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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM 

CITY OF HUNTINGTON BEACH 
PLANNING & BUILDING DEPARTMENT 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT NO. 05-003  
 
 

1.  PROJECT TITLE:  Warner Nichols 
Concurrent Entitlements: General Plan Amendment No. 05-001/Zoning Map 

Amendment No. 05-001 
 
2. LEAD AGENCY:   City of Huntington Beach 

2000 Main Street 
Huntington Beach, CA 92648 

Contact:    Ricky Ramos, Senior Planner 
Phone:    (714) 536-5271 

 
3.  PROJECT LOCATION: 7622-7642 Warner Avenue (southeast corner of Warner Ave. 

and Nichols St.) 
 
4. PROJECT PROPONENT:  Rainbow Disposal 

17121 Nichols St.  
Huntington Beach, CA 92647 

Contact Person:    Jerry Moffatt, Co-President/COO 
Phone:     (714) 847-3581 

 
5. GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: RM-15 (Residential Medium Density – 15 units per acre) 
 
6. ZONING:     RM (Residential Medium Density) 
 
7. PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
 

The project consists of changing the General Plan and zoning designations from Residential to 
Commercial and Industrial on a +4.4 gross acre site and proposes the demolition or removal of 
structures on the subject site that have been identified in the General Plan as having historical 
significance as local landmarks.  No new development is proposed.   
 
Existing Setting/Background 
 
In 2004, Rainbow Disposal purchased the subject property which was an existing farm. Since that time 
Rainbow has kept the farm operational by growing trees and various plants on a non-commercial basis 
for donation to the community.  During the summer and fall months, Rainbow plants pumpkins, corn, 
and squash and hosts a Pumpkin Patch for the children attending the Oak View Preschool and 
Elementary school.  
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General Plan Amendment/Zoning Map Amendment 
 
The General Plan Amendment (GPA) is a request to change the General Plan land use designation 
from RM-15 (Residential Medium Density - Max 15 dwelling units per acre) to CG-F1 (Commercial 
General – Maximum Floor Area Ratio of 0.35) on a +1.1 gross acre portion of the site fronting on 
Warner Ave. and to I-F2-d (Industrial – Maximum Floor Area Ratio of 0.5 – Design Overlay) on a 
+3.3 gross acre portion fronting on Nichols Street.    To be consistent with the General Plan, a zoning 
map amendment (ZMA) to change the zoning designation from RM (Residential Medium Density) to 
CG (Commercial General) on a  +1.1 gross acre portion and to IG (General Industrial) on a  +3.3 gross 
acre portion is also proposed.  The existing and proposed General Plan and zoning designations are 
depicted in Figures 1 and 2 respectively.   
 
Under the existing RM-15 designation a range of residential uses is allowed.  The proposed CG-F1 
General Plan land use designation permits a variety of uses including retail, offices, and eating and 
drinking establishments among others.  The proposed I-F2-d General Plan land use designation 
permits light manufacturing, research and development, warehousing, and business parks among 
others.   
 
Since a range of uses and development scenarios would be permitted under the proposed Commercial 
and Industrial designations and no development is proposed, analysis of a development project would 
be speculative.  In addition, changing the project site from Residential to Commercial and Industrial 
designations would not facilitate development of the site such that development would be considered 
reasonably foreseeable as a result of the GPA and ZMA.  If and when new development is proposed 
on the site in the future, it will be subject to applicable entitlement requirements at that time as well as 
any necessary review pursuant tothe California Environmental Quality Act.   
 
 

 
 
Figure 1 - Existing General Plan and Zoning 

Designations 
 

 
Figure 2 - Proposed General Plan and Zoning 

Designations 
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Local Landmarks Demolition or Removal 
 
The project includes the demolition or removal of structures on the subject site that have been 
identified in the General Plan as having historical significance as local landmarks.  The structures will 
either be demolished or offered to a private party interested in accepting them for relocation.  These 
structures consist of three residences (Furuta Houses 1 and 2 and Parson’s House), a barn, and two 
church buildings.  The subject property and its buildings served as a key part of the cultural center of 
the Japanese immigrants of the Wintersburg area (annexed into the City of Huntington Beach in 
1957).  The first church building and Parson’s House were originally constructed in 1911 followed by 
Furuta House 1 in 1912, the second church in 1934, and Furuta House 2 in 1947.   

 
8. SURROUNDING LAND USES AND SETTING:   

 
The subject property is located on the southeast corner of Warner Ave. and Nichols Street.  
Surrounding uses consist of a school, church, and multi-family residential uses to the north, an 
elementary school to the south, industrial uses to the west, and single family and multi-family 
residential uses to the east.  The project site is located adjacent to the Rainbow Disposal Facility which 
is located southwest of the subject site.  A vicinity map is provided as Attachment No. 1 and the 
General Plan and zoning designations of adjacent properties are provided in Figure 1.  

 
9. OTHER PREVIOUS RELATED ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION:  None 
 
10. OTHER AGENCIES WHOSE APPROVAL IS REQUIRED (AND PERMITS NEEDED) (i.e. 

permits, financing approval, or participating agreement): None 



ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one 
impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" or is "Potentially Significant Unless Mitigated," as indicated by 
the checklist on the following pages. 

0 Land Use I Planning 0 Transportation I Traffic 

0 Population I Housing 0Biological Resources 

0 Geology I Soils D Mineral Resources 

D Hydrology I Water Quality 0 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

0 Air Quality D Noise 

0 Agriculture Resources 0 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

DETERMINATION 
(To be completed by the Lead Agency) 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

0 Public Services 

0 Utilities I Service Systems 

0 Aesthetics 

0 Cultural Resources 

D Recreation 

0 Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, D 
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
there will not be a significant effect in this case because the mitigation measures described on 0 
an attached sheet have been added to the project. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION will be prepared. 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an D 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or a "potentially 
significant unless mitigated impact" on the environment, but at least one impact (1) has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and (2) has 
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached 
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR) is required, but it must analyze 
only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR 
or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided 0 
or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions 
or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is 
reJJ,uir.ft_,~ 

1'-- ,- - August 29, 2011 
Signature 
Ricky Ramos 
Printed Name 

Date 
Senior Planner 
Title 
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 
 
1. A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately supported by 

the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question.  A “No Impact” answer 
is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to the 
project.  A “No Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as 
general standards. 

 
2. All answers must take account of the whole action involved.  Answers should address off-site as well as on-

site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational 
impacts. 

 
3. “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate, if an effect is significant or potentially significant, or if the lead 

agency lacks information to make a finding of insignificance.  If there are one or more “Potentially Significant 
Impact” entries when the determination is made, preparation of an Environmental Impact Report is warranted. 

 
4. Potentially Significant Impact Unless Mitigated” applies where the incorporation of mitigation measures has 

reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less than Significant Impact.”  The lead agency 
must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant 
level (mitigation measures from Section XVIII, “Earlier Analyses,” may be cross-referenced). 

 
5. Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect 

has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration.  Section 15063(c)(3)(D).  Earlier 
analyses are discussed in Section XVIII at the end of the checklist. 

 
6. References to information sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances) have been 

incorporated into the checklist.  A source list has been provided in Section XVIII.  Other sources used or 
individuals contacted have been cited in the respective discussions. 

 
7. The following checklist has been formatted after Appendix G of Chapter 3, Title 14, California Code of 

Regulations, but has been augmented to reflect the City of Huntington Beach’s requirements. 
 
(Note: Standard Conditions of Approval - The City imposes standard conditions of approval on projects which are 
considered to be components of or modifications to the project, some of these standard conditions also result in 
reducing or minimizing environmental impacts to a level of insignificance.  However, because they are considered 
part of the project, they have not been identified as mitigation measures.   
  
SAMPLE QUESTION: 
 
 
 
ISSUES (and Supporting Information Sources): 

 
 
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
 
Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

 
 
 
 
No Impact 

 
Would the proposal result in or expose people to potential impacts 
involving: 

    

 
Landslides?  (Sources:  1, 6) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
Discussion:  The attached source list explains that 1 is the Huntington 
Beach General Plan and 6 is a topographical map of the area which 
show that the area is located in a flat area.  (Note:  This response 
probably would not require further explanation). 

    



 
 
 
ISSUES (and Supporting Information Sources): 

 
 
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
 
Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

 
 
 
 
No Impact 
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I. LAND USE AND PLANNING.  Would the project:     
 

a) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the 
project (including, but not limited to the general plan, 
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? (Sources: 1 and 2) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  The proposed GPA, ZMA, and demolition or removal of existing structures will not conflict with 
any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but 
not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose 
of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.  If the GPA and ZMA are approved the General Plan and 
zoning designations for the project site will remain consistent and will not conflict with any applicable land use 
plan, policy, or regulation.  The project conforms to the goals, objectives, and policies of the General Plan 
including: 

 
1. LU 8.1 - Maintain the pattern of existing land uses while providing opportunities for the evolution, including 

intensification and re-use, of selected subareas in order to improve their character and identity. 
 

2. LU 10.1 - Provide for the continuation of existing and the development of a diversity of retail and service 
commercial uses that are oriented to the needs of local residents, serve the surrounding region, serve visitors to 
the City, and capitalize on Huntington Beach’s recreational resources. 

 
3. ED 1 – Provide economic opportunities for present and future Huntington Beach residents and businesses 

through employment and local fiscal stability. 
 
4. ED 2.4 – Revitalize, renovate and expand the existing Huntington Beach commercial facilities while attracting 

new commercial uses. 
 
5. ED 2.5 – Revitalize, renovate, and expand available industrial lands and facilities while attracting new industrial 

uses. 
 

The proposed commercial and industrial designations are extensions of land uses already existing in the area and 
abutting existing residential uses.  Instances where commercial and industrial uses abut residential uses occur 
throughout the city.  The General Plan and zoning ordinance are intended to ensure the compatibility of future 
commercial and industrial uses on the property with its surroundings.  This issue will be further analyzed in the 
EIR. 

 
b) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan 

or natural community conservation plan? (Sources: 1) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  The subject site is not located in a habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation 
plan.  No impacts are anticipated and no further analysis of this issue is required in the EIR. 

 
c) Physically divide an established community?  (Sources: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 



 
 
 
ISSUES (and Supporting Information Sources): 

 
 
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
 
Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

 
 
 
 
No Impact 
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15 and 16) 
 
Discussion:  The subject site is an infill site located within an urbanized area where the street pattern is well 
established.  The proposed GPA, ZMA, and demolition or removal of existing structures will not change access to 
or physically divide the surrounding area.  No impacts are anticipated and no further analysis of this issue is 
required in the EIR. 
     

II. POPULATION AND HOUSING.  Would the project:     
 

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either 
directly (e.g., by proposing new homes and businesses) 
or indirectly (e.g., through extensions of roads or other 
infrastructure)?  (Sources: 15 and 16) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  The proposed GPA, ZMA, and demolition or removal of existing structures would not result in 
substantial population growth in the area.  The proposed GPA and ZMA will likely reduce the population growth 
attributable to future development of the subject site since the site will not be developed into a residential 
community.  Permitted uses on the site would change from residential to commercial and industrial; however, no 
development is proposed or considered reasonably foreseeable.   No impacts are anticipated.  No further analysis 
of this issue is required in the EIR. 

 
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 

necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere?  (Sources: 15 and 16) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  The site includes three residential structures (Furuta Houses 1 and 2, and Parson’s House) which are 
currently not occupied.  Both Furuta House 1 at 7642 Warner and the Parson’s House have been significantly 
vandalized and would require some work to make them habitable.  Furuta House 2 at 17102 Nichols is in better 
condition for occupancy.  Demolition or removal of these residential structures will not displace a substantial 
number of dwelling units.  The City of Huntington Beach has an ample housing supply to accommodate the 
displacement of these dwelling units.  Less than significant impacts are anticipated and no further analysis of this 
issue is required in the EIR. 
 

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating 
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?  
(Sources: 15 and 16) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  None of the three existing residential structures onsite is currently occupied and only Furuta House 
2 is currently suitable for occupancy.  Therefore, demolition or removal of these structures will not displace any 
residents.  No impacts are anticipated and no further analysis of this issue is required in the EIR. 
 

III. GEOLOGY AND SOILS.  Would the project: 
 

    

a)   Expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving: 

    

     



 
 
 
ISSUES (and Supporting Information Sources): 

 
 
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
 
Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

 
 
 
 
No Impact 
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i)    Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated 
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the 
area or based on other substantial evidence of a 
known fault? (Sources: 1 and 14) 

    

 
Discussion:  See below. 

 
ii)   Strong seismic ground shaking? (Sources: 1) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  See below. 

 
iii)  Seismic-related ground failure, including 

liquefaction? (Sources: 9) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  See below. 

 
iv) Landslides?  (Sources:1 and 15) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  See below. 

 
b) Result in substantial soil erosion, loss of topsoil, or 

changes in topography or unstable soil conditions from 
excavation, grading, or fill?  (Sources: 15 and 16) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 Discussion:  See below. 

 
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 

that would become unstable as a result of the project, 
and potentially result in on or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?  
(Sources: 1 and 9) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  See below. 

 
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-

B of the California Building Code (1994), creating 
substantial risks to life or property?  (Sources: 1) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  See below. 

 
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use 

of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal 
systems where sewers are not available for the disposal 
of wastewater (Sources: 15) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 



 
 
 
ISSUES (and Supporting Information Sources): 

 
 
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
 
Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

 
 
 
 
No Impact 
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Discussion a-e:  The proposed GPA and ZMA would not result in impacts to geology and soils.  Permitted uses 
on the site would change from residential to commercial and industrial; however, no development is proposed or 
considered reasonably foreseeable.       
 
The project site is not located within the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone.  In addition, no active or 
potentially active faults are known to cross the project site or the surrounding areas.  The region could be 
subjected to strong ground shaking in the event of an earthquake. Structural risks from ground shaking are 
mitigated through building design and construction in conformance to standards set forth in the California 
Building Code.  The northerly portion of the subject site is located in an area of potential liquefaction according 
to the State Seismic Hazard Zones Map.  Seismic-related ground failure is mitigated through compliance with the 
California Building Code as well as any recommendations identified in a required soils report.  Site stability, 
including impacts from landslides, is not a concern because the project site and the surrounding area do not have 
any unstable slope.   
 
Soil erosion, loss of topsoil, changes in topography, or unstable soil conditions can occur with new construction.  
However, the project does not include new construction.  In addition, the proposed demolition or removal of the 
existing structures is not anticipated to affect the existing topography, or lead to any erosion or unstable soil 
conditions.  Landslides and lateral spreading are not anticipated since the site is flat.  In addition, the General 
Plan shows that the area is subject to minimal subsidence.   Based upon the Expansive Soil Distribution Map in 
the General Plan, the project site is located within an area of moderate to high clay content.  This is common in 
the City and impacts can be addressed through compliance with applicable soils, grading and structural 
foundation code requirements.  The project site is located within a highly urbanized area that is served by a sewer 
system.  No further analysis of geology and soils is required in the EIR. 
 

IV. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.  Would 
the project: 

    

 
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 

requirements?  (Sources: 6 and 16) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  Discussion:  See below. 

 
b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 

substantially with groundwater recharge such that there 
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering 
of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the 
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop 
to a level which would not support existing land uses or 
planned uses for which permits have been granted?  
(Sources: 6 and 16) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  See below. 

 
c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 

site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, in a manner which would 
result in substantial erosion or siltation on or off-site?  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 



 
 
 
ISSUES (and Supporting Information Sources): 

 
 
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
 
Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

 
 
 
 
No Impact 
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(Sources: 6, 15, and 16) 
 
Discussion:  See below. 

 
d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 

site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the 
rate or amount or surface runoff in a manner which 
would result in flooding on or off-site?  (Sources: 6, 15, 
and 16) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  See below. 

 
e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed 

the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff?  (Sources: 6, 15, and 16) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  See below. 

 
f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?  

(Sources: 6, 15, and 16) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  See below. 

 
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as 

mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation 
map?  (Sources: 4) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  See below. 

 
h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures 

which would impede or redirect flood flows?  (Sources: 
4) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  See below. 

 
i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 

injury or death involving flooding, including flooding 
as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?  (Sources: 4) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  See below. 
 

j)     Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?  (Sources: 
1) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 



 
 
 
ISSUES (and Supporting Information Sources): 

 
 
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
 
Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

 
 
 
 
No Impact 
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Discussion:  See below. 

 
k)    Potentially impact stormwater runoff from construction 

activities?  (Sources: 6 and 16) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  See below. 

 
l)     Potentially impact stormwater runoff from post-

construction activities?  (Sources: 6 and 16) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  See below. 

 
m)   Result in a potential for discharge of stormwater 

pollutants from areas of material storage, vehicle or 
equipment fueling, vehicle or equipment maintenance 
(including washing), waste handling, hazardous 
materials handling or storage, delivery areas, loading 
docks or other outdoor work areas?  (Sources: 6 and 16) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  See below. 

 
n)    Result in the potential for discharge of stormwater to 

affect the beneficial uses of the receiving waters?  
(Sources: 1, 6, and 16) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  See below. 

 
o)    Create or contribute significant increases in the flow 

velocity or volume of stormwater runoff  to cause 
environmental harm?  (Sources: 6 and 16) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  See below. 

 
p)    Create or contribute significant increases in erosion of 

the project site or surrounding areas?  (Sources: 15) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion a-p:  The proposed GPA and ZMA would not result in impacts to hydrology and water quality.  
Permitted uses on the site would change from residential to commercial and industrial; however, no development 
is proposed or considered reasonably foreseeable.       
 
The project does involve demolition or removal of existing structures from the subject site which requires the 
applicant to implement Best Management Practices to avoid, prevent, or reduce pollution of stormwater.  In 
addition, pursuant to National Pollution Discharge Elimination (NPDES) requirements, projects that will result in 
soil disturbance of one or more acres of land must prepare and implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) for approval by the Public Works Department. 

 



 
 
 
ISSUES (and Supporting Information Sources): 

 
 
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
 
Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

 
 
 
 
No Impact 
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After the demolition or removal of existing structures the site will remain essentially unchanged from the existing 
condition.  It will not affect groundwater recharge and will not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site/area or create runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing systems or otherwise 
substantially degrade water quality.  The project site is designated as flood zone X in the current Flood Insurance 
Rate Map (FIRM) and is not subject to any flood development requirements.  In addition, the site is not in the 
immediate vicinity of a levee or dam.  The project site is not shown in the General Plan as being subject to 
tsunami run-up.  The project site is also not located near any inland water bodies.   No further analysis of 
hydrology and water quality is required in the EIR. 
 

V. AIR QUALITY.  The city has identified the significance 
criteria established by the applicable air quality 
management district as appropriate to make the following 
determinations.  Would the project: 

    

 
a) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 

substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation?  (Sources: 5 and 6) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  The project is in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) which is regulated by the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District (SCAQMD). The SCAB is designated as a nonattainment area for ozone, PM10 
(particulate matter less than 10 micrograms in diameter), and PM 2.5 (particulate matter less than 2.5 micrograms 
in diameter).   
 
Short-term:  The GPA and ZMA would not result in short-term air quality impacts.  No new construction is 
proposed with the project.  However, demolition or removal of existing improvements is proposed.  To analyze 
the short term air quality impacts of the project, emissions during demolition or removal of the existing 
improvements were calculated using URBEMIS2007 (version 9.2.4).  A comparison of the project’s demolition 
or removal emission estimates with the regional significance thresholds is provided below.  Because the project’s 
daily demolition or removal emission rates are below these thresholds, the project is considered to have a less 
than significant short-term impact on regional air quality.  No further analysis of this issue is required in the EIR. 
 

SCAQMD Regional Pollutant Emission Thresholds of Significance 
 Construction Regional Significance Threshold (Lbs/day) 
 CO VOC NOx PM10 PM2.5 SO2 

Estimated Demolition/Removal Emissions For 
Proposed Project 22.60 4.73 61.10 78.81 18.09 0.10 

Significance Threshold 550 75 100 150 55 150 

Exceed Threshold? NO NO NO NO NO NO 
 
Long-term:  The proposed GPA, ZMA, and demolition or removal of existing structures would not result in 
long-term air quality impacts.  Permitted uses on the site would change from residential to commercial and 
industrial; however, no development is proposed or considered reasonably foreseeable.  No further analysis of 
this issue is required in the EIR.     
 

 
b) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 

    



 
 
 
ISSUES (and Supporting Information Sources): 

 
 
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
 
Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

 
 
 
 
No Impact 
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concentrations?  (Sources: 6 and 15)     
 
Discussion:  The project site is surrounded by various sensitive receptors including schools and residences to the 
south, north, and east.  Based on the short-term emission estimates in Section V(a) above, the project would not 
exceed the regional emissions significance thresholds and would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations.  Less than significant impacts are anticipated.  As noted in Section V(a) above, the 
proposed GPA, ZMA, and demolition or removal of existing structures would not result in long-term air quality 
impacts.  No further analysis of this issue is required in the EIR. 

 
c) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 

number of people?  (Sources: 6 and 16) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 Discussion:  Demolition or removal of existing improvements on site may potentially create objectionable odors.  
However, the process will be short in duration and temporary; therefore, less than significant impacts are 
anticipated.  As noted in Section V(a) above, the proposed GPA, ZMA, and demolition or removal of existing 
structures would not result in long-term air quality impacts.  No further analysis of this issue is required in the 
EIR.   

 
d)    Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 

applicable air quality plan?  (Sources: 6 and 16) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  The Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) for the South Coast Air Basin establishes a program of 
rules and regulations directed at attainment of state and national air quality standards.  The AQMP control 
measures and related emissions-reduction estimates are based on emissions projections for a future development 
scenario derived from land use, population, and employment characteristics defined in consultation with local 
governments.  Projects that are considered to be consistent with the General Plan are considered to be consistent 
with the AQMP.  Although the proposed project is proposing a GPA and ZMA to change the land use 
designation, the growth in population resulting from a commercial and industrial project is anticipated to be less 
than that under the existing residential land use designation.  In addition, potential employment growth from the 
project is expected to be minimal particularly when compared to regional projections.  Therefore, the proposed 
project would not conflict with the AQMP and impacts would be less than significant.  No further analysis of this 
issue is required in the EIR.            

 
e)     Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of 

any criteria pollutant for which the project region is 
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard (including releasing 
emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for 
ozone precursors)?  (Sources: 6 and 16) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Cumulative impacts on air quality could occur as a result of air pollutant emissions from mobile, area, and 
stationary sources attributed to buildout of the proposed project in combination with other projects.  However, as 
noted in Sections V(a-d) above, short-term impacts are less than significant and there are no long-term impacts.  
No further analysis of this issue is required in the EIR. 
     

VI.  TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC.  Would the project: 
     



 
 
 
ISSUES (and Supporting Information Sources): 

 
 
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 
Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
 
Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

 
 
 
 
No Impact 

 

Page 14 
 

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy 
establishing measures of effectiveness for the 
performance of the circulation system, taking into 
account all modes of transportation including mass 
transit and non-motorized travel and relevant 
components of the circulation system, including but not 
limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, 
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?  
(Sources: 1 and 12) 

    

 
Discussion:  See below. 

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management 
program, including, but not limited to level of service 
standards and travel demand measures, or other 
standards established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated roads or highways?  
(Sources: 1 and 12) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  See below. 

 
c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including 

either an increase in traffic levels or a change in 
location that results in substantial safety risks?  
(Sources: 15) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  See below. 

 
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature 

(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses?  (Sources: 16) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  See below. 

 
e) Result in inadequate emergency access?  (Sources: 16) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  See below. 

 
f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?  (Sources: 16) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:   See below. 

 
g)   Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 

regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, 
or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such 
facilities?  (Sources: 1) 
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Discussion a-g:  Access to the project site and surrounding area is provided by major streets such as Beach, 
Warner, Goldenwest, Gothard, Slater, and Nichols.  The Beach and Warner intersection is currently at Level of 
Service (LOS) D while all other key intersections are at LOS C or better.  LOS is a professional industry standard 
by which the operating conditions of a given roadway segment of intersection are measured.  LOS is defined on a 
scale of A to F, where A represents the best and LOS F represents the worst operating conditions.  The City of 
Huntington Beach considers LOS D acceptable for intersections. It should be noted that with the implementation 
of the Beach and Edinger Corridors Specific Plan (BECSP) (adopted March 2010) new development in the 
Specific Plan area will be required their fair share contribution towards the addition of a separate west bound 
right turn lane at Beach and Warner to address BECSP traffic impacts.       
 
Short Term:  The proposed GPA and ZMA would not result in short-term traffic impacts.  Permitted uses on the 
site would change from residential to commercial and industrial; however, no development is proposed or 
considered reasonably foreseeable.  Short-term traffic impacts would be analyzed if and when development is 
proposed.  Demolition or removal of the existing structures will increase the amount of traffic in the area in the 
short term.  However, the increase will be minimal and temporary due to the limited amount of work involved.  
Less than significant impacts are anticipated and no further analysis of this issue is required in the EIR.   
 
Long Term:  Similarly, the proposed GPA, ZMA, and demolition or removal of existing structures would not 
result in long-term traffic impacts.  Nevertheless, a traffic study was completed by Darnell Associates (revised 
December 16, 2009) which looked at long term traffic impacts from the maximum potential future development 
that could occur on the subject site if the GPA and ZMA were approved.  Right-of-way dedication will be 
required when new development is proposed resulting in a project site net acreage of +3.7 acres.  Based 
on the maximum allowable floor area ratio associated with the proposed General Plan designations of CG-F1 
(Commercial General – Max Floor Area Ratio of 0.35) on +0.96 net acres and I-F2-d (Industrial – Max Floor 
Area Ratio of 0.5) on +2.74 net acres, the maximum potential development would include +14,500 s.f. of retail 
space and +60,000 s.f. of industrial space.  The traffic study actually analyzed an even larger industrial 
development of +66,000 s.f. in conjunction with the +14,500 s.f. of retail space and determined that the potential 
future development of the site could generate 2,398 average daily trips, 111 AM peak hour trips, and 239 PM 
peak hour trips.  The analysis looked at the impact of such development on key intersections in the study area 
including:  Warner/Goldenwest, Warner/Gothard, Warner/Nichols, Warner/Beach, and Slater/Nichols.   
 
The study shows that with the exception of the Warner/Beach intersection all intersections analyzed operate at an 
acceptable LOS D or better under horizon 2030 year conditions without and with the future maximum potential 
development for the project site.  Less than significant impacts are anticipated for these intersections.   
The Warner/Beach intersection operates at an unacceptable LOS E under horizon year 2030 conditions without 
and with the future maximum potential development for the project site.  The addition of the future maximum 
potential development for the project site increases the horizon year 2030 without project delay at the intersection 
by 0.2 seconds during the AM peak hour and 1.8 seconds during the PM peak hour.  Since this is less than the 2.0 
seconds allowed per Caltrans thresholds of significance, the future maximum potential development is considered 
to have a less than significant impact on the intersection.  The Orange County Congestion Management Program 
designates intersections to achieve LOS E or better.  As discussed above, for the horizon year 2030 with the 
future maximum potential development for the project site key area intersections are anticipated to achieve LOS 
E or better.   
 
Although the City is located within the Airport Environs Land Use Plan for the Joint Forces Training Center Los 
Alamitos, the project site is not located within 2 miles of any public or private airstrip.  There are several 
heliports in the City, which are used for air ambulance, business, emergency, and police uses, and John Wayne 
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Airport is located in Santa Ana, approximately 7.5 miles east of the project site. The project will not interfere 
with the existing airspace.  Demolition or removal of existing structures will not impair emergency access or 
parking capacity in the vicinity.  No further analysis of transportation and traffic is required in the EIR.  
     

VII.  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 
 
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 

through habitat modifications, on any species identified 
as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in 
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by 
the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S, 
Fish and Wildlife Service?  (Sources: 1) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  The project site is presently developed and located in an urbanized area.  It does not support any 
unique, sensitive, or endangered species and is not shown in the General Plan as a habitat area; therefore, no 
impacts to any habitat or wildlife area are anticipated.  No further analysis of this issue is required in the EIR. 

 
b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat 

or other sensitive natural community identified in local 
or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish 
and Wildlife Service?  (Sources: 1) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  The project site does not contain any riparian habitat or sensitive natural community identified in 
local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and 
Wildlife Service.  No impacts are anticipated.  No further analysis of this issue is required in the EIR. 

 
c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected 

wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, 
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means?  (Sources: 1) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  The project does not contain any wetlands.  No impacts are anticipated.  No further analysis of this 
issue is required in the EIR. 

 
d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native 

resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors or impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites?  (Sources: 1) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  The project site is located in an urbanized area and is surrounded by development.  The site does not 
support any fish or wildlife.  No impacts are anticipated.  No further analysis of this issue is required in the EIR. 

 
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 

protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
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preservation policy or ordinance?  (Sources: 1 and 2) 
 
Discussion:  The site has several mature trees; however, the applicant has indicated that the mature trees will 
remain and will not be removed during the demolition or removal of the existing structures.  Less than significant 
impacts are anticipated.  No further analysis of this issue is required in the EIR.  However, as a precautionary 
measure to assure protection of the existing mature trees the following measure will be implemented. 
 
BIO 1:  Prior to issuance of a demolition permit the applicant shall provide a consulting arborist report on all the 
existing trees.  Said report shall quantify, identify, size and analyze the health of the existing trees.  The report 
shall also recommend how the existing trees shall be protected and how far demolition shall be kept from the 
trunk. 

f)     Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation 
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan?  (Sources: 1) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  As discussed above, the project site is presently developed and is located in an urbanized area.  It is 
not shown in any adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved 
local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan; therefore, no impacts are anticipated.  No further analysis of 
this issue is required in the EIR. 
     

VIII.  MINERAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 
 
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 

resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the state?  (Sources: 1) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 Discussion:  See below. 

 
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important 

mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan?  
(Sources: 1) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion a-b:  The project site is not a known mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local plan.    
Therefore, the proposed project will not result in the loss of a known mineral resource.  No impacts are 
anticipated.  No further analysis of this issue is required in the EIR. 
     

IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.   
       Would the project: 

 
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 

environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials?  (Sources: 6 and 16) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  See below. 
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b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment?  (Sources: 6 and 16) 

    

 
Discussion:  See below. 

 
c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 

acutely hazardous material, substances, or waste within 
one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?  
(Sources: 15 and 16) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  See below. 

 
d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 

hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment?  (Sources: 8) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  See below. 

 
e)    For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 

where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or pubic use airport, would the 
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the project area?  (Sources: 7 and 15) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  See below. 

 
f)    For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 

would the project result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area?  (Sources: 15) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  See below. 

 
g)    Impair implementation of or physically interfere with 

an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan?  (Sources: 15 and 16) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  See below. 

 
h)    Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 

injury, or death involving wildland fires, including 
where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or 
where residences are intermixed with wildlands?  
(Sources: 1 and 15) 
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Discussion a-h:  The proposed GPA, ZMA, and demolition or removal of existing structures would not result in 
impacts to hazards and hazardous materials.  Permitted uses on the site would change from residential to 
commercial and industrial; however, no development is proposed or considered reasonably foreseeable.   

 
The project site and other existing industrial land uses are located within a half mile of Oak View Elementary 
School, Liberty Christian School, and Ocean View High School.  The Air Quality Management District (AQMD) 
is the agency responsible for air pollution control in the region.  Prior to issuance of a demolition permit the 
applicant is required by AQMD to remove any asbestos present in the existing structures.   The site is not listed 
on the State’s Hazardous Waste and Substances Site List.  The City of Huntington Beach is included in the 
Planning Area for the Joint Forces Training Center in Los Alamitos; however, the site is not located within two 
miles of an airport and is not near any private airstrips.   
 
The project does not involve any new construction and would not impact emergency access to the surrounding 
areas.  In addition, the project site is located within the five (5) minute response area from the Murdy Fire Station 
and the Gothard Fire Station.  The project site is located in an urbanized area and is not near any wildlands.  No 
further analysis of hazards and hazardous materials is required in the EIR.     
 

X. NOISE.  Would the project result in:     
 

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in 
excess of standards established in the local general plan 
or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies?  (Sources: 1 and 10) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  See below. 
 

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?  
(Sources: 6 and 16) 

    

 
Discussion:  See below. 
 

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? (Sources: 6 and 16) 

    

 
Discussion:  See below. 
 

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project?  (Sources: 6 and 16) 

    

 
Discussion:  See below. 
 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 
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miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project expose people residing or working in the project 
area to excessive noise levels?  (Sources: 7) 

 
Discussion:  See below. 
 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project expose people residing or working in 
the project area to excessive noise levels?  (Sources: 
15) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion a-f:  The proposed GPA and ZMA would not result in noise impacts.  Permitted uses on the site 
would change from residential to commercial and industrial; however, no development is proposed or considered 
reasonably foreseeable.  The project could generate noise impacts and groundborne vibration during demolition 
or removal of existing on site improvements.  However, the process will be temporary and limited in duration.  In 
addition, Chapter 8.40 (Noise) of the Huntington Beach Municipal Code (HBMC) prohibits construction activity 
between the hours of 8 p.m. and 7 a.m. on weekdays and Saturdays, and all day on Sundays.  Therefore, short 
term noise impacts from demolition or removal of structures is less than significant.  The City of Huntington 
Beach is included in the Planning Area for the Joint Forces Training Center in Los Alamitos; however, the site is 
not located within two miles of an airport or a private airstrip.  No further analysis of noise is required in the EIR. 
 

XI. PUBLIC SERVICES.  Would the project result in 
substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times or other performance 
objectives for any of the public services: 

    

 
a) Fire protection?  (Sources: 6 and 16) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Discussion:  See below.   
 

b) Police Protection?  (Sources: 6 and 16) 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Discussion:  See below. 
 

c) Schools?  (Sources: 6 and 16) 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Discussion:  See below. 
 
d)    Parks?  (Sources: 6 and 16) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Discussion:  See below. 
 

e) Other public facilities or governmental services?  
(Sources: 6 and 16) 
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Discussion a-e:  The proposed GPA, ZMA, and demolition or removal of existing structures would not result in 
impacts to public services.  Permitted uses on the site would change from residential to commercial and 
industrial; however, no development is proposed or considered reasonably foreseeable.   
 
The project site is within the five-minute response time area from both Murdy Fire Station and Gothard Fire 
Station and can be adequately served by existing resources. The Police Dept. reviewed the proposed GPA, ZMA, 
and demolition or removal of existing improvements from the property and indicated that the project will have no 
effect on Police protection.  No further analysis of public services is required in the EIR. 
 

XII.  UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.  Would 
the project: 

    

 
a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 

applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB)?  (Sources: 6 and 10) 
 
Discussion:  See below. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
b) Require or result in the construction of new water or 

wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects?  (Sources: 6) 
 
Discussion:  See below. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water  

drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects?  (Sources: 6) 
 
Discussion:  See below. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 

project from existing entitlements and resources, or are 
new or expanded entitlements needed?  (Sources: 6 and 
Public Works Dept.) 
 
Discussion:  See below. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 

provider which serves or may serve the project that it 
has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected 
demand in addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments?  (Sources: 6) 
 
Discussion:  See below. 
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f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste 
disposal needs?  (Sources: 6) 
 
Discussion:  See below. 

    

 
g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and 

regulations related to solid waste?  (Sources: 6) 
 
Discussion:  See below. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
h) Include a new or retrofitted storm water treatment 

control Best Management Practice (BMP), (e.g. water 
quality treatment basin, constructed treatment 
wetlands?)  (Sources: 16)  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion a-h:  The proposed GPA and ZMA would not result in impacts to utilities and service systems.  
Permitted uses on the site would change from residential to commercial and industrial; however, no development 
is proposed or considered reasonably foreseeable.   
 
The applicant is required to implement Best Management Practices to address water quality during 
demolition/removal of the existing structures.  In addition, pursuant to National Pollution Discharge Elimination 
(NPDES) requirements, projects that will result in soil disturbance of one or more acres of land must prepare and 
implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for approval by the Public Works Department. 
 
Solid waste collection service for the City of Huntington Beach is provided by Rainbow Disposal under an 
exclusive long-term contract with the City.  Collected solid waste is transported to a transfer station where the 
solid waste is sorted and processed through a Materials Recovery Facility where recyclable materials are 
removed.  The remaining solid waste is transferred to the Frank R. Bowerman Landfill located in the City of 
Irvine.  The landfill has a remaining capacity in excess of 30 years based on the present solid waste generation 
rates.  No further analysis of utilities and services systems is required in the EIR. 
 

XIII.  AESTHETICS.  Would the project: 
 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?  
(Sources: 1) 
 
Discussion:  See below. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but 

not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 
buildings within a state scenic highway?  (Sources: 1) 
 
Discussion:  See below. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or 

quality of the site and its surroundings?  (Sources: 15 
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and 16) 
 
Discussion:  See below. 
 

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which 
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the 
area?  (Sources: 15 and 16) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
Discussion a-d: The proposed GPA, ZMA, and demolition or removal of existing structures would not result in 
impacts to aesthetics.  Permitted uses on the site would change from residential to commercial and industrial; 
however, no development is proposed or considered reasonably foreseeable.   
 
The project site is not situated adjacent to or in the vicinity of any scenic vista designated by the City or the State.   
The project site is mostly undeveloped and existing trees will remain.  Demolition or removal of existing 
improvements will not substantially alter the appearance of the site.  No further analysis of aesthetics is required 
in the EIR.  
 

XIV.  CULTURAL RESOURCES.  Would the project: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 
a historical resource as defined in δ15064.5?  (Sources: 1 
and 13) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Discussion: The City’s General Plan Historic and Cultural Resources Element classifies the project site as a local 
landmark, considered to be of significant importance to the local community as depicted on Tables HCR-1 and 
HCR-2 of the General Plan.  Existing historic structures consist of three residences (Furuta Houses #1 and 2; and 
Parson’s House), a barn, and two church buildings.  The first church building and Parson’s House were originally 
constructed in 1911 followed by Furuta House 1 in 1912, the second church in 1934, and Furuta House 2 in 1947.   
The proposed project would result in the demolition or removal of locally significant buildings.  A Historic 
Resource Report was prepared for the project site by Tim Gregory in 2002.  The report determined that the 
subject property and its buildings served as key part of the cultural center for the Japanese community of the 
Wintersburg area (annexed into the City of Huntington Beach in 1957).  The analysis concludes that each 
building found on-site is potentially eligible for listing in the National Register as a contributor to a historic 
district and in the California Register of Historical Resources.  The proposal to demolish or remove the subject 
structures will have potentially significant impacts and will require further analysis in an Environmental Impact 
Report. 

 
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 

of an archaeological resource pursuant to δ15064.5?  
(Sources: 11 and 13) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

     
Discussion:  The site has been previously graded and developed.  The Historic Resource Report did not visually 
identify any archaeological resources on site and the area is not identified in the City’s inventory of sites having 
archaeological resources.  Less than significant impacts are anticipated and no further analysis of this issue is 
required in the EIR.  However, as a precautionary measure, in the event that archaeological resources are 
discovered during demolition or removal of existing structures  the following measure will be implemented. 
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ARCHAEO-1:  Should archaeological resources be discovered during demolition or removal of existing 
structures, operations shall cease until a qualified professional can provide an evaluation and develop a course of 
action to the approval of the City of Huntington Beach Planning and Building Department.   
 

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site unique geologic feature?  (Sources: 1 
and 6) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Discussion:  The site has been previously graded and developed.  It does not contain any unique geologic 
features and is not designated as having any paleontological resources.  Less than significant impacts are 
anticipated and no further analysis of this issue is required in the EIR.  However, as a precautionary measure, in 
the event that paleontological resources are discovered during demolition or removal of existing structures  the 
following measure will be implemented. 
 
PALEO-1:  Should paleontological resources be discovered during demolition or removal of existing structures, 
operations shall cease until a qualified professional can provide an evaluation and develop a course of action to 
the approval of the City of Huntington Beach Planning and Building Department.   
 

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries?  (Sources: 15) 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Discussion:  The proposed project is not known or anticipated to contain human remains.  The project site was 
formerly used as a residence and church and has been previously disturbed.  Native American tribal leaders were 
notified of the request and have not indicated any concerns.  No impacts are anticipated and no further analysis of 
this issue is required in the EIR. 

 
XV.  RECREATION.  Would the project: 

 
a) Would the project increase the use of existing 

neighborhood, community and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial physical 
deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated?  (Sources: 1 and 16) 
 
Discussion:  See below. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or 

require the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect 
on the environment?  (Sources: 1 and 16) 
 
Discussion:  See below.    
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

c) Affect existing recreational opportunities? (Sources: 1 
and 16) 
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Discussion a-c:  The proposed GPA and ZMA would not result in impacts to recreation.  Permitted uses on the 
site would change from residential to commercial and industrial; however, no development is proposed or 
considered reasonably foreseeable.  In addition, the existing structures are located far enough from the existing 
recreational facilities at the school to the south such than any impacts during demolition or removal would be less 
than significant.  No further analysis of this issue is required in the EIR.   
 

XVI. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES.  In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant 
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment 
Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on 
agriculture and farmland.  Would the project: 

 
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 

Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California 
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? (Sources: 1) 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Discussion:  See below.     
 
b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 

Williamson Act contract? (Sources: 1) 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Discussion:  See below.  
 

c)  Involve other changes in the existing environment which, 
due to their location or nature, could result in 
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?  
(Sources: 1) 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

     
Discussion a-c:  The project site is not a designated farmland on any state maps and is not subject to a 
Williamson Act contract.  As noted in the project description  there was an existing farm on the property when 
Rainbow purchased it.  Since that time Rainbow has kept the farm operational by growing trees and various 
plants on a non-commercial basis for donation to the community.  The proposed GPA, ZMA, and demolition or 
removal of existing structures will not impact this use which can remain under the proposed commercial and 
industrial designations as a preexisting nonconforming use if it is not discontinued.  The project site is situated in 
a highly urbanized area with no other adjacent active farmland.  No impacts are anticipated and no further 
analysis of this issue is required in the EIR. 
 

XVII.  GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Would the project: 
       

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment? 
 
Discussion:  See below. 
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b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gases? 

                         

 
Discussion a-b:  The project does not involve any new construction and therefore will not have long term 
greenhouse gas emission impacts or conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the 
purpose of reducing greenhouse gas emissions.  Impacts in the short term will only occur during the proposed 
demolition or removal of the existing on site improvements.  Because the demolition or removal process is only 
temporary and anticipated to last 15 days impacts will be less than significant.  No further analysis of this issue 
is required in the EIR.     

 
XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 

 
a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality 

of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a 
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population 
to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate 
a plant or animal community, reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal 
or eliminate important examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory?  (Sources: 1, 6, and 16) 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Discussion:  As discussed in Section VII (Biological Resources), the proposed GPA, ZMA, and demolition or 
removal of existing structures  will not result in direct impacts to fish and wildlife species and their habitat.  
However, as analyzed in Section XIV (Cultural Resources), the project would result in a potentially significant 
impact to a historic resource.  An EIR will be prepared to analyze the historic resource impacts of the project.   

 
b) Does the project have impacts that are individually 

limited, but cumulatively considerable?  (“Cumulatively 
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a 
project are considerable when viewed in connection 
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other 
current projects, and the effects of probable future 
projects.)  (Sources: 1, 6, and 16) 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Discussion: See below.  
 
c) Does the project have environmental effects which will 

cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly?  (Sources: 1, 6, and 16) 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Discussion b-c:  With the exception of historic resources, as noted in Sections I through XVII the proposed GPA, 
ZMA, and demolition or removal of existing structures would not result in adverse impacts to the environment, 
including cumulatively considerable impacts.   Permitted uses on the site would change from residential to 
commercial and industrial; however, no development is proposed or considered reasonably foreseeable.  If and 
when development is proposed, a separate environmental analysis would be required.   
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XIX.  EARLIER ANALYSIS. 
Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, one or more effects 
have been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration.  Section 15063 (c)(3)(D).  Earlier 
Documents Prepared and Utilized in this Analysis: 

Reference # Document Title Available for Review at: 
 
1 

 
City of Huntington Beach General Plan 

 
City of Huntington Beach Planning and 

Building Dept., Planning/Zoning 
Information Counter, 2000 Main St., 3rd 

floor, Huntington Beach and at 
www.huntingtonbeachca.gov 

 
2 

 
City of Huntington Beach Zoning and Subdivision 

Ordinance 

 
City of Huntington Beach City Clerk’s 

Office, 2000 Main St., 2nd floor, 
Huntington Beach and at 

www.huntingtonbeachca.gov 
 
3 

 
City of Huntington Beach Geotechnical Inputs Report 

 
City of Huntington Beach Planning and 

Building Dept. (see #1) 
 
4 

 
FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map (2009) 

 
“ 

 
5 

 
CEQA Air Quality Handbook 

South Coast Air Quality Management District (1993) 

 
“ 

 
6 

 
City of Huntington Beach CEQA Procedure Handbook 

 
“ 

 
7 

 
Airport Environs Land Use Plan for Joint Forces Training 

Base Los Alamitos (Oct. 17, 2002) 

 
“ 

 
8 

 
Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites List 

 
“ 

 
9 

 
State Seismic Hazard Zones Map 

 

 
“ 

10 City of Huntington Beach Municipal Code See #2 
 

11 
 

City of Huntington Beach Archaeological Site Vicinity Map 
 

City of Huntington Beach Planning and 
Building Dept. (see #1) 

 
12 

 
Traffic Study by Darnell & Associates, Inc. 

(Dec. 16, 2009) 

 
“ 

 
13 

 
Historic Resources Technical Report by Tim Gregory 

(October 28, 2002) 

 
“ 

 
14 

 
Alquist Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map 

 
“ 

 
15 

 
Project Aerial Vicinity Map 

 
See Attachment 1 

 
16 

 
Project Narrative Dated July 26, 2011 

 
See Attachment 2 

 
17 

 
Urbemis Demolition Emission Report May 3, 2011 

 
See Attachment 3 

 

http://www.huntingtonbeachca.gov/
http://www.huntingtonbeachca.gov/
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Attachment No. 3.2



 

 

Attachment No. 4 
Summary of Mitigation Measures 

 
Description of Impact Mitigation Measure 

 
 

 
 

Protection of 
Mature Trees 

BIO 1:  Prior to issuance of a demolition permit the applicant shall provide a consulting 
arborist report on all the existing trees.  Said report shall quantify, identify, size and 
analyze the health of the existing trees.  The report shall also recommend how the 
existing trees shall be protected and how far demolition shall be kept from the trunk. 

Protection of 
Archaeological Resources 

ARCHAEO-1:  Should archaeological resources be discovered during demolition or 
removal of existing structures, operations shall cease until a qualified professional can 
provide an evaluation and develop a course of action to the approval of the City of 
Huntington Beach Planning and Building Department.   

Protection of 
Paleontological Resources 

PALEO-1:  Should paleontological resources be discovered during demolition or 
removal of existing structures, operations shall cease until a qualified professional can 
provide an evaluation and develop a course of action to the approval of the City of 
Huntington Beach Planning and Building Department.   
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Jones, Tanya

To: Escario, Renee
Subject: RE: EAC agenda - Wintersburg Church (EA No. 05-003)

From: Mary Adams Urashima [mailto:urashima@earthlink.net]  
Sent: Thursday, August 11, 2011 11:09 AM 
To: Ramos, Ricky 
Subject: RE: EAC agenda - Wintersburg Church (EA No. 05-003) 

Hi Ricky, 

Thank you for the update.  I am working with Phil Brigandi (former OC archivist), Art Hansen (CSU Fullerton), Carla 
Tengan (Japanese American National Museum), and the present day Wintersburg Church group.  Phil, Art, Carla and 
Chris Jepsen were involved with the panel discussion in May. 

I have been talking with Chris Jepsen.  Chris would prefer you go through me, due to his position with the Archive and as 
a City appointee, but he will follow this closely. 

There was an extensive study and oral histories conducted by CSU Fullerton, for which both Phil and Art were involved.  I 
have asked for a copy of that for you.  It was their assessment that this is the most important Japanese American site in 
OC.  This site predates the incorporation of Huntington Beach. 

You may also wish to cite the information from California Japan Towns regarding Nihonmachis, of which Wintersburg is 
one.  Please see this link about Wintersburg, http://www.californiajapantowns.org/orange.html.  It says, “Religious 
services, community events, athletic clubs, and Japanese language classes sponsored by Nikkei churches 
provided critical social connections for the dispersed Orange County community. The earliest churches were 
Anaheim Japanese Free Methodist Church, the Buddhist Church in Talbert and Wintersburg Presbyterian 
Mission in what is now Huntington Beach. Begun in 1904, the Wintersburg Mission building and a small 
minister's home were dedicated in 1910 through funds and labor provided by local Japanese immigrants and 
"some good American friends." In 1930, the Mission became the Wintersburg Presbyterian Church and plans 
were formed to build a new church structure. The congregation used this building until 1966. 

Among the very few substantial Nikkei resources left in all of Orange County, the Wintersburg Japanese 
Presbyterian Church complex is unusual for its range of structures demonstrating the growth of a Japanese 
Christian church. The complex retains the original 1909-1910 Mission building, a rectory dating to 1910, the 
larger 1934 church built, and the home of church benefactor, C.M. Furuta. At the time of our 2007 Preserving 
California’s Japantowns survey, the property was fenced off and potentially threatened by development.” 

Any other information I receive for the historical report, I will pass on to you.  Can you email to me the 2002 Historic 
Resources Technical Report? 

Thank you, Ricky.  I greatly appreciate all your time on this. 

Best, 
Mary 

From: Ramos, Ricky [mailto:rramos@surfcity-hb.org]  
Sent: Thursday, August 11, 2011 8:53 AM 
To: Mary Adams Urashima 
Subject: RE: EAC agenda - Wintersburg Church (EA No. 05-003)



2

The analysis in the IS recommends a focused EIR to address the historic resource.  We do have a 2002 
Historic Resources Technical Report on the property which will be used for the EIR.  Let me know if you 
want me to email it to you.  Who are the two individuals you are referring to?   

Chris Jepsen with OC Archives and vice chair of the HB Historic Resources Board (which I staff) has been 
tracking this project and invited Rainbow to a meeting of the OC Historic Society (?) a couple of months 
ago which were attended by Phil Brigandi (?) and possibly the same professor you are referring to.  If they
are the same individuals you are referring to I can just go through Chris to see if they have any written 
info they can share with me so I can forward to our EIR consultant.  Thanks for all your help.      

From: Mary Adams Urashima [mailto:urashima@earthlink.net]  
Sent: Wednesday, August 10, 2011 10:26 PM 
To: Ramos, Ricky 
Subject: RE: EAC agenda - Wintersburg Church (EA No. 05-003) 

Thanks, Ricky---I appreciate the update.  I plan to attend the 8/23 EAC to hear the discussion.   

This site is considered the most important Japanese American site in Orange County, and should require a DEIR.  Please 
let me know if City staff needs to be put in touch with the CSU Fullerton professor or former OC Archive historian who 
conducted the extensive historical study and oral histories. 

Best, 
Mary 

From: Ramos, Ricky [mailto:rramos@surfcity-hb.org]  
Sent: Wednesday, August 10, 2011 5:22 PM 
To: Mary Adams Urashima 
Subject: RE: EAC agenda - Wintersburg Church (EA No. 05-003)

Hi Mary – I already have you on my list.  There was no quorum at the 8/4 EAC so it has been rescheduled 
for 8/23.  Once we get EAC’s blessing we can release the NOP/IS for public review.   

From: Mary Adams Urashima [mailto:urashima@earthlink.net]  
Sent: Wednesday, August 10, 2011 3:13 PM 
To: Ramos, Ricky 
Subject: RE: EAC agenda - Wintersburg Church (EA No. 05-003) 

Hi Ricky, 

Please include my email on notifications for this project as it proceeds. 

Also, what is the expected timeline for the next steps. 

Thank you, 
Mary 

From: Ramos, Ricky [mailto:rramos@surfcity-hb.org]  
Sent: Thursday, August 04, 2011 11:11 AM 
To: Mary Adams Urashima 
Subject: RE: EAC agenda - Wintersburg Church (EA No. 05-003)

My main contact is Jerry Moffatt, Co-President/COO.    

From: Mary Adams Urashima [mailto:urashima@earthlink.net]  
Sent: Thursday, August 04, 2011 10:16 AM 
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To: Ramos, Ricky 
Subject: RE: EAC agenda - Wintersburg Church (EA No. 05-003) 

Hi Ricky, 

The Wintersburg administrator is not aware of any contact by Rainbow.  Can you tell me who the contact person is the 
Rainbow on this project?  Ron Shenkman?   

Thank you, 
Mary 

From: Ramos, Ricky [mailto:rramos@surfcity-hb.org]  
Sent: Thursday, August 04, 2011 9:53 AM 
To: Mary Adams Urashima 
Subject: RE: EAC agenda - Wintersburg Church (EA No. 05-003)

I will share your input with Rainbow.  I believe they have already made contact with the church group.  

From: Mary Adams Urashima [mailto:urashima@earthlink.net]  
Sent: Thursday, August 04, 2011 7:04 AM 
To: Ramos, Ricky 
Subject: EAC agenda - Wintersburg Church (EA No. 05-003) 
Importance: High 

Hi Ricky, 

Regarding the Wintersburg Church building on the Warner Avenue property now owned by Rainbow Disposal, I would 
request the City ask the applicant to work with the current Wintersburg Church group on the building relocation / 
preservation of artifacts. 

I have communicated with present-day representatives of Wintersburg and they are interested in what they can do to 
relocate the building.  They talked with OC Heritage, which apparently also expressed some interest.  This is a new 
undertaking for them, and I would urge the applicant take some time to work with them.  If relocation is not feasible, I 
would urge the applicant work with the Wintersburg group before / during demolition to preserve any relevant artifacts, 
e.g. the Church cornerstone. 

I understand from the EAC staff report, there are no development plans for the site and working with Wintersburg would 
not delay any planned development.   

In addition to the Wintersburg site being a local historic landmark, it also is a house of worship.  While RLUIPA may not 
apply directly, post-RLUIPA cases lean toward preservation-based solutions. 

The Japanese-American community of Wintersburg is an important, but often forgotten, part of the history of this area of 
Huntington Beach.  The present-day Wintersburg Church provides some of this history on the “about us” page on their 
website, http://www.wintersburg.org/ (note they say the Church was built in 1910).  The Japanese-American communities 
in California went through tremendous upheaval during WWII, and many of these historical sites were lost.  This is a rare 
opportunity for a planning process that thoughtfully includes historic preservation / salvage. 

The applicant, Rainbow Disposal, is a good company and has been involved in numerous, positive programs in the 
community.  The Wintersburg group is a friendly congregation.  I offer my services pro bono to facilitate these two 
organizations meeting and making a determination regarding what can be relocated or removed for preservation, before 
the applicant proceeds processing an application for demolition. 

Thank you, 

Mary Adams Urashima 
Urashima & Associates 
714-374-8360 
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Jones, Tanya

To: Escario, Renee
Subject: RE: Warner Nichols Historic Resources

From: Mary Adams Urashima [mailto:urashima@earthlink.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, September 06, 2011 12:13 PM 
To: Ramos, Ricky 
Cc: urashima@earthlink.net 
Subject: RE: Warner Nichols Historic Resources 

September 6, 2011 

Re: Warner Nichols Historic Resources; public comment on Draft Focused Environmental Impact Report for the 
Warner Nichols property 

To the attention of Ricky Ramos: 

The information below and attached is a formal comment for the Notice of Preparation for the Draft Focused 
Environmental Impact Report for the Warner Nichols property.  This information was compiled by CSU-Fullerton professor 
Art Hansen and includes historical / cultural information pertinent to the history of the property, and not included in the 
draft EIR. 

The attachment is a lecture CSU Fullerton professor Art Hansen gave to the Costa Mesa Historical Society on the evening 
of October 18, 2006, entitled "The Pioneering Issei Generation: The Foundation of Orange County's Japanese American 
Heritage."   

Thank you for including this in the public comments. 

Mary Adams Urashima 

Art Hansen comments:

First, there are four important interviews that I participated in during the 1980s for the Honorable Stephen K. Tamura 
Orange County Japanese American Oral History Project jointly sponsored by the Historical and Cultural Foundation of 
Orange County's Japanese American Council and California State University, Fullerton's Oral History Program (Japanese 
American Project).  These interviews deal with key individuals connected to the buildings and the historical context on the 
contested site in Huntington Beach now controlled by the Rainbow Disposal Company.  The interviews are with Yukiko 
Furuta, whose family lived in the residence on the site; Henry Kiyomi Akiyama, Mrs. Furuta's brother-in-law, who was an 
Orange County pioneering Issei and a member of the Wintersburg mission/church; Reverend Kenji Kikuchi, who presided 
over the 1934 Wintersburg Presbyterian Church (who building is also on the Rainbow Disposal Company site); and 
Clarence Iwao Nishizu, an older Nisei member of the Wintersburg Presbyterian Church who discusses at length that 
church as well as the other Japanese American churches in Orange County and virtually every aspect of Orange County 
Japanese American history.   

These interviews do NOT appear in the Warner Nichols study, either in the text or in the bibliography, yet they are 
invaluable as historical documents in the connection at hand.  Accordingly, below I have pasted links that will take you 
to virtual versions of these pertinent oral history interviews, all of which are annotated and indexed. 

http://texts.cdlib.org/view?docId=ft7p3006z0&doc.view=entire_text  [Yukiko Furuta] 

http://texts.cdlib.org/view?docId=ft4b69n873&doc.view=entire_text  [Henry Kiyomi Akiyama] 

http://texts.cdlib.org/view?docId=ft7d5nb3gn;NAAN=13030&doc.view=frames&chunk.id=d0e192&toc.depth=1&toc.id=&
brand=calisphere  [Reverend Kenji Kikuchi] 



2

http://www.oac.cdlib.org/view?docId=hb009n977b;NAAN=13030&doc.view=frames&chunk.id=div00003&toc.depth=1&t
oc.id=&brand=oac4  [Clarence Iwao Nishizu] 

In addition to these four interviews, another item, one that was not published at the time that the Warner Nichols study 
was completed, needs to be taken under advisement by the City of Huntington Beach in compiling its historical report: 
Stephanie George and Carlota F. Haider, Sowing Dreams, Cultivating Lives: Nikkei Farmers in Pre-World War II Orange 
County (Fullerton, CA: Center for Oral and Public History, 2009).  Most especially, the section of this book relating to the 
Japanese American churches in Orange County, in general, and the Wintersburg Presbyterian Church, in particular, on 
pages 98-107 needs to be taken under serious advisement by the City of Huntington Beach. 



The Pioneering Issei Generation: The Foundation 
of Orange County’s Japanese American Heritage 

 
Arthur A. Hansen 

 
(Presented on October 18, 2006, at the Costa Mesa Historical Society) 

 
 

 Thank you, Terry, for your kind introduction.  I am delighted to 

be here tonight to speak to the membership of the Costa Mesa Historical 

Society.  I read on your website that your society was inaugurated in 

1966 to spearhead the restoration of the Diego Sepulveda Adobe.  That 

year, 1966, was an important one for me also.  It was then when I was 

hired to teach history at California State University, Fullerton, where I 

am now completing my forty-first year of service.  The person who 

hired me as a professor at Cal State Fullerton was (and, I believe, still 

is) a resident of Costa Mesa, Dr. Giles Brown.  As some of you here 

might recall, Dr. Brown made quite a name for himself as a professor at 

Orange Coast College here in Costa Mesa before coming to Cal State 

Fullerton, where he retired a number of years back as the dean of 

graduate studies.  His name, however, is still a prominent one on our 

campus, for the award given annually to the graduate student who has 
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produced the best thesis in the entire university is called the Giles T. 

Brown Outstanding Thesis Award.     

 Costa Mesa is important to me for a number of reasons apart 

from my connection to Dr. Brown.  During my World War II childhood, 

one of my maternal uncles was stationed at the Santa Ana Army Air 

Base, as was my first major league baseball hero, Joe DiMaggio.  Since 

coming to live in Orange County back almost a half century ago, I have 

with two different wives shopped until I dropped at one of our country’s 

most lucrative malls, South Coast Plaza.  I have also been the 

beneficiary of the wonderful dramatic and musical delights offered 

through, respectively, the South Coast Repertory Theater and the 

Orange County Performing Arts Center.  As a longtime specialist on 

Japanese American history, society, and culture, I have felt fortunate to 

drive down a street located in the cultural-commercial center of Costa 

Mesa named after a mega-millionaire Japanese American farmer, the 

late Katsumasa Roy Sakioka.  And just as I was moved by the 

unaffected simplicity of this patriarch’s appearance and lifestyle, so too 

have I been stirred by the unadorned, graceful, and powerful sculpture 

work by the late world-class Japanese American artist, Isamu Noguchi, 

comprising the “California Scenario” sculptural garden, which was 
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commissioned by lima bean farmer-turned-developer and 

philanthropist, Henry Seagerstrom, and dedicated on April 16, 1989, in 

an elegant tea ceremony at the upscale South Coast Town Center Plaza 

here in Costa Mesa. 

*     *     * 

 During my email interactions with Terry Shaw, who kindly 

invited me to be your speaker tonight way back in March, it was agreed 

that I would address the broad topic of the history of Japanese 

Americans in Orange County.”  I have thought of many ways that I 

might approach this topic, but ultimately, I decided to focus my 

primary attention on the historical experience of the pioneering 

generation of people of Japanese ancestry in our county.  These people 

are known collectively as the Issei─spelled I-S-S-E-I.  Like other Asian 

people who immigrated to and settled in the United States, they were for 

a long time denied the right of becoming naturalized U.S. citizens, but 

finally, in 1952, in the wake of their wartime exclusion from the West 

Coast, including Orange County, and their internment in inland 

detention camps managed by the War Relocation Authority, they were 

made eligible to become U.S. citizens, which most Issei promptly did, 

with great pride. 
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 Although I have been researching and writing and teaching about 

the Japanese American experience since 1972, it was not until the 1980s 

that I got deeply involved in documenting the story of Orange County’s 

Issei.  My immersion in this topic was climaxed by my participation in 

two important community events, held respectively in 1984 and 1986.   

 On the evening of March 31, 1984, the Orange County Japanese 

American Council sponsored a major event entitled “A Tribute to Issei 

Pioneers in Orange County.”  Held at the South Coast Plaza Hotel here 

in Costa Mesa, 660 people turned out to honor the contribution of 

Orange County’s pioneer Japanese Americans, 38 of whom were in 

attendance.  Age alone, in most circles, and perhaps especially so within 

the Japanese American community, is a trait that commands respect.  

And certainly these Orange County pioneers could have been honored 

solely for living as long as they had─and that in itself would have been 

an appropriate reason to celebrate. But it was clear to anyone who was 

fortunate enough to speak to the surviving Issei that night that they 

represented something more than age to praise, something connected 

with survival, achievement, and dignity. 

 As Laura Saari, an Orange County Register reporter who covered 

this event for her newspaper, observed in her follow-up story: “[These 
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three dozen first-generation Japanese Americans] shared stories about 

moving from farm to farm in an attempt to eke out a living, about men 

sending for ‘picture brides’ from Japan, about sisters and brothers 

dying in American internment camps during World War II.  People 

who today are successful realtors talked about their childhood homes, 

shacks with newspapers for wallpaper. Produce giants remembered 

toiling in the fields under the hot sun. They told us their stories, many of 

them in their native Japanese, with a matter-of-factness that tended to 

heighten the personal drama.” 

 The American-born, U.S. citizen children of the Issei are called 

Nisei─spelled N-I-S-E-I.  One Nisei who was in attendance at this 

tribute to the Issei in 1984 was Clarence Nishizu, who moved to Orange 

County in 1916 when he was 6 years old, and who at the time of his 

death last year was the oldest Nisei in Orange County and, moreover, 

the oldest member of the national Japanese American Citizens League.  

At the 1984 event in Costa Mesa, Clarence Nishizu gathered some of the 

guests around him and, putting his arms around one of the Issei, 

Masami Sasaki, and declared: “This was Mr. Orange County before-

the-war.”  “How old do you think I am,” asked Sasaki.  “How old?”  

None of those huddled around him wanted to venture a guess, and 
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waited for Sasaki to rescue them by providing the answer.  But he 

waited stubbornly for a response.  The answers that were offered all 

proved to be wide of the mark by about two decades.  “Niiiiiine-ty-

seven,” he said, beaming. 

 Speaking partly through a translator, Sasaki told his rapt 

listeners that he had been known worldwide before the war as the Chili 

King, for his cultivation of chili peppers in Orange County. Because 

Issei, after 1913 and the passage of the Alien Land Law in California, 

were unable to own land or to lease land for longer than three years at a 

time, Sasaki’s empire was, in truth, a moveable one.  “I controlled the 

chilis in Mexico and the United States, I controlled the chilis all over the 

world,” he boasted.  “If I wanted 10 cents a pound, they had to pay 10 

cents.”  Then World War II came, and Sasaki─sent to an internment 

camp─lost everything. 

 Another older Nisei who attended the event that night in Costa 

Mesa was the late Henry Kanegae, the owner of H. Kanegae Produce.  

He told how his late father “sent away” to Japan for a wife, which he 

did prior to the passage of the U.S.’s restrictive 1924 immigration act 

that cut off all Japanese immigrants to this country.  To earn a living in 

America, Kanegae’s father cleared mesquite brushland for a dollar a 
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day.  He couldn’t afford a fancy car, but when he sent a photo of himself 

to Japan (the method typically used to obtain a bride), “he was leaning 

against a Packard (not his) . . .  on the street,” Kanegae said, grinning. 

 Ichi Noguchi, one of the Issei honored at the event, remembered 

her husband dying in the wartime internment camp.  Before the war, 

the Noguchis owned a general store that served the farms in the county. 

After the war, Mrs. Noguchi was left alone, with five children to 

support. 

 Henry Akiyama, another Issei in attendance, communicated 

through a translator about moving to Orange County with very few 

resources in order to be with a friend.  Eventually he developed a 

thriving goldfish and koi business, Pacific Goldfish Farm in 

Westminster, and in the process became one of the very few prewar 

millionaires (or darn close to it) in the U.S. mainland’s Japanese 

American community. 

 The setting for this 1984 tribute, as I mentioned earlier, was the 

Westin South Coast Plaza Hotel, a towering example of man-made 

modernity.  This hotel not only sits across from the naturalistic 

sculptures of Isamu Noguchi  “California Scenario” sculpture garden, 

but is also located very near to the sites of agricultural fields where 
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many Japanese immigrants, included the 38 honorees, once labored.  In 

1910, there were some 600 Issei living in Orange County, mostly 

bachelor males, but by the time of the tribute to them in 1984, there 

were only a few score still alive.  Nonetheless, they seemed to those at 

the event to be as hardy, vibrant, and inquisitive as they were six and 

seven decades previously when they had arrived from Japan as part of 

the then-current wave of newcomers drawn by the American promise. 

 At the end of the evening’s festivities, the 38 Issei posed for their 

reunion portrait. Despite the corps of media photographers who 

documented the evening, the Issei’s portrait sitting seemed more like the 

private familial affair of a community; characteristically low-key, it was 

touched by both ethnic sentiment and historical irony. 

 Like the other Issei who had settled along the West Coast and in 

other U.S. regions, the Orange County Issei became an ethnic-minority 

model for economic perseverance, societal adaptation, and prodding 

their children toward educational excellence. 

 But their Nisei children and their grandchildren, the Sansei 

(spelled S-A-N-S-E-I), also describe the Issei as survivors of a decades-

long racial prejudice toward Japanese Americans in America, the most 

devastating example being the World War II internment. 
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 But it was the success-model saga of the Japanese American as the 

Quiet American, the Dutiful Immigrant, that was emphasized, on the 

night of the tribute to them, not only by their families, but also through 

written tributes offered by U.S. President Ronald Reagan and 

California Governor George Deukmejian and from the Japanese Consul 

General’s office. 

 The other theme that dominated the proceedings that evening was 

that of a passing era. As one Nisei member of the Japanese American 

Council put it: “These official tributes are very welcome. We are 

gratified by them.  But all of us, including the Nisei, should have done 

this a long time ago─before so many of the Issei had gone.  It’s all but 

too late.” 

 There were two emcees for this event in 1984.  One of them was 

the then-widely known television news anchor, Tritia Toyota, a third-

generation Japanese American or Sansei who was born and raised in 

Oregon.  The other emcee, Ernie Nagamatsu, was also a Sansei, but he 

was a native son of Orange County.  Although a highly successful 

dentist, Dr. Nagamatsu possessed the soul of a poet.  This fact became 

dramatically clear when he read to the audience a prose piece that he 

prepared for the even entitled “The Issei Spirit.”  Because it so captures 
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the historical past and the spiritual legacy of the Issei generation, I want 

to now share it with you. 

 

 There has been changing times in Orange County . . . gone 

are the vast farming areas of Bolsa, Talbert, and the celery fields 

of Smeltzer.  Gone are the great floods of Huntington Beach and 

the chili dehydrators of Garden Grove, and also of the many 

migrant workers who came to visit our ranches. Today we have 

many new homes and communities like Villa Park and La Palma 

in Orange County.  

 But what remains with us and in us .  .  .  is the “Issei Spirit” 

.  .  .  for it started with the breaking of the ground in the new land 

that was Orange County.  It was their dream that helped the 

pioneers survive the extreme hardships in an unfamiliar 

environment. 

 It became their vision to educate their children and open 

doors to opportunities.  The “Issei Spirit” was the tenacity to 

always seek excellence in all endeavors  .  .  .  whether it was to cut 

straight rows on a farm or establishing a dry goods store.  The 

“Issei Spirit” was to understand the importance of participation 
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as exampled by Mr. Tamura who attended PTA meetings without 

understanding English for he knew the importance to his 

children, and Mr. Sasaki sponsoring the Seinen Kai, a young 

men’s group.  The “Issei Spirit” of respect and leadership 

eventually resulted in Mayors and Councilmen of towns and all 

the student leaders of today in Orange County. 

 The “Issei Spirit” gave resilience of those who had to seek 

other occupations when college degrees failed to get them jobs  .  .  

.  for the time was not right.      

 It was their understanding of adversities, hardships, and 

struggles of life that gave us all guidance during the troubled and 

confused times of the relocation camp days wherever we might 

have been. 

 The “Issei Spirit” encouraged all of us to have pride in our 

ethnicity  .  .  .  they established gakuens (Japanese schools) in 

Talbert, Garden Grove, and Stanton  .   .   .   so we could better 

enjoy our heritage as is our objective today in the Japanese 

American Council [who have sponsored this tribute to the Issei]. 
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 The “Issei Spirit” was “hidden tears” and a tremendous 

amount of loving and caring that nurtured us through the years to 

what we are today. 

 And if we have any regret tonight, it would be our wish to 

go back in time and honor ALL the Pioneer Isseis of Orange 

County  .   .   .   all of whom have contributed to our lives and 

destinies today. 

 And to the Issei, we thank you and respect you for making 

our roads easier, and our lives better today. 

 This has truly been a very special and magical evening.  For 

we have all come here, not just as the Japanese American Citizens 

League, churches, organizations, Japanese American Council, or 

individuals, but rather as a community tonight  .  .  .   Tonight, We 

Are One. 

 If I might just share a closing thought with you, a quotation 

from Hans Seyle, “REALISTIC PEOPLE WITH PRACTICAL 

AIMS ARE RARELY AS REALISTIC OR PRACTICAL AS 

DREAMERS THAT PURSUE THEIR DREAMS.” 

 May we all stand and join together in a warm round of 

applause for all of the Honored Issei Pioneers tonight! 
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 Two year later, on the evening of November 22, 1986, 

another Japanese American Council event of considerable 

magnitude called the “Nikkei or Japanese American Legacy of 

Orange County” was held at the Emerald Hotel in Anaheim.  As 

with the previous event in Costa Mesa, this one was also emceed 

by Tritia Toyota. This event witnessed the presentation of three 

community-developed products.  First, there was the release of a 

published novel, The Harvest of Hate, an epic story of the World 

War II exclusion and detention experience of Japanese Americans 

written by a Caucasian woman from Orange County, Georgia 

Day Robertson, who as a school teacher accompanied nearly 2,000 

Japanese Americans from Orange County to the Poston 

Relocation Center in southwestern Arizona.  Second, there were 

presented at this event 15 oral history books with Issei and older 

Nisei members of the Orange County Japanese American 

community.  Those interviews done with the Issei were published 

in both the Japanese and English languages.  Finally, this event 

saw the results of a “Historic Building Survey” done of pre-1940 

Japanese American-related private and public building sites in 

Orange County.   
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 One of the sites listed on the “Historic Building Survey” brochure 

that was prepared for distribution on the night of the 1986 event was 

the Garden Grove Language School.  At the time of the outbreak of 

World War II, this was one of seven Japanese language schools in 

Orange County,  with five of the others being in Talbert (or Fountain 

Valley), Anaheim, Laguna Beach, Irvine, and Stanton.  The remaining 

Japanese language school was located right here in Costa Mesa. It was 

founded in 1930 by the Issei father of James Kanno, who later became 

the first mayor of Fountain Valley and the first mayor of Japanese 

ancestry of any mainland American city.  First located in a school 

rented from the Costa Mesa school district at the northeast corner of 

Nineteenth Street and Harbor Boulevard, it was replaced with a 

building on the west side of Whittier Avenue, between Eighteenth and 

Nineteenth Street, built on a five-acre parcel that was gifted to the 

Japanese American community by Mr. Carl Spencer and his wife 

Fanny Weston Bixby Spencer, wealthy landowners who were especially 

benevolent to people of Japanese ancestry.  But that is a long story and 

one that deserves to be told on another occasion, and not here tonight. 

 In any event, the description accompanying the photo of the 

Garden Grove Japanese Language School in the “Historic Building 
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Survey” read: “Erected in 1916-1917, Garden Grove’s School served 

the large Japanese American community in that area.  It was closed 

from 1942-1962, but is in use again today.”  As some of you here might 

know, the last part of the information given here back in 1986 is no 

longer strictly true, for the structure was razed a number of years ago. 

 I recall vividly hearing the news about the imminent destruction 

of the Garden Grove Language School building, from Clarence Nishizu, 

and my reaction to the news.  As a historian of Japanese American life 

in this county and elsewhere, I was incensed to think that the Japanese 

American community of Orange County would stand idly by and simply 

watch an integral portion of their heritage slip away instead of making 

some reasonable arrangement for its preservation. I suppressed by urge 

to tell my good friend Mr. Nishizu very bluntly what I thought, which 

was this: 1) Countless Nisei and Sansei in Orange County had been 

beneficiaries of the ancestral heritage transmitted through this school 

and the wisdom of its teachers; 2) the reason this school was built in the 

first place was owing to the sacrifice of your immigrant farmer parents, 

the Issei, and you owe it to them to maintain this sanctified structure, 

irrespective of cost; and 3) many Japanese Americans in Orange 

County have achieved not only fame but amassed fortunes, so why don’t 
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those of you who have been so blessed step in and stop the demise of the 

language school and, if necessary, move it to a suitable site where it can 

be not only preserved but also continued to be used for the purpose of 

community education for which it was originally built. But I did not say 

any of these things to Mr. Nishizu.  In part, I remained silent because I 

did not quite feel it was my place as someone outside of the Japanese 

American community to offer such criticism. But a larger reason was 

that when Mr. Nishizu told me about the imminent fate of the Garden 

Grove Language School, he did so with a face that profoundly combined 

the emotions of shock, nostalgia, confusion, and sorrow.  But the most 

important reason that I did not say anything to Mr. Nishizu was that I 

knew how much he cared about the Garden Grove Japanese Language 

School, but how still infinitely more he felt indebted to and appreciative 

of the Issei Spirit.  I knew these things to be true both because he related 

them to me in our private conversations and, of far greater significance,  

he communicated them through me on his tape-recorded oral history 

interview to posterity. 

 In the published volume of Clarence Nishizu’s interview, which is 

really a community history and not simply a personal history, Clarence 

tells how when he was only seven years old he was in the first class of 
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the Garden Grove Language School.  He tells how at that age he would 

take the Pacific Electric Red Car in the morning at the Cordinez station 

located at the Magnolia and Orangewood crossing and, for a fare of five 

cents, travel to the Garden Grove station.  He would then walk to the 

Fitz Grammar School east of Garden Grove Boulevard.  Then, when 

public school was over, he would walk to the Japanese language school, 

after which he walked back to the Pacific Electric station to catch the 

Red Car home.  Clarence recalls in his book how the other Nisei 

students at the language school, like him, came from poor families and, 

mostly went barefoot. His own mother had Clarence and his siblings 

wear stockings with holes in the heel upside down, and then after a hole 

was made in the other side of the stockings, she made use of the 

stockings as a mop to wipe clean the floors of the family home. 

 Clarence also relates in his oral history that one of his Garden 

Grove Language School classmates was a female student named Mary 

Masuda.  Indeed, not only was Mary a student at the language shcook, 

but so also were all of her siblings, including her sister June Masuda, 

later June Goto, and her brother Kazuo Masuda. The importance of 

this connection is made clear by Mr. Nishizu when he relates in his oral 

history the following incident. 
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 I was invited to fly to the White House  .   .   .   to witness 

President Ronald Reagan sign the Civil Liberties Act on August 

10, 1988.  Another person who was present for the signing 

ceremony was June Goto, sister of Mary Masuda who went to 

Garden Grove school with me.  General Joseph Stilwell had 

posthumously honored their brother, Staff Sergeant Kazuo 

Masuda, in 1945 for extraordinary bravery in battle.  At the 

ceremony on August 10, 1988, President Reagan remembered the 

earlier day and read a newspaper account of it: 

 

 “And now in closing, I wonder whether you’d permit 

me one personal reminisence─one prompted by an old 

newspaper report sent to me by a former internee.  Here is 

what it says:  ‘Arriving by plane from Washington, General 

Joseph W. Stilwell pinned the Distinguished Service Cross 

on Mary Masuda in a simple ceremony on the porch of her 

small frame shack near Talbert in Orange County. She was 

one of the first Americans of Japanese ancestry to return 

from relocation centers to California’s farmlands. Vinegar 
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Joe Stilwell was there that day to honor Kazuo Masuda, 

Mary’s brother.  You see, while Mary and her parents were 

in an internment camp, Kazuo served as staff sergeant to 

─the 442nd Regimental Combat Team.  In one action, Kazuo 

ordered his men back and advanced through heavy fire, 

hauling a mortar. For 12 hours, he engaged in a single-

handed barrage of Nazi positions.  Several weeks later at 

Cassino, Kazuo staged another lone advance.  This time it 

cost him his life.’ 

 “The newspaper clipping notes that Mary Masuda’s 

to surviving brothers were with her and her Issei parents on 

the little porch that morning.  These two brothers─like the 

heroic Kazuo─had served in the United States Army.  After 

General Stilwell made the award, the motion picture actress 

Louise Allbritten, a Texas girl, told how a Texas battalion 

had been saved by the 442nd.  Other show business 

personalities paid tribute─Robert Young, Will Rogers, Jr., 

and one young actor said: ‘Blood that has soaked into the 

sands of a beach is all of one color. America stands unique 

in the world, the only country not founded on race, but on a 
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way─an ideal.  Not in spite of, but because of our polyglot 

background, we have had all the strength in the world.  

That is the American way.’  The name of that young actor, 

said Reagan, “I hope I pronounce it right, was Ronald 

Reagan.  And, yes, the ideal of liberty and justice for all, 

that is still the American way.  Thank you and God bless 

you.  And now, let me sign H.R. 442, the redress bill for 

Japanese Americans, so fittingly named in honor of the 

442nd.  Thank you all again, and God bless you all.  I think 

this is a fine day.” 

 

 Mr. Nishizu, in relating this incident in his oral history, says:  

“Then the President signed the bill.  I noticed that the first person 

whose hand the President shook after that was June Masuda Goto’s.  

He used both of his hands, holding his left hand over her hand to 

indicate sincerity.  It was a very special moment for me.” 

 Mr. Nishizu told me repeatedly, both in his oral history and 

outside of it, that at the Japanese school in Garden Grove he and the 

other students were inculcated with the Spirit of Meiji Japan, “Be ye 

filial to your parents and loyal to your country.”  This is the reason, he 
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says, that older Nisei like U.S. Senator Daniel Inouye became famous.  

Their parents mandated: die if you must but never bring shame to our 

family and country.  It is this spirit which accounts for Kazuo Masuda’s 

heroic feat which brought honor to the entire Japanese American 

community.  To have Kazuo Masuda, who went to Garden Grove 

Japanese School, receive such a high tribute and even be mentioned in 

President Reagan’s singing of the 1988 Civil Rights Bill is a tribute, in 

truth, to the Issei. 

 Although the Garden Grove Language School building is no 

more, the spirit underpinning it still remains.  It will certainly be a 

fitting tribute to the Issei to see that building’s spirit transplanted in the 

agricultural setting of the Fullerton Arboretum on the campus of 

California State University, Fullerton,  and particularly within its new 

educational complex that contains the Orange County Agricultural and 

Nikkei Heritage Museum.  The first exhibition of this museum, which 

opens on February 10, 2007, will focus upon Japanese American 

Agriculture in Pre-World War II Orange County.  I hope that many of 

you here tonight will be in attendance on that occasion. 

 

THANK YOU. 
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Jones, Tanya

Subject: Wintersburg Japanese Church -- 7622-7642 Warner Ave

 
From: Donna Graves [mailto:dgraves3@mindspring.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, September 28, 2011 8:08 PM 
To: Ramos, Ricky 
Cc: Brian turner; LWOODWARD@parks.ca.gov; Chris Jepsen; Arthur Hansen; ockid; cstengan@gmail.com; 
esaki@wintersburg.org; Randy Otsuji; smasamitsu@wintersburg.org; Gibb Family; PhilChinn@roadrunner.com; 
graphicviolencedesn@yahoo.com; Jill Shiraki; Bill Watanabe; Jennifer Gates 
Subject: Wintersburg Japanese Church -- 7622-7642 Warner Ave 
 
Dear Mr. Ramos: 
 
I am writing to comment on the Notice of Preparation for a Draft Focused EIR and Initial Study regarding the 
historic Wintersburg Japanese Church complex at 7622-7642 Warner Avenue. 
 
Your correspondence on August 29, 2011 as well as the information on the City of Huntington Beach's website 
indicate a proposal to change the zoning for the property to allow demolition when "no new development is 
proposed."  
 
I am concerned that demolition is specified when there is no new development proposed.  Under CEQA a 
project must be defined as "the whole of the action," (153789(a)) so that projects can not be parcelled up in a 
process known as "illegal project segmentation." Brian Turner, counsel for the National Trust for Historic 
Preservation, has spelled out the line of cases defining what that means for me. The course of action the City is 
taking seems potentially open to challenge under CEQA. 
 
The Draft EIR and Initial Study clearly showed that the most significant impact of this project would be to the 
historic resources on the site including the Wintersburg Japanese Church, the Furuta House and the Parsonage. 
These historic resources were found to be potentially eligible for listing on the National Register and California 
Register by the 2002 study commissioned by the city and are identified as having historical significance in the 
Huntington Beach General Plan.  
 
These structures were also identified by a 1985-86 Historic Building Survey conducted for the Orange County 
Japanese American Council, and are included in a list of historic sites in the Historical and Cultural Element of 
Huntington Beach's General Plan.  Orange County Archivist, Phil Brigandi wrote "There is no doubt in my 
mind that the Wintersburg Japanese Presbyterian Church complex (including the adjoining Furuta house) is far 
and away the most significant Japanese-American historical site in Orange County."  CSU Fullerton Professor 
Emeritus Arthur Hansen  described the Church complex as "a priceless part of the Japanese American heritage 
in Orange County....arguably the most important structures representative of the Nikkei legacy in our county." 
 
Our research for the statewide survey, "Preserving California's Projects," confirmed in 2007 that this is an 
unusually intact and significant collection of historic buildings with important connections to the history of 
Japanese Americans in Orange County.  Not only does the site have great local significance, it is a rare example 
of an intact complex of buildings that reflect a thriving immigrant population from the early 20th century. 
 
I trust that the Focussed EIR addressing these historic resources the City plans to undertake will include a 
preservation option that I urge the City of Huntington Beach to undertake. 
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Sincerely, 
 
Donna Graves, Director 
Preserving California's Japantowns 
510-282.3608 
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