless facilities

For this project, the process was conducted in coordination with RF engineers, land use planners,
and real estate specialists to ensure that any potential alternative would both satisfy AT&T’s
network needs and align with the City of Costa Mesa’s zoning standards.
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Analysis

After applying the above methodology and criteria, AT&T identified and examined a total of

alternative candidate sites (in addition to the subject site) within the search area. Each of these
candidates is discussed in the subsequent section of this report, with analysis of why they were
ultimately deemed less suitable or infeasible compared to the 2065 Placentia Ave location. In
summary, the proposed site emerged as the superior option because it best satisties the technical
coverage requirements while conforming to the City’s Industrial zoning context and minimizing
proximity to residential properties. This ASA thereby documents that the selected site and design
represent the most appropriate and least intrusive means of closing the coverage gap, in
accordance with the City of Costa Mesa’s guidelines and the project’s objectives. The following
sections provide detailed comparisons of the alternative sites considered and further justification
for the proposed facility’s approval.

Location of Candidate Sites
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Proposed Facility — Monoeuc, 2065 Placentia Ave, Costa Mesa, CA 92627

PFROFPOSED FAUX EUCALYPTUS

PROPOSED EQQUIPMENT

ENGCLOSURE BEYOMD

PROPOSED LOOKING NORTH FROM PLACENTIA AVENUE

Conclusion: Based upon location, a willing landlord and the superior coverage as shown in the
proposed coverage map included in AT&T’s Radio Frequency Statement, the Proposed Facility
is the least intrusive means for AT&T to meet its service coverage objective.

The project site is a fully developed industrial property located at 2065 Placentia Avenue in the
City of Costa Mesa. The property is zoned General Industrial (MG), a zoning classification
intended to accommodate industrial, manufacturing, and other employment-generating uses, as
well as supporting infrastructure such as wireless telecommunications facilities. Surrounding
land uses consist primarily of commercial and industrial developments along Placentia Avenue,
with residential neighborhoods located to the east and southeast of the site.

The proposed facility is designed as a 60-foot faux eucalyptus (monoeuc) to resemble nearby
mature eucalyptus trees and reduce the visual prominence of the installation. The selected
location on the property places the facility as far from adjacent residential properties as feasible
while complying with the required setbacks and responding to public comment requesting the
facility be located farther from nearby homes. The site also benefits from direct access from
Placentia Avenue, as well as existing utility infrastructure necessary to support power and fiber
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backhaul. Additionally, the property provides sufficient area to accommodate the proposed
monoeuc and associated equipment enclosure without displacing existing uses or operations on
the site.

Taken together, these factors establish that the proposed facility at 2065 Placentia Ave is the
most suitable and least intrusive location within the identified search area. It provides the
required height and placement to close AT&T’s coverage gap, while meeting City zoning
objectives by siting the facility in a heavy industrial district and utilizing stealth design to
minimize aesthetic impacts.
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Alternative Site 1 — Mesa Water District Rooftop, 1965 Placentia Ave, Costa Mesa, CA
92627
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Conclusion: Unavailable.

This candidate location considered installation of a wireless telecommunications facility on the
rooftop of the Mesa Water District building located at 1965 Placentia Avenue in Costa Mesa.
However, after discussions with the Mesa Water District, the property owner indicated that they
were not interested in accommodating a wireless telecommunications facility at this location and
would not allow AT&T the access necessary to install, operate, and maintain the equipment.
Without the property owner’s consent and the required site access, the candidate location could
not be secured for development and is therefore unavailable for AT&T’s use.
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Alternative Site 2 — Public Storage Monopalm, 2099 Placentia Ave, Costa Mesa, CA 92627

Conclusion: Infeasible.

This alternative considered co-location on the existing monopalm wireless facility located at
2099 Placentia Avenue in Costa Mesa. However, the existing monopalm was designed as a
single-carrier stealth installation, and the structure does not allow for additional carriers to be
accommodated without substantially altering the appearance of the facility. Installation of
additional antennas and associated equipment necessary to support a second wireless provider
would compromise the stealth design of the monopalm and defeat the visual concealment
features of the structure.

Due to these structural and stealthing limitations, co-location of AT&T’s equipment on the
existing monopalm is not feasible. As a result, this candidate location cannot accommodate
AT&T’s facility and is therefore unavailable for meeting AT&T’s coverage objectives.
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Alternative Site 3 — Monopalm, 2038 Placentia Ave, Costa Mesa, CA 92627

Conclusion: Infeasible.

This alternative considered co-location on the existing monopalm wireless facility located at
2038 Placentia Avenue in Costa Mesa. However, the existing monopalm was designed as a
single-carrier stealth installation, and the structure does not accommodate additional wireless
providers without significantly altering the appearance of the facility. Installation of the
antennas, mounting frames, and associated equipment necessary to support AT&T would extend
beyond the concealment elements of the monopalm and compromise the intended stealth design.

Because the existing structure was not designed to accommodate multiple carriers while
maintaining its concealment features, co-location of AT&T’s equipment is not feasible. As a
result, this candidate location cannot accommodate AT&T’s facility and is therefore unavailable
for meeting AT&T’s coverage objectives.
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Alternative Site 4 — Canyon Park, Costa Mesa, 92627
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Conclusion: Infeasible.

This alternative considered placement of a wireless telecommunications facility within Canyon
Park in Costa Mesa, CA 92627. However, this location is situated to the west of the identified
coverage gap and is outside the area where a new facility would effectively improve AT&T’s
wireless service. As a result, a facility located at this site would not meaningfully address the
significant gap in coverage that the proposed project is intended to remedy.

Additionally, Canyon Park contains a substantial number of mature trees and dense vegetation
that would obstruct signal propagation toward the areas experiencing poor service. These
conditions would further limit the ability of a facility at this location to provide reliable wireless
coverage to the affected surrounding neighborhoods and roadways.

Due to its distance from the coverage gap and the presence of significant vegetation that would
impede signal propagation, this candidate location is technically infeasible for meeting AT&T’s
coverage objectives.
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Alternative Sites Other Commercial / Industrial Properties along Placentia Avenue, Costa
Mesa, CA 92627

VICTORIA FRONTAGE RD

PLUM PL

REPUBLIC AVE
PRESIDENT PL

PINE PL

ATIONAL

Pomona Elem.

FEDERAL

—

‘ ------- ]

EVERGREEN PL

DOGWDOD ST Mesa Water

CEDAR Py

Conclusion: Unavailable / Technically Infeasible

AT&T evaluated additional commercial and industrial properties located along Placentia Avenue
within the search area for potential installation of a wireless telecommunications facility. These
parcels were considered due to their proximity to the identified coverage gap and their location
along a major corridor that could potentially support the necessary infrastructure.

However, the remaining commercial and industrial properties along Placentia Avenue were
determined to be unsuitable for development. Many parcels did not have sufficient space
available to accommodate a wireless facility and associated equipment enclosure without
removing required parking or interfering with existing site operations. In other cases, property
owners indicated that they were not interested in leasing space for a wireless telecommunications

facility.

Additionally, some properties located further south along Placentia Avenue were determined to
be technically unsuitable because their proximity to existing AT&T facilities would not provide
the necessary RF separation to effectively address the identified coverage gap. As a result,
facilities located at these properties would not provide meaningful improvement to wireless

service in the target coverage area.
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Because these properties either lacked adequate space, did not have willing property owners, or
would not provide the necessary RF coverage improvements, they could not be secured for
development and are therefore unavailable for AT&T’s use.

11
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ATTACHMENT 8 C

at&t obilecomm
{ Mobile Professionals, Inc. AT Compzny
Your ISO 9001-2000 Certified, Quality Centric & Cost effective Services Partner

Radio Frequency Safety Survey Report Predictive (RFSSRP)
Jurisdictional Report

(

Site Name: CLLO3466

FA#: 10154133

USID: 331013

Site ID: SICA024613 / CLL03466

Address: 2065 PLACENTIA AVENUE, COSTA
MESA, CA 92627

County: ORANGE

Latitude: 33.64916

Longitude: -117.93233

Structure Type: STEALTH POLE-EXTRNL ARRAY

Property Owner: KINDRA ROBERTS

IWM Job#: WSLOS0019397; WSLOS0028725;
WSLOS0027866; WSLOS0027865;
WSLOS0028736

RFDS ID: 25063

Desktop Modeler: IXUS VERSION 4.18(0)

Report Information

Report Writer: Rahul Gurjar Report Generated Date: 02-26-2026

Compliance Statement

AT&T Mobility Compliance Statement: Based on the information collected, AT&T Mobility will be compliant when the remediation
recommended in Section 2.0 or appropriate remediation determined by AT&T is implemented
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1.0 Introduction

MobileComm Professionals, Inc. has been contracted by AT&T Mobility LLC to produce a theoretical assessment of the potential radio frequency
emissions at the proposed AT&T “STEALTH POLE-EXTRNL ARRAY” site. FCC OET Bulletin 65 — Edition 97-01 recommends that theoretical
calculations should be done to yield a worst-case scenario. This theoretical analysis will provide a worst-case assessment of potential emissions and
will assume all transmitters are operating at highest capacity and power. This will provide AT&T with a guideline of how to proceed with mitigating the
site to ensure the site will be compliant with FCC regulations at any instance.

For this MPE theoretical analysis, MobileComm considered the accessible areas of site to determine approximate field strength levels and to identify
any areas with higher levels exceeding FCC MPE limits and then determined spatially averaged field levels in areas with highest fields.

MobileComm has utilized computer generated model(s) in this Site Compliance Report. The modeling software that MobileComm used to create this
report is IXUS.

General Model Assumptions

In this Site Compliance Report, it is assumed that all antennas are operating at full power at all times. MobileComm has further assumed 75% duty cycle
of maximum radiated power for all TDD carriers & consider 100% duty cycle for all FDD carriers. Obstructions (trees, buildings etc.) that would normally

attenuate the signal are not taken into account.

MobileComm obtained information used in this Site Compliance Report from AT&T (or approved vendors) which is considered reliable and believes
them to be true and correct.

Due to the complexity of some wireless sites, MobileComm performed this analysis and created this report utilizing best industry practices and due
diligence.
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2.0 Compliance Measures

The compliance determination is based on theoretical modeling, RF signage placement recommendations and the level of restricted access to the
antennas at the site. At the time of our analysis, AT&T will be compliant with the FCC rules and regulations, as described in OET Bulletin 65 upon

implementation of below remediation(s).
Recommendations
AT&T Mobility Alpha Sector:
¢ No actions required.
AT&T Mobility Beta Sector:
¢ No actions required.
AT&T Mobility Gamma Sector:
¢ No actions required.
AT&T Mobility Delta Sector:
¢ No actions required.

FAUX EUCALYPTUS:

e One Caution 2B Sign to be posted on the FAUX EUCALYPTUS at the climbing access, facing outwards so approaching people can see. (1 Total
Sign)
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3.0 Site Scale Map

|
Iy
FAUX EUCALYPTUS=55'
D1
prq  B1 M| b2
c3 & \ [/ A
C2-1 Al
B3 . =
R | D3
Ul
[—
Utility Pold-1=40° B2-2 -
| chpo ]
Utility Pole-2=30'
\
Adj.Building-{1=23'
Adj Building-p=20" P
quipmen | e _—
(Grotnd) Light Pole=30
Adj.Bui|<5ing-4=1o' Adj.Building-5=10 AdjBuilding;3=12'
Proposed Proposed Signage
Bardar S Safety Instructions | Notice 2 zrglgdﬂ&em Caution 2 | Caution 2A Caurtlo_: 2B | Caution 2C g&gﬁlﬂz Caution 7"x7" | Warning 1B War:llg 2A | RF ExpOfure Map LI_OC_II‘ Grid Scale = 10 ft
m I‘;‘ﬁ‘. { A "’:'J' :m.
Posts . 7y ;

Page 5 of 12
107



— H e
S @Eammm
| —~ atat Mobile Professionals, Inc. RSt Comezry

Your ISO 9001-2000 Certified, Quality Centric & Cost effective Services Partner
4.0 Summary

All calculations performed for this analysis yielded results that were within the allowable limits for exposure to RF Emissions. Based on theoretical
modeling, and upon implementation of recommendations in Section 2, there will be no modeled exposures on any accessible walking/working surface
related to AT&T’s equipment in the area that exceed the FCC’s Occupational or General Population exposure limits at this site.

The anticipated maximum theoretical RF-EME at Ground level will be 21.97% of the FCC’s General Population. This was determined through calculations
along a radial from each sector taking full power values into account as well as actual vertical plane antenna gain values per the manufacturer-supplied
specifications for gain. Based on worst-case theoretical modeling, there are no areas at ground level related to the proposed antennas that exceed the
FCC’s occupational or General Population exposure limits at this site.

A site is considered out of compliance with FCC regulations if there are areas that exceed the FCC exposure limits and there are no RF hazard mitigation
measures in place. Any carrier which has an installation that contributes more than 5% of the applicable MPE must participate in mitigating these RF
hazards.

Modeling indicates that there will be no accessible areas on the walking/working surfaces in front of the AT&T antennas that may exceed the FCC
standards for general population and/or occupational exposure after implementation of mitigation measures. To reduce the risk of exposure and/or injury,
MobileComm recommends that access to the areas associated with the active antenna installation or mitigation measures to be restricted and secured
wherever possible.
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5.0 FCC Rules and Regulations and Guidelines from OET 65

When considering the contributions to field strength or power density from other RF sources, care should be taken to ensure that such variables as
reflection and re-radiation are considered. In cases involving very complex sites predictions of RF fields may not be possible, and a measurement survey
may be necessary. The process for determining compliance for other situations can be similarly accomplished using the techniques described in this
section and in Supplement A to this bulletin that deals with radio and television broadcast operations. However, as mentioned above, at very complex
sites measurements may be necessary.

In the simple example shown in the below diagram, it is desired to determine the power density at a given location X meters from the base of a tower
on which are mounted two antennas. One antenna is a CMRS antenna with several channels, and the other is an FM broadcast antenna. The system
parameters that must be known are the total ERP for each antenna and the operating frequencies (to determine which MPE limits apply). The heights
above ground level for each antenna, H1 and H2, must be known in order to calculate the distances, R1and R2, from the antennas to the point of
interest.
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This summarizes the policies, guidelines and requirements that were adopted by the FCC on August 1, 1996, amending Part 1 of Title 47 of the Code
of Federal Regulations, and further amended by action of the Commission on August 25, 1997 (see 47 CFR Sections 1.1307(b), 1.1310, 2.1091 and
2.1093, as amended from FCC “OET Bulletin 65”). Commission actions granting construction permits, licenses to transmit or renewals thereof,
equipment authorizations or modifications in existing facilities, require the preparation of an Environmental Assessment (EA), as described in 47 CFR
Section 1.1311, if the particular facility, operation or transmitter would cause human exposure to levels of radiofrequency (RF) electromagnetic fields in
excess of these limits. For exact language, see the relevant FCC rule sections.

The FCC-adopted limits for Maximum Permissible Exposure (MPE) are generally based on recommended exposure guidelines published by the National
Council on Radiation Protection and Measurements (NCRP) in "Biological Effects and Exposure Criteria for Radiofrequency Electromagnetic Fields,"
NCRP Report No. 86, Sections 17.4.1, 17.4.1.1, 17.4.2 and 17.4.3. Copyright NCRP, 1986, Bethesda, Maryland 20814. In the frequency range from
100 MHz to 1500 MHz, exposure limits for field strength and power density are also generally based on the MPE limits found in Section 4.1 of, "IEEE
Standard for Safety Levels with Respect to Human Exposure to Radio Frequency Electromagnetic Fields, 3 kHz to 300 GHz," ANSI/IEEE C95.1-1992,
Copyright 1992 by the Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers, Inc., New York, New York 10017, and approved for use as an American National
Standard by the American National Standards Institute (ANSI). The exposure guidelines are based on thresholds for known adverse effects and they
incorporate a significant margin of safety. The federal health and safety agencies such as: the Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA”), the Food and
Drug Administration ("FDA”), the National Institute on Occupational Safety and Health ("NIOSH”) and the Occupational Safety and Health Administration
("OSHA”) have also been actively involved in monitoring and investigating issues related to RF exposure.

FCC regulations define two separate tiers of exposure limits: Occupational or “Controlled environment” and General Population or “Uncontrolled
environment”. The General Population limits are generally five times more conservative or restrictive than the Occupational limit. These limits apply to
accessible areas where workers or the General Population may be exposed to Radio Frequency (RF) electromagnetic fields.

Occupational or Controlled limits apply in situations in which persons are exposed as a consequence of their employment and where those persons
exposed have been made fully aware of the potential for exposure and can exercise control over their exposure.

An area is considered a Controlled environment when access is limited to these aware personnel. Typical criteria are restricted access (i.e. locked or
alarmed doors, barriers, etc.) to the areas where antennas are located coupled with proper RF warning signage. A site with Controlled environments is
evaluated with Occupational limits.

All other areas are considered Uncontrolled environments. If a site has no access controls or no RF warning signage it is evaluated with General
Population limits.

The formulas used in IXUS for calculating Power density is based on FCC “OET Bulletin 65”, Section 2: PREDICTION METHODS, August 1997, Edition
97-01. Power density is converted to Maximum Permissible Exposure Limits (MPE Limits) based on Limits of General population/Uncontrolled Exposure
and Limits of Occupational/Controlled Exposure presented in the following table generated from Appendix A of “OET Bulletin 65”.
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Limits for Occupational/Controlled Exposure

Frequenc Power Density Avel_faglng
y Time
(S)
Range (mW/cm?) [E[%, |HI%, or S
(MHz) (minutes)
300-1500 /300 6
1500- 5 6
100,000

Limits for General Population/Uncontrolled Exposure

Frequency . Averaging
Range Pom(lg; Density Time
MH
(MHz) (mW/cm?) IE]%, [HI2 or S
(minutes)
300-1500 /1500 30
1500- 1 30
100,000

Power Density (S) _

f = Frequency (MHz) 1,500
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Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) Requirements

OSHA requires that those in the Occupational classification must complete training in RF Safety, RF Awareness, and Utilization of Personal Protective
Equipment. OSHA also provides options for Hazard Prevention and Control:

Hazard Prevention

Control

Utilization of good equipment
Enact control of hazard areas
Limit exposures

response

Employ medical surveillance and accident

Employ Lockout/Tag out

Utilize personal alarms & protective clothing
Prevent access to hazardous locations
Develop or operate an administrative control
program

RF Signage and Barriers
All RF signs should be obeyed by at all times.

Post the appropriate NOTICE, CAUTION & WARNING sign at the main site access point(s) and other locations as required. The signs below are

examples of signs meeting FCC guidelines

LTZITZ3 ‘A CAUTION | A CAUTION
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If there are workers in an area with a sign that they do not understand, they can call the NOC Number at 800-638-2822 for guidance.

All persons (arborist, landscapers, construction/utility workers, etc.) that are accessing adjacent elevated surfaces that exceed the General Public (GP)
limits MPE must be made aware of these potential exceedances and their fields, where applicable.
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7.0 FCC Limits

Occupational limits

Apply in situations in which persons are exposed as a consequence of their employment provided those persons are fully aware of the potential for
exposure and can exercise control over their exposure. Limits for occupational/controlled exposure also apply in situations when an individual is transient
through a location where occupational/controlled limits apply provided he or she is made aware of the potential for exposure.

General population limits

Apply in situations in which the General Population may be exposed, or in which persons that are exposed as a consequence of their employment may
not be fully aware of the potential for exposure or cannot exercise control over their exposure.

Controlled Environment

Applies to environments that are restricted or “controlled” in order to prevent access from members of the General Population classification.

Uncontrolled Environment

Applies to environments that are unrestricted or “uncontrolled” that allow access from members of the General Population classification.

Contribution to Co-Located areas

Any wireless operator that contributes 5% or greater of the MPE limit in an area that is identified to be greater than 100% of the MPE limit is responsible
for taking corrective actions to bring the site into compliance.

Generic Values

The use of “Unknown” for an operator means the information with regard to the carrier, their FCC license and / or antenna information was not available.
Generic values are used as estimation for Effective Radiated Power (ERP) and antenna characteristics for unknown antennas.
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8.0 Certification

This report has been prepared by or under the direction of the following Registered Professional Engineer:

I, Michael McGuire P.E. State: California on date: 3/9/2026 hereby certify that:

| am registered as a Professional Engineer with License number: E18898 and that | am thoroughly familiar with the Regulations of the Federal
Communications Commission (FCC), both in general and specifically as they apply to FCC guidelines for human exposure to Radio-frequency
electromagnetic radiation and that EME theoretical analysis for site identified as 10154133 located at 2065 PLACENTIA AVENUE, COSTA MESA, CA
92627 has been performed on 02-26-2026 in order to determine where there might be electromagnetic energy that is in excess of both the Controlled
Environment and Uncontrolled Environment levels; and that | have thoroughly reviewed this Site Compliance Report and believe it to be true and
accurate to the best of my knowledge.

Refer to Mobile Comm Report 10154133
sealed 09mar2026
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ATTACHMENT 9
ARIOS, JUSTIN

From: ARIOS, JUSTIN
Sent: Thursday, July 10, 2025 3:20 PM
To: ARIOS, JUSTIN
Subject: FW: Application PMCP-24-0029

----- Original Message-----

From: Janae Muzzy <janaej7@gmail.com>

Sent: Saturday, July 5, 2025 12:53 PM

To: CASTORELA, EVELYN <EVELYN.CASTORELA@costamesaca.gov>; COLGAN, JULIE
<JULIE.COLGAN@costamesaca.gov>; DRAPKIN, SCOTT <SCOTT.DRAPKIN@costamesaca.gov>;
OOSTERHOF, NAOMI <NAOMI.OOSTERHOF@costamesaca.gov>; PARTIDA, ANNA
<ANNA.PARTIDA@costamesaca.gov>

Subject: Application PMCP-24-0029

Attention: Planning Dept
Re: Application PMCP-24-0029
Address: 2065 Placentia Ave

I'm writing to adamently OPPOSE the pending application for a new 55 foot tall wireless facility to be
installed at the above mentioned address. Not only is it an eye sore, the location in which the permit is
requested is located too close to a residential neighborhood, exposing those residents to long term
hazardous frequencies emitted. There are many studies coming out linking several negative health effects to
high level exposure to wireless frequencies, and it is irresponsible to install such a system in such close
proximity to homes until long term studies have proven it to be safe.

As a Costa Mesa homeowner with a home virtually adjacent to the property in question (with the ability to
see the existing mono-pine from our front and back yards) | can tell you that there was a significant change
in the functions of all wireless items within our house when that particular unit was upgraded/installed. This
clearly shows that it directly affects people in a notable radius of the unit. | can'timagine the impact of
installing yet another mono-pine, doubling the amount of frequency exposure emitted.

| beg you to reconsider and deny this application.

Thank you,

Janae Muzzy

Homeowner: 2100 Federal Ave, Costa Mesa 92627
714.715.2225

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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ARIOS, JUSTIN

From: Audrey Bonafede <audreybonafede@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 7, 2025 10:43 AM

To: ZA Public Comments; ARIOS, JUSTIN

Cc: Vince Bonafede

Subject: Application PMCP-24-0029 - Opposing Permit

Attention: Planning Department

Re: Application PMCP-24-0029

Address: 2065 Placentia Ave

I am writing to formally contest the pending permit for the proposed 55-foot wireless tower installation
at 2065 Placentia Avenue (“the Project”).

I wish to outline five key reasons for my opposition and urge the City of Costa Mesa to reconsider

approval:

1. Incomplete Information and Lack of Cumulative Impact Analysis

e The current application and Staff Report omits critical technical details, such as the specific
network type (e.g., 4G or 5G), and does not easily provide the “RF Emissions Report” for public

review

o The Staff Report fails to advise if additional improvements in the future that are not required to
go though the Condition Use Permit process could increase radiation or emissions. How would

this be assessed?

e |tdoes not assess cumulative health or environmental impacts from nearby wireless
facilities. Approval of the Project plans to use the California Environmental Quality Action (CEQA)
Article 19 — Categorical Exemptions, Section 15311 (Class 11) Accessory Structures which gives
consensus of “construction, or placement of minor structures accessory to (appurtenant to)
existing commercial, industrial, or institutional facilities...” however per The Governor’s Office of
Planning and Research’s CEQA 101 PDF, categorical examples generally will not apply if
“significant cumulate impacts from projects of the same type will result...”

e The City of Costa Mesa’s Staff Report suggests that “Cumulative effect of all the planning
applications shall be considered” which is an obligation under CEQA however the public has not
received any information that the installation of yet another cell phone tower will not cause harm
to human health.

2. Unresolved Health and Legal Concerns

e The long-term health effects of cell phone tower radiation remain inconclusive, and litigation
is ongoing in multiple jurisdictions.



ITA

e The American Cancer Society notes: “At this time, there’s no strong evidence that exposure to
RF waves from cell phone towers causes any noticeable health effects. However, this does not
mean that the RF waves from cell phone towers have been proven to be absolutely safe.
Most expert organizations agree that more research is needed to help clarify this, especially
for any possible long-term effects”

e InPittsfield, Massachusetts in 2020, residents living near a Verizon tower filed a lawsuit citing
cancer and other serious health impacts. The Board of Health even issued an emergency cease-
and-desist order (later rescinded after Verizon sued), but the case is still active and may set legal
precedent for health claims based on proximity to cell phone towers

3. Lack of Oversight for Future Upgrades

e In 2022 the existing mono pine tower located at 2099 Placentia Ave was completing an
upgrade which was NOT communicated to the local residence. The upgrade was noticed after
multiple neighbors complained about Wi-Fi and baby monitor issues. | met with a city planner on
July 15, 2022 and was told that any upgrades to existing towers would not require public notices
and therefore there was nothing that the existing residence could do besides inquire with the
permit holder.

e |continued to requestinformation from the leasee, permit holder and operator to confirm
what upgrades were being conducted. | never received a call back from any of the parties butitis
assumed an upgrade was done to support a 5G network. This information was not available in the
details provided from the City of Costa Mesa’s Planning Department’s public records request

e Future upgrades seem to be grandfathered into the existing Condition Use Permit, however
technology is ever evolving. Long term impacts are constantly being assessed as radio frequency
and cell phone usage technology changes.

4. Other Cities and Counties Have Adopted Reasonable Setbacks

e Costa Mesa should follow the lead of other jurisdictions that have successfully implemented
wireless tower setbacks to protect residents while remaining in compliance with CEQA and
federal law. A response suggesting that unrestricted installation of cell phone towers is
acceptable per Federal Aviation Administration is no longer a reasonable “cop out” since other
cities have been capable of creating reasonable setbacks for telecommunications and residential
zoning.

a. Case Study - The City of Calabasas

i. The City of Calabasas has adopted a Wireless
Telecommunications Facility Ordinance, Ordinance No. 2021-391

ii. Under Section 17.31.010, the Calabasas Municipal Code
states that “The city recognizes that the unrestricted installation of redundant
personal wireless telecommunication facilities is contrary to the city's efforts to

2
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stabilize economic and social aspects of neighborhood environments, and to
promote safety and aesthetic considerations, family environments and a basic
residential character within the city.”

iii. Persection17.31.050 - “All new wireless
telecommunication facilities subject to a Tier 2 wireless telecommunication
facility permit, shall be set back at least one thousand (1,000) feet from
schools, dwelling units, and parks, as measured from the closest point of the
personal wireless telecommunication facility (including accessory equipment)
to the applicable property line, unless an applicant establishes that a lesser
setback is necessary to close a significant gap in the applicant's personal
communication service, and the proposed wireless telecommunication facility is
the least intrusive means to do so. An applicant who seeks to increase the height of
an existing personal wireless telecommunication facility, or of its antennas, located
less than one thousand (1,000) feet from a school, dwelling unit or park and who is
subject to the approval of a wireless facility permit for the proposed heightincrease
must establish that such increase is necessary to close a significant gap in the
applicant's personal communication service, and the proposed increase is the least
intrusive means to do so.”

b. Case Study- County of San Diego

i. Under Section 9-1255.d — Use Standards, Communication,
of the County of San Diego’s Land Development Ordinance requires freestanding
towers greater than 50’ have setbacks from Residential Zoning Districts - “The
minimum required side and rear setback from a property line for the freestanding
telecommunication tower adjoining developed and/or residential zoned property
shall be 500 feet measured from the base (finished grade) of the tower to the
property line.”

5. The Project Primarily Benefits a Private Party, Not the Public

e The primary beneficiary of this tower appears to be the Public Storage facility, which will
receive lease compensation while nearby Freedom Homes residents and apartments face
increased EMF exposure.

e The Staff Report emphasizes aesthetic consistency and screening from public view, but does
not address health concerns. Staff suggests that “the Project “is consistent with the General Plan
land use designation in that the equipment will be screened from view from other surrounding
developments. In addition, the location of the equipment area is not visible from offsite areas”.

e According to celltowermaps.com, Westside Costa Mesa already has a higher concentration
of towers than the Eastside. This disparity, whether intentional or incidental, raises concerns
about equity in zoning and health protection.
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Personal Concern as a Parent and Resident

While | use AT&T and appreciate reliable service, placing a tower directly adjacent to a residential
neighborhood, particularly when long-term health effects remain uncertain, is deeply troubling. I'm a
mother of two small children who play outdoors near our home which is already close to an existing
tower.

Itis disappointing that Costa Mesa seems more concerned with the appearance of a mono-pine than
with the well-being of its residents. Cities like Calabasas and San Diego County have demonstrated that
reasonable setbacks are feasible and enforceable.

Conclusion

I urge the Planning Department to deny the permit or require relocation of the proposed wireless facility
to a site that provides safe distance from homes and schools. At a minimum, the City should reconsider

its standards, adopt reasonable residential setbacks, and mandate transparency for all future upgrades
to existing wireless facilities.

Sincerely,
Audrey Bonafede
Homeowner - 837 Pine Pl, Costa Mesa, CA

661-706-6866
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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.




From: Briana Addison

To: ZA Public Comments
Subject: NO to new 55-ft wireless facility in Costa Mesa
Date: Tuesday, July 8, 2025 4:55:06 PM

We, the neighborhood residents, do NOT consent or approve of new 55-ft wireless facility in Costa Mesa.

- Briana Addison
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: Kenton Remmey

To: ZA Public Comments
Subject: No to tower
Date: Tuesday, July 8, 2025 4:48:55 PM

My name is Kenton and I am a resident in Costa Mesa. I live right where you want to put in
the tower and I do not want that. I know others here don’t as well.

Thank you,

Kenton

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: kimcasas@icloud.com

To: ZA Public Comments

Subject: PMCP-24-0029

Date: Wednesday, July 9, 2025 1:50:59 PM
To Whom This May Concern,

Please find a different place, somewhere that is not so close to people’s living spaces, for the new 55 foot-tall
wireless facility disguised as a pine tree on 2065 Placentia Avenue.

That address backs up to a residential area, which already has two tall wireless facilities within view of our homes.

Please look into alternative areas that are industrial for these mono-pines structures.

Thank you for your time,

Kim Casas (resident on Federal Ave)

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: Jocelyn Shell
To: ZA Public Comments
Date: Thursday, July 10, 2025 9:08:05 PM

Hello, my name is Jocelyn Harrington and I live at 2053 Federal Ave.
I am reaching out to oppose the new Cell Phone tower that is to be placed at 2065 Placentia Ave.

I oppose the cell phone tower due to the fact that [ already have two right in front of my house (this is the view from my
driveway) and we do not need a third. (ITS EXCESSIVE.). They’re extremely ugly and I am forced to look at two of
them every day out my bedroom window-no need for a third. (the carrier can find another neighborhood to plant their

towers next to.)

Also, it is known to bring the property values down at least 10 to 20%, and we already have two of them, plus as a pain
resident Of Costa Mesa. I am asking you to fight for my rights as a neighbor and a patron and stop this.

Thank you for your consideration

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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Jocelyn Harrington
949.433.1876
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From: Allimann949

To: ZA Public Comments

Subject: Cell Phone Towers in Freedom Homes Area
Date: Friday, July 11, 2025 5:29:12 PM

Hello,

I’'m a resident at 919 Arbor St. in Costa Mesa. We have lived in this part of Costa Mesa since 2013. We love the
canyon, and this area.. PLEASE DO NOT PIT CELL PHONE TOWERS UP HERE..!! We finally renovated our
home.. and we don’t want to take any chances of any 5G, RF or whatever affecting our health. We plan on spending
the rest of our lives here and then giving our home to our children (of which we have 3)... Also, it would be a
complete eyesore and possibly devalue what we’ve just built. I hope you’ll take my comments into consideration.
Best,

Allison Mann

Sent from my iPhone
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

To: PC Public Comments

Subject: FW: Cell Phone Tower Placentia and Federal
Date: Monday, July 14, 2025 10:10:27 AM
Attachments: image001.wmz

image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png
image006.png

Respectfully,

Brenda Green

City Clerk

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: Dana Croyle <danacroyle@icloud.com>
Sent: Monday, July 14, 2025 10:07 AM

To: CITY CLERK <CITYCLERK@costamesaca.gov>
Subject: Cell Phone Tower Placentia and Federal

Dear Members of the City Planning Department,

I am writing as a homeowner and resident of Costa Mesa to formally
express my strong opposition to the proposed installation of a cell phone
tower near my property on Placentia Ave./Federal Ave.

I have serious concerns about the impact this would have on pur
community. Specifically:

« Numerous studies have shown that proximity to cell towers can
negatively affect home values. As a homeowner who has invested
significantly in my property, this is extremely concerning.

« A cell tower would be visually intrusive and detract from the character
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and beauty of our residential neighborhood.

« While the scientific community continues to evaluate the long-term
health impacts of living near such towers, many residents are
understandably wary of any possible risks

« There has been no meaningful community engagement or outreach to
gather feedback from affected residents, which I believe should be a
requirement before moving forward with any installation in a
residential area.

I respectfully urge the City to reject this proposal or consider alternative
locations away from homes, schools, and community spaces. Our
neighborhood should not bear the burden of infrastructure that benefits
broader service areas at the expense of our local environment, home values,
and peace of mind.

Thank you for your attention to this matter and for considering the concerns
of the residents you serve.

Sincerely,

Dana Kalionzes

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: Kelly Couzens

To: ZA Public Comments
Subject: NO on cell tower
Date: Monday, July 14, 2025 8:09:05 AM

To whom it may concern:

This email is to inform you that the residents and public say
NO to a proposed new cell phone tower in the freedom Homes (specifically close to Federal
and Continental Avenue.) located at 2065 Placentia Ave.

It’11 be aesthetically non appealing, and bring the land values down.

Also, I will add the health effects on persons could be affected.

Kelly Couzens
kellycouzens@yahoo.com

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: celine miller

To: PC Public Comments
Subject: PMCP-24-0029
Date: Monday, July 14, 2025 4:03:13 PM

Attachments available until Aug 13, 2025

To whom it may concern,

Since the ZAPublicComments@costamesaca.gov address does not accept attachments, please

find herewith 92 signatures against a new cell tower on 2065 Placentia Avenue. [ am still
receiving and collecting feedback and I may send an update on Wednesday 16th. Thank you.

Click to Download
Cell Tower Petition Page 1 : 4 .pdf
6.7 MB

Click to Download
Cell Tower Petition Page 3 : 4 .pdf
3.6 MB

Click to Download Click to Download
Cell Tower Flyer 2:5.pdf

Cell Tower Flyer 1:5.pdf
211 KB

Click to Download
Cell Tower Flyer (Nextdoor) 4:5.pdf
124 KB

Click to Download
Cell Tower Petition Page 2 : 4 .pdf
3.6 MB

Click to Download
Cell Tower Petition Page 4 : 4 .pdf
3.1 MB

189 KB

Click to Download

Cell Tower Flyer (Nextdoor) 5:5.pdf

3.4 MB

Click to Download
Cell Tower Flyer 3:5.pdf
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Also, here is a picture shot on Continental Avenue showing the 2 existing towers in red. The
proposed tower would be erected in between which is too close.

Click to Download

Cell phone views from Continental .pdf
1 MB

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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We. the undersigned residents, respectfully oppose the proposed construction of a new cell

phone tower in our neighborhood and urge the City to consider other locations. . oy
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'NO" TO ANOTHER CELL PHONE TOWER ON PLACENTIA / FEDERAL

There are 2 existing cell phone towers on Placentia / Federal Ave. and they want to add more!
The new towers would be erected a couple of feet from the existing ones.

Cell towers lower land value

They have a negative impact on our health

They are an eyesore

We do not want to live in a forest of “Monc Pines” as they call them... When will it stop!?

We have a week to tell the city “NO”, please do not delay. (They vote on July 17th).
You can either send your comments to : ZAPublicComments@costamesaca.gov.
You can sign below and drop the coupon in my black maiibox - 2080 Federal Avenue
| encourage you to do both.
We will knock on doors this week to try and gather as many signatures as possible.

If you need more details, please message me (Celine) at Crmijers23 12gmal com

We, the undersigned residents, respectfully oppose the proposed construction of a new cell
p%pno tower in our neighborhood and urge the City to consider other Iocaﬁom. o
)
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Today

JanaeM. _|A~eg Huzey 8:53 pm
Hi Celine, | saw your post regarding the cell tow-

ers and would like to sign your petition. | no

longer live in it, but | still own a home on Federal

Ave. and am beside myself that they have one

tower, let alone want to add to it. Please Imk

what information you need from me. Thank you.

Janae Muzzy

@

Janae M. 8:53 pm

(I also already submitted an email to the city op-
posing it)

@
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From: Erica N

To: ZA Public Comments
Subject: Strong Opposition to Proposed Cell Tower at 2065 Placentia Avenue
Date: Tuesday, July 15, 2025 5:39:32 PM

Dear Costa Mesa Zoning Administrator,

| am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed installation of a 55-foot-tall
wireless facility, disguised as a pine tree, at 2065 Placentia Avenue.

| would like to begin by reminding the City that there are already two existing cell towers
within approximately 500 feet of each other: 2065 Placentia Ave and 2099 Placentia Ave.
When the second tower was proposed in 2019, many residents voiced their disapproval — a
clear indication of the community’s ongoing concerns. Now, in 2025, a third tower is being
proposed within that same 500-foot radius, which is not only excessive but, frankly,
unacceptable.

This repeated approval of additional towers demonstrates a disregard for resident input. City
decisions should reflect the interests and well-being of the community — not those of private
entities.

Furthermore, | am deeply concerned that the notice regarding this proposal was distributed
only in English. Our neighborhood is home to many Spanish-speaking residents, and this lack
of language accessibility creates a serious barrier to participation. It is the City's responsibility
to ensure all residents are informed and able to engage with decisions that directly affect their
community. Promoting inclusivity is not just an ideal — it’s a necessity for equitable local
governance.

| urge you to reconsider this proposal and take meaningful steps to engage all voices in our
community.

Sincerely,
Erica Norgaard, resident and property owner on Federal Ave for 26 years.

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: Christopher DeSurra

To: ZA Public Comments
Subject: Permit Application Denial Request
Date: Wednesday, July 16, 2025 3:07:04 AM

To: ZAPublicComments@costamesaca.gov
Date: July 15, 2025

Dear Zoning Administrator,

We, the undersigned residents of 2064 Federal Avenue bordering 2065 Placentia Avenue,
and our 100 neighbors who recently signed and submitted a petition, strenuously oppose
the approval of Minor Conditional Use Permit (MCUP) Application PMCP-24-0029 for a new
55-foot wireless facility. The application violates multiple provisions of the Costa Mesa
Municipal Code (CMMC), fails to justify critical deviations from development standards, and
threatens the welfare of nearby residential properties. We urge denial for the following
reasons:

1. Insufficient Justification for Proximity to Residential Property Line

The proposed monopine is only 27 feet from the western residential property line (Page 6,
Staff Report). This violates CMMC §13-142, which mandates antennas adjacent to
residential zones be located "as far as possible from the residential property line" and
requires a *minimum 5-foot setback™.

The lot spans 80,570 sq ft, yet the applicant provides no evidence that positioning the tower
farther from homes is infeasible. This proximity guarantees intrusive views into residential
backyards and violates §13-142’s intent to minimize impacts on residential zones.

2. Height Deviation Lacks Technical or Cost Justification

The tower’s 55-foot height violates §13-142’s 30-foot maximum for communication
antennas in non-residential zones. While §13-144 allows exceptions, the application fails to
prove strict compliance would:

"Unreasonably limit reception/transmission" or
"Result in excessive expense" (§13-144(a)(2)).

The applicant’s claim that a 30-foot height would require "more antennas" (Page 10) is a
cost concern, that is not sufficiently explained as required by §13-144(a)(2).

3. Existing Monopine Compounds Nuisances, Not Precedent

The existing monopine has caused documented disturbances: loud construction,
maintenance with workers overlooking backyards. Crews on the existing tower have played
loud, inappropriate music while loudly laughing and singing/rapping. Neighbors on both
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sides of Federal Avenue yelled at them to turn down the music, work more quietly and were
laughed at by the crew until threats of calling the police were made. Adding a second
tower:

Doubles these nuisances, violating §13-29(g)(2) (prohibiting uses "detrimental to nearby
properties").

Ignores CMMC §13-29(e)(5): "The planning application... shall not set a precedent.”
Relying on the existing monopine as justification is legally invalid.

4. Inadequate Screening & Privacy Protections
§13-142 requires antennas visible off-site to be screened to lessen visual impacts. The
"faux pine" design is insufficient to screen a 55-foot structure 27 feet from residences.

Maintenance crews scaling the tower will directly overlook residential yards, creating
ongoing privacy invasions. No conditions address this.

5. Inconsistency with General Plan Policies
Policy LU-3.1 requires protecting residential areas from "incompatible or disruptive uses." A
55-foot industrial tower looming 27 feet from low-density homes is inherently incompatible.

Objective CD-8.F mandates equipment be placed in the "least conspicuous" location. The
equipment 27 feet from the residential property line violates this objective.

Notice of Legal Preservation

Per the Public Notice (Page 1), challengers may be "limited to raising only those issues
raised prior to the decision date." We formally place the City on notice that all issues herein
must be addressed to avoid legal action.

Conclusion

The project violates CMMC development standards, lacks credible justification for
deviations, and will materially harm residential quality of life. We demand the Zoning
Administrator:

DENY PMCP-24-0029;

Respectfully,
Christopher DeSurra, Orange Coast College Communication Studies Professor and Chair
James McAleer, President and CEO of Alzheimer’s Orange County

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
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suspicious activities to the Information Technology Department.
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From: John Evans

To: ZA Public Comments
Subject: Proposed cell tower at 2065 Placentia Ave.
Date: Wednesday, July 16, 2025 10:08:35 PM

My name is John Evans, I'm a 17yr resident of Federal Ave. | would like to be on the record stating that |
STRONGLY oppose any new cellular/data towers in our area. They are major eyesores with negative
effects on community and individual health. This will also decrease the value of our properties. For these
reasons | OPPOSE application number PMCP-24-0029.

Thank you.

John Evans
Eversen Performance Products, LLC
949.903.5024

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: lara maxinoski

To: ZA Public Comments
Subject: Proposed cell tower at 2065 Placentia Ave.
Date: Thursday, July 17, 2025 3:03:18 AM

My name is Lara Maxinoski, I'm a 9yr resident of Federal Ave. | would like to
be on the record stating that | STRONGLY oppose any new cellular/data
towers in our area. They are major eyesores with negative effects on
community and individual health. This will also decrease the value of our
properties. For these reasons | OPPOSE application number PMCP-24-
0029.

Thank you,
Lara Maxinoski

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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ATTACHMENT 10

From: Toni Elliott

To: PC Public Comments

Subject: Wireless pine

Date: Saturday, August 30, 2025 8:41:01 AM

Sent from my iPhone

To whom it may concern,

We as neighbors to this installation, do not want it in our backyard. It has lowered the value of our home, or even the

possibility of selling our home if needed. Whether it does damage to us or not people don’t trust them and will not

look at our homes for future sales. Please place these in a more work environment further away from neighborhoods.
Thank you, Toni Elliott

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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77 Fair Drive

CITY OF COSTA MESA Costa Mesa, CA 92626
Agenda Report

File #: 26-202 Meeting Date: 3/23/2026

TITLE:

OVERVIEW OF PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE COSTA MESA MUNICIPAL CODE (TITLE
13 - ZONING CODE) TO UPDATE LAND USE CLASSIFICATIONS FOR PERSONAL SERVICES,
ARTISAN STUDIO AND RETAIL USES, ACTIVE ENTERTAINMENT USES, EVENT CENTERS
AND ASSEMBLY USES, SPECIALIZED FITNESS STUDIOS, AND RELATED COMMERCIAL
USES - PCTY-26-0001.

DEPARTMENT: ECONOMIC AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
DEPARTMENT/PLANNING DIVISION
PRESENTED BY: AMBER GREGG, CONTRACT PLANNER, AND MARTINA

CARON, PLANNING MANAGER
CONTACT INFORMATION: AMBER GREGG AMBER.GREGG@costamesaca.gov

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission:

1. Receive a presentation regarding proposed updates to the Costa Mesa Zoning Code related to
emerging commercial uses and zoning implementation issues; and

2. Provide feedback and policy direction regarding the proposed amendments.

If the Planning Commission is supportive of the proposed approach, staff will return with a formal Zoning Code
Amendment for consideration at a future public hearing.
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o2 MEETING DATE: March 23, 2026 ITEM NUMBER: OB-1

SUBJECT: OVERVIEW OF PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE COSTA MESA
MUNICIPAL CODE (TITLE 13 - ZONING CODE) TO UPDATE LAND
USE CLASSIFICATIONS FOR PERSONAL SERVICES, ARTISAN
STUDIO AND RETAIL USES, ACTIVE ENTERTAINMENT USES,
EVENT CENTERS AND ASSEMBLY USES, SPECIALIZED FITNESS
STUDIOS, AND RELATED COMMERCIAL USES - PCTY-26-0001.

FROM: ECONOMIC AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
DEPARTMENT/PLANNING DIVISION

PRESENTATION BY: AMBER GREGG, CONTRACT PLANNER, AND MARTINA
CARON, PLANNING MANAGER

FOR FURTHER AMBER GREGG
INFORMATION AMBER.GREGG@costamesaca.gov
CONTACT:

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission:
1. Receive a presentation regarding proposed updates to the Costa Mesa Zoning
Code related to emerging commercial uses and zoning implementation issues;
and

2. Provide feedback and policy direction regarding the proposed amendments.

If the Planning Commission is supportive of the proposed approach, staff will return
with a formal Zoning Code Amendment for consideration at a future public hearing.

APPLICANT OR AUTHORIZED AGENT:

City Initiated request for economic development purposes.
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INTRODUCTION:

A City's Zoning Code and regulations play an important role in supporting economic
development by establishing the framework for where businesses may locate, how
commercial properties may be used, and the extent to which sites can adapt to changing
market conditions. A clear and functional Zoning Code helps create predictability for
property owners, tenants, and investors, while also allowing the City to implement
broader land use, design, and compatibility objectives. When zoning regulations are
outdated, unclear, or difficult to apply, they can create barriers to tenant occupancy,
business investment, and reinvestment in existing commercial areas. Periodic updates to
the Zoning Code are therefore important not only to maintain consistency with planning
goals, but also to ensure the City's regulatory framework supports a healthy and evolving
local economy.

Over time, the City's Zoning Code has evolved to address a wide range of land uses
and development patterns. However, staff has identified several areas where existing
land use classifications, definitions, and development standards no longer fully reflect
current commercial trends, tenant needs, or operational realities. As a result, portions
of the Code can be difficult to administer consistently and may create uncertainty for
property owners, business operators, and staff.

The Citywide Land Use Matrix, contained within the Zoning Code, serves as the primary
tool for identifying which land uses are permitted, conditionally permitted, or
prohibited within each zoning district. While the Matrix has been updated periodically,
its overall framework has remained largely unchanged since its original adoption in
1997, when approximately 146 land use categories were introduced. Since that time,
commercial business models have evolved significantly, and a growing number of
emerging uses—such as wellness services, specialized fitness studios, artisan
production spaces, active entertainment venues, and e-sports related facilities are not
clearly defined or consistently classified within the existing Zoning Code.

Over the past several years, the commercial real estate market has changed
significantly, particularly as property owners and tenants work to reposition existing
brick-and-mortar commercial spaces to respond to changing consumer preferences
and evolving business models. Additionally, the commercial real estate market has
also changed significantly. Many new business types, particularly in the wellness,
recreation, entertainment, and creative industries, do not fit squarely within traditional
zoning categories developed decades ago. Thereby, businesses seeking to locate in
Costa Mesa may encounter regulatory uncertainty or inconsistent land use
classifications. One of the primary issues involves the Citywide Land Use Matrix, which
identifies uses that are permitted, conditionally permitted, or prohibited within the City’s
Zoning Districts.
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Uses listed on the Land Use Matrix as permitted are allowed “by-right” and do not
require discretionary approval. Uses listed as conditionally permitted require
discretionary approval. Both situations create a clear path. When a proposed use is not
listed on the Land Use Matrix, the Development Services Director is able to determine
whether the use is substantially similar to an existing listed use. If no substantial
similarity exists, the use requires approval of a conditional use permit. In practice, this
process is subjective and can create uncertainty for applicants and staff, particularly for
newer business types that do not fit squarely within older land use categories or
parking standards. Applicants have expressed that this can result in unpredictability
from increased processing time and added cost when leasing tenant spaces or
establishing new businesses in the City.

In addition to land use classification issues, staff has identified challenges associated
with certain commercial development standards, particularly commercial height limits
and the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) framework. In many commercial zones, building height
is generally limited to two stories or 30 feet, with only narrow exceptions, which can
make it difficult for existing businesses or property owners to incorporate features such
as parapets, varied roof forms, rooftop screening, or usable rooftop amenities that may
improve building design and functionality without substantially increasing activity on
the site. As a result, relatively modest design enhancements would require variances
even when the change would not meaningfully alter the scale or intensity of the use.

Staff has also identified practical issues with the City’s FAR framework, which links
allowable building area to traffic generation categories. While this approach was
intended to help manage development intensity and traffic impacts, it can create
complications when an existing commercial space is re-tenanted or modestly
improved. For example, the framework limits tenant improvements for adding small
amounts of floor area, reconfigure interior space, or improve building functionality,
despite having little or no material effect on overall site intensity. In some cases, the
framework requires building areas devoted to mechanical, circulation, or service
functions toward FAR to be counted, even though those areas do not generate
customer activity nor do they contribute to traffic trip generation analyses.

The proposed future code update is intended to address these issues by modernizing
land use classifications, clarifying definitions, and refining select development
standards. The purpose of this study session is to provide the Planning Commission
with an overview of the proposed Zoning Code updates, describe the problems staff
is attempting to resolve, and obtain preliminary feedback before returning with a
formal Zoning Code Amendment for consideration.
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DISCUSSION:

Staff is proposing approximately eleven targeted Zoning Code updates intended to
modernize land use classifications and development standards and improve
regulatory clarity. These updates are also intended to support the City’s economic
development goals by facilitating reinvestment in commercial properties, reducing
uncertainty in the entitlement process, and better accommodating evolving business
models. The proposed amendments are intentionally narrow in scope and focus on a
limited set of high-priority issues that commonly recur. Although there are additional
Code topics that may merit future evaluation, the current effort is designed to advance
a manageable package of amendments that can be effectively studied and
implemented within existing staffing capacity and current departmental work
program constraints. See a summary of the proposed amendments below:

Table 1. Summary of Proposed Zoning Code Updates

PROPOSED UPDATES TO LAND USE MATRIX

TOPIC DESCRIPTION
Establish a broader Personal Services category for one on one
1. Personal customer-serving grooming, wellness, and similar uses that are
Services currently regulated separately or not clearly identified. Parking

requirements and definition will be added.

Consolidate small-scale creative production, maker spaces, and related
2. Artisan Studio | accessory retail uses into one category. This would provide a clearer

and Retail framework for hybrid businesses that produce and sell goods on-site.
Parking requirements and definition will be added.

Create a new category for indoor, participant-based entertainment uses
where customers actively engage in recreation or gaming activities.
Examplesinclude escape rooms, virtual reality venues, indoor mini-golf,
simulators, and similar uses. Parking requirements and definition will be
added.

3. Active
Entertainment

Consolidate banquet halls, assembly halls, reception venues,
4. Event Centers | conference facilities, and spectator-oriented e-sports arenas into a
and Assembly | single classification. This update would distinguish assembly uses from
Uses active entertainment and apply consistent operating standards. Parking
requirements and definition will be added.

Establish a category for smaller instructional fitness uses, generally
15,000 square feet or less, such as yoga, Pilates, martial arts, dance, and
similar studios. This would distinguish these uses from larger fitness
clubs and health clubs that operate at a greater scale and intensity.
Parking requirements and definition will be added.

5. Small Fitness
Studios
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PROPOSED UPDATES TO LAND USE MATRIX

TOPIC DESCRIPTION
6. Food Halls Add food halls and ghost kitchens to the Food And Beverage Section
' and Ghost of the Zoning Code as a specifically identified restaurant-related use to
Kitchens clarify how multi-vendor dining spaces are classified and reviewed.
Parking requirements and definition will be added.
7. \E/Ieehcitcrllz Clarify that electric vehicle charging stations are a permitted use,
Charging whether primary or accessory, consistent with State law.

Clarify that indoor sports clubs, such as basketball, pickleball,
volleyball, and soccer training facilities, are regulated under the
existing “physical fitness facilities” uses. These uses would require a
Conditional Use Permit consistent with the existing framework for
larger fitness and recreation facilities. Parking clarifications and
definition may be needed.

8. Sports Clubs

Establish a land use classification for commercial kitchens, including
catering kitchens, shared kitchens, and similar food preparation

9. Commercial s . " . : :
facilities without traditional on-site dining. This would provide a clearer

Kitchens framework for evaluating newer food service business models. Parking

requirements and definition will be added.

PROPOSED UPDATE TO DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

TOPIC DESCRIPTION
Allow limited height deviations for nonresidential development
, through Minor Conditional Use Permit review to accommodate

10. Height . .

Deviation architectural features and functional rooftop elements. The amendment

is intended to provide flexibility for building modernization while
maintaining compatibility with surrounding development.

Clarify how “Gross Floor Area” is measured for FAR implementation by
identifying which building areas are included and excluded from the
calculation. The amendment is intended to improve consistency and
better align FAR with occupiable area and site intensity.

11. Floor Area
Ratio
Definition

Land Use Matrix Updates

Nine amendments are proposed to consolidate specific uses into general categories,
add specified uses, and clarify existing uses. The proposed amendments would
modernize several land use categories to reflect emerging commercial trends. The
following provides additional detail on the consolidation of specific uses into general
categories.
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1. Personal Services

The current Zoning Code contains several individual uses such as barber shops,
massage establishments, and laundry services that function similarly but are regulated
separately. These individual uses make it difficult to consistently classify similar
businesses, make it challenging to determine other uses as “similar” when not explicitly
permitted, and often require staff to interpret how new or hybrid service models fit
within outdated or narrowly defined categories. For example, the Code specifically
permits barber shops but is silent on beauty salons and nail salons.

The proposed amendment establishes a comprehensive Personal Services category
encompassing personal care, grooming, and wellness-related services provided
directly to customers. These individual uses would be combined into one similar
“Personal Services” category for regulation purposes. Examples include:

e Barber and beauty salons

e Nail salons

e Day spas

e Wellness centers offering services such as cryotherapy or infrared therapy

e Massage establishments (subject to existing regulations)

e Tattoo and body art establishments (subject to Conditional Use Permit
requirements)

One on one services would be permitted by right, and services offering group services
or instruction would require a Minor Conditional Update Permit (MCUP) consistent with
existing Zoning Code requirements for the existing listed uses. This change improves
clarity and aligns the Zoning Code with the regulatory framework used by many
Southern California jurisdictions.

2. Artisan Studio and Retail

Several creative and production-related uses are currently listed separately in the
Zoning Code, including:

e Artist studios

e Photography studios

e Recording studios

e Furniture repair and refinishing

Regulating these uses as separate categories can create complexity and make it
difficult to consistently classify businesses that combine elements of production,
design, and retail. In recent years we are seeing more and more of these types of
businesses emerging and helping to fill once vacant brink and mortar spaces. These
businesses often operate as hybrid spaces, for example, a maker may produce goods

-6-
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on-site while also selling them directly to customers (i.e. a ceramicist or other small
scale production). Under the current structure, these types of uses may not fit neatly
into a single category, requiring staff interpretation or additional entitlement review.

The proposed amendment consolidates these uses into a new “Artisan Studio and
Retail” Commercial category that allows small-scale creative production with accessory
retail sales. Examples include:

e Artist and maker studios

e Custom woodworking

e Photography studios

e Recording studios

e Small-scale craft production

Consolidating these uses into a single category improves clarity and provides greater
flexibility for evolving business models by regulating them based on shared
operational characteristics rather than narrowly defined activities. For example, a
furniture maker who designs, builds, and sells products on-site would be clearly
permitted within this category, rather than being split between manufacturing and
retail classifications or requiring a use determination.

Staff did examine if this category of uses could fit under personal services. However,
while “"Personal Services” involve services performed directly on or for a customer (such
as grooming, wellness treatments, or body care), Artisan Studio and Retail uses are
centered on the creation, fabrication, or production of goods, often with accessory
sales. These uses may involve equipment, materials, and operational characteristics
more similar to light production or workshop environments than customer-focused
service activities. Maintaining a separate classification ensures that these uses can be
appropriately regulated based on their operational impacts, including potential noise,
equipment, or workspace needs.

This category supports creative industries and aligns with trends in adaptive reuse of
commercial spaces. For commercial zones, it does not permit more intense industrial
uses such as automotive uses or food manufacturing.

3. Active Entertainment

“Active Entertainment” refers to indoor uses that provide interactive, participant-based
recreation where customers are actively engaged in an activity, rather than observing
or receiving a service. For example, an escape room or virtual reality gaming venue
where customers rotate through timed sessions, or an indoor mini-golf facility where
patrons move through a course.
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The existing Zoning Code identifies entertainment uses individually, including bowling
centers, billiard parlors, and skating rinks, while imposing the same development
standards for the uses, for example parking requirements are 10 spaces per 1,000 sf.
Staff proposes establishing a broader “Active Entertainment” category that would
consolidate these listed uses and would also capture other interactive and participant-
based indoor recreation uses. Examples include:

e Escape rooms

e Virtual reality gaming venues
e Indoor mini-golf

e Sports simulators

e Interactive arcades

e E-sports gaming lounges

e Bowling and billiards facilities

4. Event Centers and Assembly Uses

The proposed amendment would also consolidate several assembly-related uses into
a single classification. The proposed Event Center / Banquet Facility / Assembly Hall /
E-Sports Arena category would include indoor or outdoor venues designed to host
organized gatherings such as:

e Banquet halls

e Reception facilities

e Conference venues

e FEvent centers

e E-sports arenas designed for spectator events

This classification would continue to distinguish these uses from active entertainment
uses and ensures consistent parking and operational standards.

5. Small Fitness Studios

Fitness-related uses have evolved significantly in recent years, with many smaller
studios focusing on specialized instruction rather than traditional gym facilities. Staff
proposes establishing a “Small Fitness Studio” category to address smaller-scale
instructional fitness uses and are generally designed for one or two concurrent class
oriented uses. Examples include:

e Yoga studios e Dance instruction studios
e Pilates studios e High-intensity interval training
e Martial arts studios (HIIT) studios

-8-
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The proposed definition would includes operational characteristics typical of these
uses, such as scheduled classes and smaller class sizes. Establishing an operational
threshold helps provide a clear objective standard to distinguish Small Fitness Studios
from larger fitness facilities and health clubs currently permitted with a CUP under
“Physical Finess Facilities”, which operate at a greater scale and intensity. Small Fitness
Studios typically have limited occupancy at any given time, shorter customer durations,
and activity patterns that are more predictable. In contrast, larger fitness facilities such
as 24 Hour Fitness, often include multiple activity areas, extended hours of operation,
and higher membership volumes, which can result in increased parking demand and
traffic generation.

6. Food Halls and Ghost Kitchens

The current Zoning Code regulates food and beverage uses under Article IV; however,
the Zoning Code does not specifically identify food halls or ghost kitchens as permitted
uses. As these business models have become more common, the absence of clear
classifications can create uncertainty during project review and make it difficult to
consistently regulate these uses under existing restaurant categories.

Staff proposes adding both Food Halls and Ghost Kitchens to the Zoning Code as
specifically identified land uses with regulations. Food halls generally consist of
multiple food vendors operating within a shared indoor space with common seating
and dining areas, and typically generate high levels of customer activity, parking
demand, and site circulation. Ghost kitchens also represent a more intensive food
service model, often involving multiple kitchen operators within a single facility and
generating substantial pick-up and delivery traffic, even where on-site dining is limited
or absent.

Because both uses operate at a greater intensity than many traditional food service
establishments, clearly identifying them in the Zoning Code will improve regulatory
clarity, reduce reliance on staff interpretation, and ensure that they are evaluated and
regulated consistent with their operational characteristics and potential impacts.

7. Electric Vehicle Charging Stations

Electric vehicle (EV) charging infrastructure is an increasingly important component of
commercial and mixed-use development. The California Building Code also requires
inclusion of EV charging infrastructure in new or remodeled developments. Furthermore,
State law (Assembly Bill 1236) requires that EV charging stations be permitted and
subject to streamlined, ministerial review. However, EV charging stations and associated
equipment are not clearly identified within the Zoning Code, which can create uncertainty
for applicants.
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The proposed amendment would explicitly identify EV charging stations as a permitted
use and clarify that they are allowed as both primary and accessory uses, consistent with
State requirements. This update improves clarity, ensures consistency with State law, and
supports the continued expansion of EV infrastructure throughout the City by allowing
property owners and businesses to readily understand that these facilities are permitted
without requiring additional interpretation.

8. Sports Clubs

The existing Zoning Code includes “physical fitness facilities” uses, which requires a CUP,
but does not clearly distinguish larger indoor sports facilities or member clubs that are
increasingly common in commercial areas. These uses often include specialized courts,
training facilities or fields and operating as sports clubs, which are different from
traditional gyms or smaller fitness studios.

Sports clubs are indoor recreational facilities focused on organized or league-based
activities, often involving larger floor areas and specialized equipment. Examples include
indoor soccer facilities, basketball training centers, pickleball courts, volleyball facilities,
and similar uses.

The proposed amendment would incorporate sports clubs into the existing “physical
fitness facilities” within the Zoning Code clarifying the City permits these uses with a
Conditional Use Permit, and would be parked at 10 spaces per 1,000 square feet.

9. Commercial Kitchens

The current Zoning Code does not clearly define or classify commercial kitchens that
operate independently of traditional restaurants, for example, a catering company
preparing food for off-site events or a shared kitchen used by multiple small food
entrepreneurs. Unlike traditional restaurants, these uses do notinclude on-site dining and
have different operational characteristics, such as delivery activity, scheduled food
preparation, and limited customer presence. As a result, these uses may be inconsistently
categorized as restaurant or unlisted uses. These uses differ from ghost kitchens in that
individual direct customer take-out services are not part of the use.

The proposed amendment would establish a classification for commercial kitchens,
including catering kitchens and shared kitchen facilities, to align this with the current food
manufacturing land use and clearly define how these uses are regulated within the
Zoning Code. Establishing a clear classification improves consistency in code
administration, ensures that appropriate development and operational standards are
applied, and supports the growing demand for flexible, small-scale food production
spaces. It also helps distinguish these uses from traditional restaurants and more intensive
food manufacturing operations.

-10-
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10. Non-residential Height Limits

In most non-residential zones, building height is currently limited to two stories or 30 feet,
with only a narrow exception allowing up to a five percent increase when necessary to
screen existing roof-mounted equipment. Height limits are an important tool for
maintaining neighborhood compatibility and consistent building scale; however, when
applied too rigidly, they can also limit the ability to incorporate architectural elements,
functional rooftop features and may make it more difficult for nonresidential properties
to modernize, reposition, and compete for new investment and tenants.

In many cities, commercial height standards allow limited flexibility for features such as
parapets, cornices, elevator overruns, stair enclosures, screening elements, roof access
structures, and rooftop amenities, provided the additional height does not create a full
additional story or materially alter the perceived mass and scale of the building. Flexible
standards allow for creativity and functional upgrades to existing buildings.

Staff is proposing to allow a height deviation up to 12 feet or 40%, whichever is less, of
the allowable height through the minor conditional use permit process. The Municipal
Code already provides a similar discretionary review framework for antenna-related
height exceptions. Any request for additional height would be subject to the applicable
planning application procedures, review criteria, and required findings. In addition, staff
is will develop specific objective standards for eligible architectural features to help
ensure that any approved deviations maintain an appropriate building massing and
remain consistent with surrounding development patterns.

11. Floor Area Ratio (FAR)

Floor Area Ratio (FAR) is the City’s primary tool for regulating the intensity of
nonresidential development. FARs are established within the General Plan and are
further discussed within the Zoning Code. The FAR establishes the amount of building
floor area permitted on a site in relation to the size of the lot and is used to help ensure
that development intensity remains consistent with the General Plan and the City's
broader land use objectives. Because FAR is a foundational development standard, its
definition must be clear and consistently applied.

The Zoning Code provides the following limited definitions for planning consideration in
application review:

Floor area ratio.
The gross floor area of a building or project divided by the project lot area upon which it
is located.

-11-
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Gross floor area.
The area of all floors within the walls of a structure except elevator and other vertical shafts
(including stairwells) and elevator equipment areas.

Given these limited definitions, the “Gross Floor Area” definition is the primary basis for
implementing Floor Area Ratio (FAR); however, the current definition can result in
unintended limitations for development, particularly for building areas devoted to
operations or support functions rather than occupancy or site activity, which also do not
impact a use's trip generation calculations. The lack of clarity creates confusion for
applicants and staff, complicates plan check and entitlement review, and may discourage
tenant improvements or reinvestment in existing commercial properties.

To address this issue, staff is proposing to further expand the definitions of “Gross Floor
Area to better identify which building areas should be included in FAR calculations and
which areas should be excluded. The intent of the proposed update is to ensure that FAR
more accurately reflects occupiable building area and the functional intensity of a site,
while excluding certain building service and utility areas that do not generate occupancy
or increase operational demand or increase use trip calculations. This proposed
clarification is intended to improve consistency in code administration, reduce ambiguity
during project review, and better align FAR implementation with the practical way
commercial and industrial buildings are designed and operated. By providing greater
certainty regarding how floor area is measured, the amendment would help support
tenant improvements, building modernization, and reinvestment in existing commercial
properties, while maintaining the City’s intent to regulate overall development intensity.

ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS

Definitions and Regulations

As part of the proposed Zoning Code updates, staff anticipates developing new or
revised definitions and regulations for several of the land use classifications discussed in
this report. They will be prepared to clearly describe the types of activities included within
each use category and to ensure consistent interpretation and administration of the
Zoning Code. Clearly defined use categories assist staff, property owners, and business
operators in understanding how specific businesses are regulated within the City’s zoning
framework.

Staff intends to develop draft language following this study session that reflect the policy
direction provided by the Planning Commission.

-12-
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Parking Standards

As part of the proposed Zoning Code updates, staff is also proposing to align certain land
use classifications with the City's existing off-street parking standards contained in Table
13-89 of the Costa Mesa Municipal Code.

The proposed amendments do not introduce new parking ratios. Instead, the updated
land use categories are being associated with the most appropriate existing parking
standards based on the operational characteristics of each use. This approach maintains
consistency with the City's established parking framework while ensuring that newly
defined or consolidated land use classifications are clearly linked to the applicable
parking requirements.

For example, uses categorized as Active Entertainment or Specialized Fitness Studios
would follow the existing parking requirements currently applied to similar recreation
and fitness-related uses. Similarly, Artisan Studio and Retail uses would be aligned with
the parking standards that apply to retail and office uses.

Aligning the updated use classifications with existing parking standards helps ensure that
parking requirements remain consistent with current City regulations while providing

clarity for staff, property owners, and businesses regarding the applicable parking ratios.

The table below summarizes the applicable parking standards associated with the
proposed land use classifications.

Table 2: Parking Standards

USE PARKING STANDARD
Personal Services 6 spaces per 1,000 square feet
Small Fitness Studios 10 spaces per 1,000 square feet
Active Entertainment 10 spaces per 1,000 square feet
Artisan Studio and Retail 4 spaces per 1,000 square feet
Event Centers / Assembly 1 space per 3 seats or 1 space per 35 square feet of
Uses seating area
-13-
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ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION

The Planning Commission study session is not a project under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15378(b)(5),
as the activity involves organizational or administrative actions and informational
discussion.

Environmental review will be conducted as part of the future Zoning Code Amendment
when formal adoption is considered.

PUBLIC NOTICE

There is no public notice requirement for a Planning Commission study session. However,
the agenda and supporting materials were made available on the City’s website in
advance of the meeting.

CONCLUSION

The purpose of this study session is to provide the Planning Commission with an
overview of the proposed Zoning Code updates, describe the problems staff is
attempting to resolve, and obtain preliminary feedback before returning with a formal
Zoning Code Amendment for consideration. The proposed code update is intended
to address these issues by modernizing land use classifications, clarifying definitions,
and refining select development standards to better align with current business
practices and improve code administration. Overall, the effort is intended to reduce
ambiguity, improve consistency in implementation, and support business reinvestment
while maintaining the City’'s ability to evaluate compatibility and potential impacts.

-14-

163



