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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAMCAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAMCAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

B dg t Budgetudget
N  A i ti              $28 5M New Appropriations(1):             $28.5Mpp p

 Continuing Appropriations:           $9M Continuing Appropriations:           $9M
Total       $37 5MTotal       $37.5M

 Funding sources include: Funding sources include:
 Infrastructure Fund  Infrastructure Fund 
 Enterprise Funds (Water and Sewer) Enterprise Funds (Water and Sewer)

S i l R  F d   Special Revenue Funds (Measure M, Gas Tax, Prop 42, and p ( , , p ,
AQMD)AQMD)

 Grants (F d l  S  & OCTA) Grants (Federal, State, & OCTA)

(1) D  t i l d  $18 5M f f di g f  S i  C t  hi h i  tl  id tifi d (1) Does not include $18.5M of funding for Senior Center which is currently unidentified 
which is also one of the new strategic plan goals to determine the funding sourcewhich is also one of the new strategic plan goals to determine the funding source
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CIP PROJECTS BY CATEGORYCIP PROJECTS BY CATEGORY

D i  & S  W $1 2M Drainage & Storm Water $1.2M Drainage & Storm Water $1.2M
 Facilities $1M Facilities $1M
 Neighborhood $3M Neighborhood $3M

P k  d B h $2 8 Parks and Beaches $2.8 Parks and Beaches $2.8
 Sewer  $4 6M Sewer  $4.6M
 Streets & Transportation $14 5M Streets & Transportation $14.5M

W t  $9 5M Water $9.5M Water $9.5M
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FUNDING SOURCESFUNDING SOURCESFUNDING SOURCES

 Water Fund $7 2M Water Fund $7.2M
 Grants/Other $6M Grants/Other $6M
 Sewer Service Fund $4 1M Sewer Service Fund $4.1M
 General F nd $3M General Fund $3M

P iti  42 $2 8M Proposition 42 $2.8Mp $
M  M $2M Measure M $2M Measure M $2M

$ Water Master Plan $1 7M Water Master Plan $1.7M
 Gas Tax $900K Gas Tax $900K
 Sewer Development Fee $400K Sewer Development Fee $400K
 CDBG $150K CDBG $150K
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DRAINAGE & STORM WATER $650KDRAINAGE & STORM WATER $650KDRAINAGE & STORM WATER $650K

 Median Water Quality Projects-$270k Median Water Quality Projects $270k
 Landscape medians at Banning St. & Bushard/Adams to treat urban Landscape medians at Banning St. & Bushard/Adams to treat urban 

runoffrunoff.
Future Heil Pump Station

 First Street Diversion/SCADA $163k
p

 First Street Diversion/SCADA-$163k
 Monitor and control low flow diversion Monitor and control low flow diversion

 Meredith P S  Expansion $358k Meredith P.S. Expansion-$358k
• To accommodate new engines• To accommodate new engines

 Heil Pump Station $1 3M Heil Pump Station-$1.3M
 State/Federal Grant pending State/Federal Grant pending
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FACILITIES $1MFACILITIES $1M
 City Council Chamber Renovations $50k City Council Chamber Renovations $50k
 Police Dept  Elevator Modernization $68k Police Dept. Elevator Modernization $68k
 Main Street Library ADA Improvements $165k Main Street Library ADA Improvements $165k

C t l Lib  A t t d H dli  S t $151k Central Library Automated Handling System $151kg
 Various Roof Replacements          $340k Various Roof Replacements          $340k

O k Vi  Lib  M d  Fi  St  d B h d Fi  St   Oak View Library, Murdy Fire Sta., and Bushard Fire Sta. 

 Pier Piling Maintenance        $200k Pier Piling Maintenance        $200k
$200k/year for 5 years for a total of $1M $200k/year for 5 years for a total of $1M

P i  f  M d  d M li  Fi  S i         $50k Paving for Murdy and Magnolia Fire Stations        $50kg y g
 Magnolia Fire Station Block Wall and Security Gate $58k Magnolia Fire Station Block Wall and Security Gate $58k

Oak View Library Roof Bushard F.S. Roof

66



NEIGHBORHOOD  $3MNEIGHBORHOOD  $3M

 Concrete Replacement $250k Concrete Replacement $250k
 Pedestrian Crossing @ Bella Terra $200k Pedestrian Crossing @ Bella Terra $200k
 Residential Streets Overlay/Slurry $2 1M Residential Streets Overlay/Slurry $2.1M
 Tree Petition Streets (Edmonds Cr. & Craig Ln.) $450k Tree Petition Streets (Edmonds Cr. & Craig Ln.) $450k

$ Sunset Beach Improvements $100kp
 Warner Turnaround and Entry Signs Warner Turnaround and Entry Signs

Residential Street – Before Residential Street – AfterResidential Street Before Residential Street After
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PARKS AND BEACHES  $2 7M PARKS AND BEACHES  $2.7M 
 Bartlett Park Design $130k Bartlett Park Design $130k

S th B h P ki g L t Ph  1 $450k South Beach Parking Lot Phase 1 $450k
 Gun Range EIR/RAP $50kg / $
 Lebard Park Design $20k Lebard Park Design $20k

N  S i  C $1 5M New Senior Center (1) $1.5M
 Central Park Underground Electrical Upgrades $325k Central Park Underground Electrical Upgrades $325k
 Shipley Parking Lot Design and Construction $270k Shipley Parking Lot Design and Construction $270k
 Worthy Park Design $138ky g

$(1) Does not include $18.5M of unidentified funding for Senior Center

Shipley Parking LotBeach Parking Lot
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SEWER IMPROVEMENTS $4 5M SEWER IMPROVEMENTS $4.5M $

 Trinidad Sewer Lift Station Construction$1 7M Trinidad Sewer Lift Station Construction$1.7M
 Edgewater Sewer Lift Station Design $400k Edgewater Sewer Lift Station Design $400kg g

S  Li i  V i  L i            $250k Sewer Lining – Various Locations           $250k Sewer Lining Various Locations           $250k
 Sewer Main Replacements – Var  Loc $400k Sewer Main Replacements Var. Loc. $400k
 Sewer Main Replacement Beach Blvd $1 7M Sewer Main Replacement Beach Blvd. $1.7M

Sewer Lift StationSewer Lining
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STREETS & TRANSPORTATION $14 5MSTREETS & TRANSPORTATION $14.5M

A t i l R h bilit ti $3 2M Arterial Rehabilitation $3.2M$
 Design (Main St  Lake St  Indianapolis) Design (Main St., Lake St., Indianapolis)

C i  (A  Y k  6th) Construction (Argosy, Yorktown, 6th)

 Bridge Rehabilitation Program $3 3M Bridge Rehabilitation Program $3.3M
 BPMP (Warner, Magnolia, and Brookhurst) ( g )
 HBRR (Admiralty, Humbolt, Davenport, & Gilbert) ( y, , p , )

 Atlanta Ave  Widening $2 9M Atlanta Ave. Widening $2.9Mg

Arterial Rehab – Before Arterial Rehab – After
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STREETS & TRANSPORTATION STREETS & TRANSPORTATION STREETS & TRANSPORTATION 
CO(CONTINUED)

I t ti  I t $954k Intersection Improvements $954k
 Beach/Edinger

Beach/Warner Beach/Warner
 Brookhurst/AdamsBrookhurst/Adams
 Ellis/Main/
 Yorktown/Huntington

 Traffic Signal Synchronization Projects $1 86M Traffic Signal Synchronization Projects $1.86M
Adams Ave (L k  St  t  F i i ) Adams Ave (Lake St. to Fairview)

 Goldenwest (SR 22 to PCH) Goldenwest (SR 22 to PCH)
 Warner Ave (PCH to Red Hill)( )
 Edinger Ave (Bolsa Chica to SR55)

T lb t A  (B h  SR55) Talbert Ave (Beach to SR55)

 Traffic Signal Modifications $2 1M Traffic Signal Modifications $2.1M
 Bolsa Chica/BolsaBolsa Chica/Bolsa
 Main/Florida
 Magnolia/Yorktown

Adams/Bushard Adams/Bushard
 Gothard/Talbert Gothard/Talbert
 Gothard/Heil/
 Springdale/McFadden

 Safe Route to Schools $473k Safe Route to Schools $473k
Stacey Middle School / Clegg Elementary Stacey Middle School / Clegg Elementary
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WATER IMPROVEMENTS $9 55MWATER IMPROVEMENTS $9 55MWATER IMPROVEMENTS $9.55M

 Watermain Extensions Var  Loc              $1 0M Watermain Extensions - Var. Loc.             $1.0M
C i  C t l V  L                      $150k Corrosion Control - Var. Loc.                     $150k$

 Water Production Imp  – Var  Loc $1 25M Water Production Imp. Var. Loc $1.25M
 Peck Reservoir Pump and Fac  Mod $1 5M Peck Reservoir Pump and Fac. Mod. $1.5M

W t  E gi i g St di            $100k Water Engineering Studies           $100kg g
$ Water Facilities Security $686k Water Facilities Security $686k

 Water Main Replacement $4 5M Water Main Replacement $4.5M
W ll N  8 Irrig ti  Pr j t                 $165k Well No. 8 Irrigation Project                 $165kg j

$ Well No. 9 Treatment $200k Well No. 9 Treatment $200k
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TIMELINE OF PROPOSED BUDGET/CIP FOR FY TIMELINE OF PROPOSED BUDGET/CIP FOR FY 
2013/142013/14

 Budget reviewed by City Administrator June Budget reviewed by City Administrator June
 Public Works Commission June Public Works Commission June

Fi l b d t dj t t  d  J l Final budget adjustments made Julyg j y
 GP Conformance by Planning Commission       August GP Conformance by Planning Commission       August
 City Council Study Session August 5 City Council Study Session August 5
 Budget Public Hearing September 2 Budget Public Hearing September 2
 Budget can be deliberated and voted September 2 or 16 Budget can be deliberated and voted September 2 or 16

QUESTIONS?QUESTIONS?QUESTIONS?Q
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August 5, 2013 
Sent via E-Mail to jflynn@surfcity-hb.org 
 
 
 
 
 
August 2, 2013 
 
 
 
The Honorable Connie Boardman 
Mayor, City of Huntington Beach  
The Honorable Matthew Harper 
Mayor Pro Tem, City of Huntington Beach 
Members of the City Council 
2000 Main Street 
Huntington Beach, CA  92648 
 
Subject: Proposed Mobile Home Park Senior Age Restriction Overlay Zone 
 
Dear Mayor Boardman: 
 
As President of the Orange County Association of REALTORS®, I am writing to express 
concern with Council Member Katapodis’s proposal to impose zoning restrictions on existing 
senior mobile home park communities to prevent park owners from changing the age status of 
the community. 
 
In general, our association advocates for the protection of private property rights, however, we 
are also aware that there are circumstances whereby the rights of a protected class need to be 
elevated. 
 
In this case, we are not aware that such evidence exists that would require the city to subordinate 
the rights of park owners by forcing them to serve only seniors.  We would encourage the city to 
consider and exhaust all other options before imposing such a drastic and not uncontroversial 
zoning scheme. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Len Herman 
President 
 

mailto:jflynn@surfcity-hb.org


 

 
August 4, 2013 
Sent via E-Mail to jflynn@surfcity-hb.org 
 
 
 
Mayor Connie Boardman 
Mayor Pro Tem Matthew Harper 
Members of the City Council 
City of Huntington Beach 
2000 Main Street 
Huntington Beach, California 92648 
 
RE:  City Council Item 27 - OPPOSE 
 Adopt Ordinance No. 3986, an Interim Ordinance Establishing a 
 Moratorium on Conversion of Senior Mobile Home Parks 
 
Honorable Mayor Boardman and Council Members: 
 
MHET is a non-profit association dedicated to the preservation the manufactured 
housing lifestyle and to the protection of the property rights of the mobile home park 
business owners who provide housing in the seventeen privately owned mobile home 
parks in the City of Huntington Beach. 
 
We are opposed to the City enacting any regulations that will restrict the property rights 
of the owners of these parks.  This includes the enactment of any restrictions by the City 
that will require the private business owner to discriminate against potential customers 
based on age.  Specifically, MHET opposes the adoption of any zoning ordinance, 
urgency ordinance or moratorium that would restrict a property owner from renting their 
property to any age group they choose.   
 
We further oppose the adoption of Ordinance 3986 based on the following: 
 

• Findings cannot be made that there is a need to preserve the fewer than 1500 mobile 
home units in Huntington Beach mobile home parks that may be occupied by 
seniors.  These 1500 units make up only 2% of the total 78,000 total housing units in 
the City that are available to seniors city-wide.  Additionally, the seniors living in 
these mobile homes are an extremely small special interest group of only .03% of all 
of the 47,426 seniors living in the City.  And, residency by families and children, per 
se, cannot possibly pose a serious or immediate threat to public health and safety.  

 
• Prior to this issue being raised by the City Council, no mobile home parks in the City 

were contemplating changing the age rules.  As a result of the City Council’s action, 
at least one mobile home park owner has served legal notices to the park residents in 
order to vest their rights to change from a senior park to an all age park.  This park 
owner has repeatedly stated on the record that they do not want to change to an all  

 



 

Page Two 
 
 
 age park at this time, but under the circumstances they feel they have not choice but 

to take action to protect their property rights. 
 
• This precipitous action to protect less than .03% of the seniors living in the City is a 

potentially extremely costly action for a City with far more important and pressing 
financial challenges and, as previously stated, is completely unnecessary.  The City 
Attorney has already put on the Council’s agenda discussions regarding the threat of 
litigation by mobile home park owners over this issue. 

  
• The City should not be in the business of telling property and business owners how 

to run their business operations when it comes to who they must choose as 
customers.  Would the City adopt a similar ordinance that would require apartment 
owners, restaurant owners, and other businesses to serve only seniors who make up 
only 25% of the City’s population? 

 
• There are many factors for a business to consider when choosing who its customers 

are.  In Huntington Beach the City’s mobile home parks are almost evenly split 
between all-age and senior communities.  The free market system is working.  The 
City does not have to “fix” it.  Apparently, at this time, there are enough seniors 
interested in living in a mobile home in Huntington Beach.   

 
 However, as time changes and demographics change, the owner of a business should 

be able to modify the business to accommodate the changes.  To the case in point, 
there may be increasing opportunity for seniors regarding housing options in the 
future and mobile homes may become less desirable for seniors than the other 
options.  In that case, the owners of the mobile home parks that are currently senior 
would need to consider a change in their business. 

 
• There is no need to force a very small segment of the City’s housing providers to 

provide housing only for seniors.  There are currently a significant number of senior 
housing opportunities in Huntington Beach to provide for the seniors.  A quick 
search for “senior housing in Huntington Beach” resulted in a variety of senior 
apartments, condominiums, and other facilities.  Of course, the vast majority of 
Huntington Beach seniors live in single family detached housing. 

 
• A mobile home park that is designated a “senior” community or, “housing for ‘older 

persons’ over 55 years of age”, are not required to have 100% of the occupants be 55 
years of age or older.  According to federal law, up to 20% of the residents of the 
community may be all-ages.  Seniors living in the “senior” parks are not now living 
in communities that are all seniors.  The City refers to parks with occupancy by 
eighty percent older persons; however, there is no mention of qualified parks for 
“older persons,” which requires compliance with a comprehensive litany of 
requirements and conditions. Mere occupancy is not enough; the City cannot force  
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 owners to become “older persons” housing without establishing evidence of 

compliance with ALL federal requirements of the affected parks.    
 
• When a park is a senior park, the mobile home owners who want to sell their homes 

are restricted to selling to only 25% of the buyers and are not allowed to sell to the 
other 75% of willing buyers who are not seniors.  Countywide the senior population 
is only 16.5%.  Without the senior restriction, the seller has access to 100% of the 
buyers.  This is a dramatic disadvantage to the owners of mobile homes.  

 
• Moreover, the elder communities in Huntington Beach parks all appear to be 
homogenous enclaves of Caucasian residency.  Excluding families is to cause a 
disparate impact of shutting out families. Families are a disproportionately  minority 
(protected classes under federal law). The disparate impact caused by the 
moratorium results in an unmistakable but clear secondary effect: the denial of 
housing based on national origin, color and race.  

 
• When a park is designated as a senior park homes may only be sold to seniors.  If an 

underage person inherits a mobile home upon the death of a tenant, the underage 
person may not move into the park and is forced to sell the home.  This is only one 
example of the “unintended consequences” of the City trying to regulate who can 
and cannot live in mobile home parks. Who will police and enforce the regulations? 
Conduct required surveys?  Qualify new tenants? Defend the park owners in housing 
discrimination complaints? Advertise housing to conform to zoning as required? 
Undertake all the requirements of the operation of the parks required of the city 
when a zoning law is proposed? The City assumes all responsibilities for intent to 
operate, yet there is no direction, budgeting, or manpower devoted to paying for 
these new city services. 

 
We urge the City Council to reject the proposal to regulate mobile home park housing 
and to not adopt a moratorium or other regulations restricting who can live in the City’s 
mobile home parks. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Vickie Talley   
Executive Director 
 
cc:  Huntington Beach Mobile Home Park Owners 
 



Boondoggle:
a project that is considered a 

useless waste of both time and 
money, yet is often continued due 
to extraneous policy motivations.



∗ Cost: $1.8 billion
∗ Fully operational but expected to be mothballed at a 

cost of $30 million a year
∗ Water rates for Adelaide ratepayers tripled
∗ This plant is expected to be the third source of water 

but as of now is not needed (after two other natural 
sources)

∗ Rates stay the same whether water is used or not

Adelaide Australia Desalination Plant



∗ Double or nothing: water prices create thirsty poor
∗ Desal plants inflate household power bill
∗ Water charges are set to spiral in desalination squeeze
∗ Water bills set to rise under proposed changes
∗ Australia has overinvested in desalination says government 

report: 

The report, titled Australia's Urban Water Sector, concludes that 
"much of the recent investment in supply augmentation using 
desalination could have been smaller in scale and from a source 
other than desalination, while maintaining security of supply." 
Lower-cost sources were available in many areas, says the 
commission, but large investments in desalination were preferred.

Some Australian Headlines



∗ Like Adelaide would also be our third source of water 
– after groundwater and imported water

∗ OCSD expects we will be able to get 75 percent of our 
water from groundwater by 2015

∗ Orange County ratepayers will pay for Poseidon’s 
water whether it’s needed or not and it’s way more 
expensive than our first two sources of water

Poseidon’s water



∗ Orange County water agencies are starting to balk at the idea of 
paying for water they don’t need

∗ No long-term policies or standards for using desalinated water in 
Orange County were produced or were not studied – no one is sure 
what our future water needs are and how desalination fits in 

∗ Conservation is increasing and water usage is declining
∗ What we do know: Water rates will go up precipitously if Poseidon 

is built

Poseidon: Not Needed



Boondoggle:
Poseidon is a waste of both time and 
money, yet is being considered due 
to extraneous policy motivations.





















OCWD Seeks Applicants to Serve on  
Ocean Desalination Citizens’ Advisory 

Committee 
Deadline to Apply is August 30, 2013 

 

As part of a working group made up of cities and water districts in Orange County, the Orange 
County Water District (OCWD) executed a confidentiality agreement in April 2010 to receive  
information from Poseidon Resources to study its proposed ocean desalination facility in  
Huntington Beach. In July 2013, the OCWD Board of Directors approved executing an  
amendment to the agreement, giving OCWD access to additional information to study the  
economic feasibility of the project that may lead to a water purchase agreement for the entire  
production capacity of the plant.  
 
The Board also approved establishing an Ocean Desalination Citizens’ Advisory Committee to 
make recommendations and provide input to the Board on the proposed Huntington Beach  
Desalination Project. The committee will meet monthly, or as needed, without compensation.  
 
Interested parties may apply by submitting a letter by mail, fax (714) 963-0291, or e-mail to  
exploreoceandesal@ocwd.com addressed to:  
 
Michael R. Markus, P.E., D.WRE 
General Manager 
Orange County Water District 
18700 Ward Street 
Fountain Valley, CA 92708   
 
Applications must include information about interest and qualifications to serve on the  
committee, a residential address, telephone number, and e-mail address. Resumes, curriculum 
vitae, references and/or other materials may be included. Applications must be received no later 
than 5 p.m. PST, Friday, August 30, 2013.  
 
OCWD encourages members of the public to be engaged in the process as it explores ocean  
desalination. Changes are currently being made to OCWD’s website to make it easier to access 
related meeting agendas, reports, studies, press releases, and other data. The most recent staff 
reports and the signed confidentiality agreement and amendments are available on the website.  
To access these documents, please visit http://www.ocwd.com/ProgramsProjects/
OceanDesalCitizensAdvisoryCommittee.aspx.  
 
To submit questions or comments, please call OCWD’s Explore Ocean Desal Hotline at  
(714) 378-8243 or send e-mail to exploreoceandesal@ocwd.com.  
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