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Huntington Beach Planning Department
Attention: Ron Santos, Associate Planner
July 2, 2007

NOTE - I have not had time to adequately compile, edit, and proofread this document because of
the short time allowed to respond to documents made available to the public on June 28. Since
there is no guarantee the comment period will be restarted, I must file these comments today. I
am sure there are errors that I could correct and will correct if I am allowed to submit comments
- gfter this date.

Comments on Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 06-008.
These comments supplement my comments of June 11, 2007.

OBJECTIONS TO THE COMMENT PROCESS

At the outset I wish to raise new objections to the fairness of the comment process. The
fairness of the initial comment period (May 24 through June 12) was compromised by a clerical
error that omitted several critical pages from the attachments to the Draft Mitigated Negative
Declaration (D-MND). While I appreciate the decision of the Planning Department to extend the
original comment period to July 2, notice of this fact was not published until the June 28 issue of
the Huntington Beach Independent (apparently because of an error on the part of the newspaper).
Although residents did receive a letter extending the comment period, it was identical to the P T {
 original notice except that the closing date was changed from June 12 to July 2. A person who had
already reviewed the D-MND would have no reason to know that important additional documents
had been made added to the copies at the Planning Department counter and at the Central Library
after June 10.

On June 18 the First Christian Church held a meeting to discuss the plans with neighbors.

At this meeting, Senior Pastor Bruce Templeton said he had read the public comments on file in
the Planning Department. He said that in response to concerns expressed in the letters and to
financial considerations, the church was modifying the plans and would delete several items from
the proposal. He said that the revised plans would be submitted to the city on June 19. Over the
- next nine days I and some of my neighbors attempted to review the revised plans. I was told on
June 19, 21, 25, and 27 by the Planning Department that no new plans had been submitted. On
June 27" I was told that the City had received an e-mail from the church promising the plans would
be submitted-soon. I was first able to obtain these revised plans and a revised narrative on
Thursday, June 28". I suggested to Ron Santos that citizens could not be expected to comment by
July 2 since most would not have an opportunity to review the plans or probably even have notice
of the revisions. Mr. Santos could not comment since he had not had an opportunity to fully review
the new plans, but he said the comment period probably would not be extended if the revisions
- consisted solely of deletions from the original plans. In fact, the new plans and revised narrative

do not consist solely of deletions. They reveal new information shortly before the end of the
" comment period, leaving the public without adequate time to review the changes and file comments
- with the city. I had prior commitments this past weekend and am struggling to complete these
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comments in time to file them today. If I had more time, I could have done more to support my
objections to the D-MND.

The promises and representations made by the Church at the meeting with neighbors on
June 18 probably induced some neighbors to refrain from commenting on the original plans and the
D-MND. However, based on my review of the new plans and narrative and on a conversation with
Mr. Dyson, project manager for the Church, I discovered that the revised plans and narrative made
available on June 28 were in several respects inaccurate, misleading, incomplete, or contrary to
statements made on behalf of the church at the neighborhood meeting on June 18. With respect to
some of these items, Mr. Dyson admitted there were errors and represented that the Church
planned to correct the errors by filing revisions with the city as quickly as their architects could
respond. Though I appreciate his candor and willingness to correct good faith errors, this does not
eliminate the unfairness and perhaps illegality of asking the public to comment on plans that have
changed several times during the comment period and perhaps have not been finalized. I want to
stress that these changes do not consist solely of deletions — they clarify and add to the original
materials in a manner that compromises the public’s ability to review and comment on the
adequacy of the D-MND. More than that, the manner in which the comment period has developed
probably makes it virtually impossible for the city planners to conclude that the project (elements
of which still have not been accurately presented in the newly revised plans and narrative) has no
potentially significant impact on the environment.

I spoke with Mary Beth Broeren on Friday, June 29, and expressed some of these concerns
to her. She told me that it was too late to extend again the comment period which is due to expire
Monday, July 2 because it would be impossible to give the public timely notice. However, she did
recognize that there were problems with the process that needed to be reviewed. She told me she
would raise these issues with her superiors in the Planning Department and recommend that they
consider new notice and a new comment period. I would strongly urge that the Planning
Department take such action now. I told Mr. Dyson that this was my position and suggested that it
would seem to make more sense for all parties affected to remedy the problems at this stage than to
continue to the Planning Commission or City Council and be faced with having to go back to this
stage at a later time.

At the meeting with the neighbors on June 18, most of the neighbors in attendance and the
church representatives expressed a willingness and desire to work together to allow the church to
renovate their campus and accomplish their goals while respecting the community interest in
preserving the nature and quality of the neighboring residential zones and avoiding unreasonable
disruption for the 30 months of construction and the future decades of operation of the Next Wave
of the Church’s development. I hope that the neighbors will be given the opportunity to work with
 the Church to make suggestions that will balance these interests, and enable the Church to submit
final plans the that city can fairly review for environmental impact before the neighbors are asked
to comment again.

Summary of Additions and New information in Revised Narrative and Plans
These are some of the points in the revised narrative and plans (made available on June 28,
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2007) that raise concerns regarding the completeness and accuracy of the existing Draft Mitigated
Negative Declaration.

Revised Narrative DT Z
Page 2, item E. The bookstore is not in the narrative or general plans. Mr. Dyson told me this is

going to be corrected. =
Page 2 provides new information about the “Tidal Court” which I assume refers to the Tidal Plaza D'Eg
identified in the plans. This new information raises concerns about noise.

Page 3 states the number of spaces in the parking structure as 299, though the original narrative

states the number as 129. This was apparently a correction of an error, but citizens might have

been confused and not been aware of the actual size until this correction was made available on DTLTL

June 28.
— 1

Page 4 reveals for the first time the intended hours of operation of the café. No mention is made | DTS

of the bookstore.

—_—

Revised Plans [page 3 is missing] —t
Page 1. The Tidal Plaza now more open to Adams Ave. than it was under the original plans. This DT
is also true of the Little Squirts Court. This could affect noise on Adams. i

Pages E3 and E4 were not included in the copies of the D-MND, even as corrected after June 11. 1 |
saw them for the first time on June 28. They show a 42-foot tower on the Café/Administration Dﬁ
Building that even Mr. Dyson did not recall. i
Page F2 still shows the large tower. Mr. Dyson says that this was an error and will be corrected. :DTﬁ

E—

-/ %

G1 and G2 are diagrams of the parking structure that were not included in the D-MND. G3 10
consists of new drawings of the parking structure and show an architectural tower and an elevator D '
tower we did not know of until June 28. 1

SPECIFIC OBJECTIONS TO FINDINGS IN
DRAFT MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

In addition to the objections I raised in my letter of June 11, I have several new matters ﬁ
raise. Ilearned about these new matters from the revised plans and narrative made available on
June 28, and from meetings and conversations with,A}ss)ociate Planner Ron Santos and 0‘“ D
representatives of the church. I discovered new information, misinformation, or gaps in
information that lead me to question the findings of no potentially significant impact regarding
several matters. I will discuss these matters, but first I must point at that at this point, the last day of
the comment period, I still do not understand exactly what the church is proposing with respect to
several important aspects of the project. (—L

Page 3 of 7

ATTACHMENT NO. s 11



—T

Issue of Deletions from Initial Proposal

Early in the meeting on June 18 with neighbors, Senior Pastor Bruce Templeton assured
neighbors that several specific aspects of the plan to which neighbors objected were being deleted
from the plans or were only mistakenly identified as in the plans in the first place. My notes of that
meeting show these were large Tower, the Little Squirts Court, the Amphitheater, the outdoor
sound system, and pop jet fountains. He told us the revisions would be submitted on June 19. The
revised plans and narrative made available on June 28 did not fully correspond to these
representations. Mr. Dyson, project manager of the church, responded to my request for
clarification. These were the items we discussed.

Page F2 of the plans still shows the large tower, though it was deleted on other pages. Mr. Dyson
said this was an error. The tower has been deleted and corrections will be submitted to the city.

|

Little Squirt’s Playground

This is still in the plans. Mr. Dyson told me that there was no intention to delete this. He
said that either I misunderstood or that someone misspoke. This element was not addressed in the
D-MND and I raised this objection in my letter of June 11. This is a playground area. Two other
playground areas were the only elements requiring noise mitigation in the D-MND. This aspect at
least should be addressed in the D-MND. Mr. Dyson assured me that it would be screened in and
only used on Sunday morning. If such a limit exists, shouldn’t it be expressed in the plans or
narrative and in the D-MND? If these limits are not required, this would heighten my concerns
about its noise impact of this playground area. On Thursday, June 28, outdoor activity involving
inflatable playground equipment, water fights, and noise continued all day. This occurred in the
area where the Tidal Plaza will be. We could hear it, and outdoor music, from our house with the
windows open. We do not have air conditions and should not have to keep windows closed in

bt

oTl™

sumimer.

Amphitheater.
At a church meeting with the community about a year ago, I heard that the church planned
to have an outdoor amphitheater. Page 2 of the original plans lists an amphitheater in the Tidal

‘Plaza. Ron Santos told me he did not address this in the D-MND because it was not part of the
project proposal. At the meeting with neighbors on June 18, Mr. Templeton said the ampbhitheater
was deleted, and this is stated in the revised narrative. However, the revised narrative on page 1,

- item 6, says there will be landscaping and hardscaping “designed to create high quality outdoor
" gathering places." Page 2 of the revised narrative says the Tidal Court [Plaza?] will serve as the
main gathering area and will be open to the public. It will include tables and chairs to support the
café and hardscape improvements suitable for informal gatherings. Mr. Dyson told me this
hardscape will include tiered seating. It seems like it modeled on the amphitheater at Bella Terra.
I asked him what was the difference between this and an amphitheater. He told me an

“ amphitheater has a sound system and scheduled events, and the Tidal Plaza will not have either of
these. Nevertheless, I believe this aspect of the project cannot be ignored in the D-MND.
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Sound System. N
The D-MND does not address the issue of an outside sound system. Mr. Santos told me this
was because none was proposed. However, the messages I have heard and seen are inconsistent. |
recall Mr. Templeton saying at the meeting on June 18 that there would be no outdoor sound
system. Someone else said there would be no outdoor amplified sound system. The new narrative
says no outdoor amplified music. The church's noise study page 8, said: "There will be no outdoor

amplified music; however there will be a localized speakers system that provide low volume ‘DT\L\-

background music." Reading these together, I am not satisfied there is no outdoor sound system as
promised on June 18. Mr. Dyson told me there will be no outdoor speaker or sound system and
that the narrative will be corrected. Until this is clarified, it should not be ignored in the D-MND,
especially since the original plans upon which the D-MND was based indicated the tower would
contain an amphitheater sound booth.

Café and Bookstore —
I don’t understand why a commercially operated café and bookstore open to the public in

an area zoned P/PS does not violate the general plan and zoning laws of Huntington Beach. Even if m e

allowed, mitigation should be required. Therefore the D-MND is inadequate regarding element I on
page 7. -

My neighbors and I have commented on our concerns relating to noise, odors, and traffic
caused by these operations. Nowhere in the original D-MND were we given information relating
to the capacity and hours of operation of these two activities. At the meeting on June 18 we were
told that the café would seat 70-80 inside and 15-20 outside. It would operate from 7 a.m. to 9 p-m.
seven days a week [this is changed slightly in the revised narrative]. There will be a full kitchen.
The bookstore and café together were intended to create a welcoming environment for church
members and the public comparable to a Barnes and Nobles and a Starbucks. I asked if the church

would at least consider limiting the hours of outdoor dining. I was told this would be considered. W (o

For the first time the revised narrative provides some details regarding the hours, but not size, of
the café. It ignores the bookstore. I was told that unless limits are imposed in the conditional use
permit, there are no restrictions on the operation of the café or bookstore. This is not the
document to address the conditions, but without any restrictions I don’t see how the D-MND can
declare there is no potentially significant impact.

I believe Mr. Santos said there was nothing in the proposal about outdoor dining.
However, on another occasion he told me that if one has an approved school, that implies playing
outside anywhere but a parking lot is permitted. Under that logic, if one has a café, is outdoor
dining permitted anywhere but the parking lot? N

M. Dyson said the bookstore was omitted by error, and the narrative will be corrected. 1

=

cannot comment because I have not seen the final narrative, but I wonder Whether there will be DTH

Timits on hours.

There is a receiving entrance for this building. Will delivery hours be limited? I believe _DT‘ %

they were for Target and Walmart. Why is this ignored in the D-MND? , |
Traffic is already congested in the late afternoon at Adams and Main. Has the traffic
- impact of these two commercial enterprises open to the public been addressed? Ididn’t see it in DT !ﬂ
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the D-MND.

I just discovered on pages E3 and E4 [not made available before June 28] that there will be
a 42-foot tower on this building. This raises concerns about aesthetics and how it fits in the
neighborhood. —_]

Another citizen has raised questions about odors from the full service kitchen. I saw
nothing in the D-MND regarding this.

Even if allowed by the zoning laws and general plan, I would expect to see some mitigation |
required to protect nearby residences. I recall reading that the city imposed such requirements on
Target, Walmart, and the Moulin Rouge restaurant. It seems obvious that noise, odors from the
kitchen, parking (slamming doors, car alarms), and traffic generated by these uses create a potential
significant impact on the neighborhood, even if mitigated. When I asked whether the church
would consider limiting outdoor dining hours, I was told it would be considered. When I asked
whether the limits would be incorporated in the request for the CUP, I did not getan answer. Itis
my understanding that mitigating measures must be in the negative declaration and means of
enforcement must be considered before the potential impact can be disregarded. If allowed at all,
these activities must be limited.

E—

Mistake regarding parking structure. New diagram of parking structure.

The original narrative said the parking structure would hold 129 spaces and the new
narrative says that it will hold 299. Mr. Templeton did not return my call because he is out of town,
but Mr. Dyson, the project manager called me this morning. He said the first narrative was in error
- the total parking spaces listed is only one more than before (580 compared to 579), but the
number of spaces in the structure was erroneously reported as 129 in the first narrative -- it has
always been intended to have 299 spaces. '

L also discovered that the plans include pages G1 and G2 relating to the parking structure
that I had never seen before. These pages were not even included in the corrected version of the
plans made available on June 7. Page G3 shows an "architectural tower" as part of the parking

oo
otz|

DT22

0123

structure.

“In addition, it was revealed at this meeting that the plans are still incomplete with regard to |
several matters. Height, lighting, and hours of usage still have to be finalized. For example, it
appears that it has not yet been determined what hours the parking structure would be in use, how
it would be secured when closed, and what type of lighting will be used. Without knowing this,
how can a negative declaration regarding noise, parking, and light be made?

Special Events
The revised narrative says on page 2 that there will be no regularly scheduled outdoor
- gatherings. On p.4, Hours of Operation, it says weddings, and related activities, along with other
‘special events held at the church will end by 10 p.m. [Weddings and funerals any day of week
- except Sunday]. Attachment D estimates 350 attendance for planning purposes. This creates the
potential for noise from events ending at 10 p.m. in residential neighborhood with people going to
cars, slamming doors, etc. This narrative seems too vague to justify a finding of no potentially

0724
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significant impact.
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How often is occasional? I recently learned that the church should have been obtaining
activity permits for special activities held in the parking lot, and is limited to four a year. I was told
that apparently the church was not aware of this requirement. [ also recently learned from Ron
Santos, that this requirement only applies to use of the parking lot and it can be circumvented by
the issuance of a conditional use permit allowing such activities. If the church specifies in its
narrative occasional special events, have they just eliminated any restrictions on outside events? 1
don’t know what the church is actually requesting or what limits remain. None of this is addressed
in the D-MND. Based on the information provided, I do not see how the Planning Department
can find no potentially significant impact, especially given the rigorous legal requirements for a
negative declaration.

I'am concerned about outdoor special events. In discussing this recently with Ron Santos,
he said that outdoor play events, like one on June 28, would not require activity permit because it
would be a natural activity of a campus with a school. It can take place anywhere on campus
except parking lots. Then what is point of requiring sound walls only on the two designated play
areas on the south side of the campus? Does this mean there is no limit to frequency, duration, or
time of such activities? On June 28, there was even outdoor sound system. This cannot be ignored
in negative declaration.

We were told at the meeting of June 18 with the church that all events end by 10 p.m.,
unless neighbors are notified. The revised narrative says events will end by 10 p.m., but it takes
time for people to clear. What steps will the city require to assure that these promises are kept. I

have evidence that activity has continued past ten, and at least once past midnight. OTZ7

Are there any limits on frequency, duration, location, and time of these occasional special
events? It seems there is a potential for significant impact of not limited or mitigated.
Prior Conditional Use Permits and Restrictions

After the church held community meeting last summer, I went to the Planning Dept. and
looked at the existing CUPs. My memory is hazy, but I recall seeing several CUPs with some

limits imposed by the city including, I believe, size of cross and signage, restrictions on DTZ ¢

simultaneous use. I discovered recently that the church’s application was changed from one
amending existing existing CUPs to a new CUP. Ron Santos told me on Thursday that this
supersedes prior CUPs and ‘accompanying limits. If true, shouldn’t this have been discussed in the
negative declaration?

—

Construction Noise  —
At the meeting with the church on June 18, I raised concerns about the long hours allowed
for construction. I was told there are no plans to do construction on Saturdays, and that contractor

would normally begin at 7a.m. and cease mid-afternoon. I asked if church would agree to these as VTZT

limits in the CUP, and I was told it would be taken under consideration. Some mitigation is
essential. How common are construction projects of this duration in a residential neighborhood?

,@ch/ NN
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Huntington Beach Planning Department
Attention: Ron Santos, Associate Planner JUN 1 1 2007
June 11, 2007

SUMMARY

The length of this letter commenting on the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 06-008 [D-
MND] is a result of the numerous problems with that declaration. Therefore I will summarize
my basic points:

1. The process for public comment is deficient because critical information was omitted from thé
copies of the documents provided for public review at the Planning Department and the Central
Library. Irequest that the documents be provided, the public be given notice, and the review
period be restarted.

2. The D-MND fails to adequately identify or explain many potentially significant impacts. ]
Other potential impacts are classified as less than significant without adequate information.
Under the standards set forth in the D-MND (page 6 Item 3), “Potentially Significant Impact” is
appropriate ... if the lead agency lacks information to make a finding of insignificance. I believe
some impacts were classified less than significant based on an erroneous legal standard of
review. Based on my conversations with Ron Santos and on the explanations he provides in the
negative declaration, I believe in several cases he found less than significant impact because the
proposal does not violate any laws. In my opinion, that is not the legally appropriate standard.
For these reasons the D-MND is inadequate and unjustified because it is based on incomplete
information from the applicant and insufficiently explained or justified by the planner. Since I
believe an appropriate review would conclude there are one or more potentially significant
impacts for which no remediation has been required, CEQA requires the preparation of an
Environmental Impact Report.

PRELIMINARY COMMENTS

When I spoke to Herb Fauland on June 8, 2007, to request a new or extended comment
period, he advised me to be prepared to submit my comments by the June 12 deadline in case my
request was denied. I have prepared some comments, but I reserve the right to amend these
. comments in the event more time is granted and in the light of new information made available
. to the public.

The Comment Process

I have serious objections to the comment process and to the Associate Planner’s manner
of review and his conclusions. Due to errors, the documents available for public inspection are
incomplete and therefore misleading. At least one page is not even available from the Planner’s
file. When one asks to review the materials relating to this document, they receive only Mr.
Santos’ notice of May 18, 2007, the 27 page Environmental Checklist form, and some
attachments. Attachments 1 through 3 are missing the even pages. Attachments 4 and 5 are

r=o
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missing entirely from the copy at the Central Library. Page 2 of attachment 4 is missing from
both public copies and even from the original in the Planner’s file. As of Friday, June 8, the page
could not be located in the Planning Department. I do not know if there is more than one page to
attachment 5. The D-MND refers to attachment 23,but that is not attached. If there is an
attachment 23, are there attachments 6 through 22? These omissions also raise the question of
whether the Design Review Board and the Environmental Assessment Committee had the
complete D-MND when they approved it.

For these reasons I request the Public Comment period be restarted with new notice to the
public.

Commenting on the Application for a Conditional Use Permit

I 'was told that objections to the application for a conditional use permit based on factors
other than what are in the negative declaration do not have to be submitted during this comment
period, and that there will be an opportunity to object to the CUP at a later time. However, the
CUP was not available at the library or at the desk in the planning department. We won’t even
know of the staff’s recommendations until 7 days before the hearing by the Planning
Commission. The Church has had years to work out its position — I fear the neighbors will not
have an adequate time to respond. It is my hope that the Planning Department staff will exercise
its responsibility to take into consideration the harm to and interests of the city and the
neighborhood. With two minimal exceptions (runoff and south side playgrounds), Mr. Santos
does not appear to have done so yet.

Inadequate Review by the Planner in Preparing the D-MND

Based on the documents that are available and that I have seen, it appears that there are
aspects of the Church’s proposal that were totally ignored or overlooked by Mr. Santos. When I
asked him why his assessment did not address certain aspects of the proposal, such as outdoor
amphitheater, outdoor sound system, and outdoor dining, he asked me where I got that
information. I said that I learned this as the meeting with Church officials and neighbors months
ago. He said that he did not consider these because they were not part of the current proposal. I
later learned that they were, and are revealed clearly in one of the documents missing from the
publicly available versions [page 2 of the Plans, one of the even pages missing from attachment
2]. This alone demonstrates that the negative declaration is not based on the record and is

* therefor inadequate.

My reading of Mr. Santos’ conclusions is that he appears to have based them on the
conclusions of the consultants for the Church, and did not exercise his own independent
judgment of the logical negative consequences of the Church’s plans when he concluded,

erroneously I believe, that almost none of the plan would result in potentially significant impacts.

Also, from conversations with him, I believe he applied an erroneous standard — that compliance
- with city ordinances precludes a finding of potentially significant impact. He specifically argued
that my objections of inadequate protection of the neighborhood amounted to nothing more than
a disagreement with the scope of the city ordinances. This ignores the law and existing practice
of going beyond the minimum protection of ordinances when granting a conditional use permit.

Page 2 of 11
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If the only conditions were compliance with existing ordinances, there would be no need for a
conditional use permit process. People who violated the ordinances would be cited for the
violations. I believe this erroneous standard resulted in erroneous conclusions. In fact there are
more areas than one where he should have found a potentially significant impact. Therefore he
should not have made a negative declaration and an Environmental Impact Report should be
required.

In addition, according to the standards in the D-MND (page 6, item 3), if information is
not adequate to eliminate the possibility of negative impact, a finding of probable impact is
required. The Church’s own reports concede lack of details and information making estimates of
impact difficult or impossible. This is omitted from the Planner’s explanations. This shows that
the application of the Church is incomplete for purposes of a negative declaration. Further
investigation of the potentially significant impacts and possible mitigation should be required
before the Department proposes a negative impact declaration.

All of this suggests that a new declaration and review by the required persons, boards,
and committees should be required, and that an EIR is probably also required by law.

In another conversation with Mr. Santos, he implied that objections need to be supported
by reasons, but he was not in a position to detail what substantiation was required. My
preliminary review of the law appears to indicate that it is sufficient that those commenting raise
questions, and that the burden is on the applicant to show that there are no significant impacts. I
will attempt to demonstrate in the following comments that the Church’s own proposals and
studies raise concerns that are not adequately addressed. I will also attempt to point out problems
with Mr. Santos’ finding and explanations. However, these comments are tentative and
preliminary. Since I have not seen all relevant pages of the negative declaration and supporting
documents, I cannot say with confidence that there are not other problems, nor can I say that the
missing pages won’t contain information negating my objections — but even if they do, this only
demonstrates the problems with the existing public review process in this case.

Omissions from the D-MND

Before commenting on what is in Mr. Santos’ review, I want to emphasize what is not in
his report. In some ways the omissions are more significant than what is addressed for three
reasons:’
1. It demonstrates that the application is incomplete or the review is incomplete
2. It shows why there is at least one potentially significant impact that has not been refuted or
mitigated, thereby requiring an EIR
3. The absence from the report shows that even if claims 1 and 2 are rejected, failure to identify
these impacts and to explain a finding of no significant impact impairs the ability of the public to
review and comment. It is much more difficult to comment on what is not in a report than what
isinit.

_.ﬁ“‘

—————es.
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DETAILED COMMENTS

NOISE ]
This is the area where I find the most obvious and serious deficiencies in the D-MND.
At a meeting with neighbors, the Church gave a slide presentation of its plans. The plans
included an outdoor amphitheater, outdoor dining, gathering areas, and I believe an outdoor
sound system. Other than outdoor gathering areas, I saw none of these items mentioned in the
negative declaration. I asked the planner why he had not addressed these issues. He responded
that regardless of what was said at the meeting, these were not part of the Church’s current
proposal. I later returned to the Planning Department to seek information missing from the public
document. Ihappened to see the plans for the Church on the counter. I asked another planner
about these items. He said they should be in the plans if proposed. On page 2 of the plans I
discovered the following (I am going to quote just a few descriptions from one of the missing

pages of the plan, page 2):

Building Legend
E. ADMIN./CAFE Full service kitchen with mdoor/outdoor seating; Church Offices.
G. TOWER Focal Feature; Shaded play/ Kiosk / Amphitheatre Sound Booth

Landscape/Hardscape Legend

1 VILLAGE GATEWAY Visual / Pedestrian "Front Porch uses: Cafe/Bookstore/Dining
Terrace

2. CHAPEL GARDEN Frames Chapel / Terminal Vista; Wedding Garden/ Gazebo/bamboo
Screening

3 TIDAL PLAZA Fellowship Plaza/Amphitheatre; Pop Jet Fountains: Embedded Sculptures,
Tidal Focal

4 LITTLE SQUIRTS COURT Soft Play Children's Area visually accessible from Fellowship
Plaza

8 CHILDREN'S OUTDOOR PLAY Age appropriate themed Outdoor Play zones.

My comments.
1. Sound System v
The above features, all ignored in Mr. Santos’ noise analysis except item 8 from the

Landscape Legend, on their face raise potentially significant noise impacts. Mr. Santos’
explanation to me of not considering them in his negative declaration is that they were not in the
proposal. I told him I'had heard about a sound system that was not amplified. He said there is
no such thing. He said if it is a sound system, it is amplified. Subsequently I found the following
in a copy of the Church’s sound report given to me by a neighbor (I later discovered it was in Mr.
Santos’ file):

MISCELLANEOUS ACTIVITIES. “There will be no outdoor amplified music, however
there would be a localized speakers system that provides low volume background music.” Page
8.
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How can this be ignored in the negative declaration? Doesn’t it at least merit an
explanation? I would not be aware of this if I relied solely on the D-MND, even when
supplemented by Mr. Santos’ oral representations. I live immediately north of the Church.
Normal conversations at night are a nuisance unless I keep my windows closed (we do not have
air conditioning). If the people outside can hear the music, I can hear the music.

The Church’s noise study continues: “Although a detailed plan showing the location of
the speakers is not available, the speakers will be calibrated to emit 70dBA or less at 3 feet from
any speaker.” Page 8. Since this is not in the proposal at all according to Mr. Santos, does this
mean it is not permitted? Then what purpose is served by the sound control booth in the Tower?
See Plans page 2, missing page 2 of attachment 2. Mr. Santos cites this study in his list of
- documents utilized. Doesn’t he have a duty to explain potential negative impacts discussed in
Church documents he utilized?

The Church’s report says a detailed plan for the speakers is not available. That suggests
the application is inadequate and the planner should not have issued a D-MND. And if the
planner does act on the incomplete record, its own standards require that this be designed a
potentially significant impact because of lack on information showing that it will not be one. At
least it should have been considered under the cumulative effect category. Item XVILb).

Finally, this portion of the Church’s study concludes, “The resultant sound levels would
be less than the 50dBA at any project property line and comply with the City’s noise ordinance
requirements.” This again raises my fundamental objection that the fact no ordinances are
violated does not rebut the potentially significant impact. If the standard for a conditional use
- permit was only that no laws are violated, there would be no need for the entire process. Normal
code enforcement would be sufficient. Yet the Church’s response is the same response I got ’
from Mr. Santos repeatedly, leading me to infer that he and the Church’s noise study both fail to
meet the standard for a negative declaration. -]

2. Item 4 [from the Landscape Legend of page 2 of the Plans] LITTLE SQUIRTS COURT Soﬁ'_
Play Children's Area visually accessible from Fellowship Plaza.

The “soft play area™ is near the Tidal Plaza, containing “Pop Jet Fountains.” Have you
ever heard little squirts around water? It is not quiet. If the child play areas in Item 8 of the
Landscape Legend required mitigation (the only mitigation required other than for water runoff),
why is this play area totally ignored in the D-MND? Also, regarding the two other play areas
noted in item 8, if noise to the south must be mitigated by a seven foot high sound wall, why not
noise to the north? I cannot tell if there are any walls on the north side of the play area. Ata
minimum, this should have been explained in the negative declaration.

-
3. Item 3 [from the Landscape Legend on page 2 of the plans] outdoor amphitheater =
Other items listed above from page 2 of the plans so obviously raise the potential of noise
impact, that the failure of Mr. Santos to address them is inexplicable unless his explanation is
true: that he believed the Church’s current plans do not propose an amphitheater, outdoor dining,
or asound system. The desk copy did show hardscape improvements designed to create high
quality outdoor gathering places. I asked him about this and why he had not addressed it. He
said this was not an amphitheater and did not have any more impact than the courtyard outside
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city hall — people stop to talk when they leave a building. The two situations are not at all
comparable in function, design, or location. Even if they were, it should have been noted as an
explanation when he concluded that there was no potential significant impact. Why is no
mitigation required for an outdoor amphitheater that may be used for unidentified events and
perhaps has an outdoor sound system? If a child’s playground requires mitigation by a seven foot
soundwall, why is there no requirement of a soundwall in the gap between the Administion/Café
building and the Tower. Unlike the playground areas, the amphitheater and outdoor dining
mentioned next might be used at night.
4. Item E [from the Building Legend of page 2 of the plans]. Café

With regard to the café, Mr. Santos said there was no proposal for outdoor seating,
contrary to what I later discovered on page 2 of the plans. Is that where the outdoor music will
also be situated? I told him I had heard conflicting statements regarding when the café would
close — 10 or 11 p.m. He told me that the Church said it would close at 10 p.m. This is too late
for a residential neighborhood, and even if permitted it should have been disclosed and explained
in the negative declaration. But worse, I do not even see any time limitation in the D-MND.
Even in commercial areas, there are time limits. —

D(?&

a————

3. Parking Structure Noise
Mr. Santos notes [D-MND page 20 item d), Discussion] that the parking structure is a

noise source identified in the Church’s noise study. He reports that the study concludes that
future exterior traffic levels would be in compliance with the City’s noise ordinance. He
concludes the section with a finding of Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated,
but the only mitigation required in the noise portion of the study consists of a wall near two of
the play areas. This implies that he had found that the parking lot does not have a potentially
significant noise impact. Yet the Church noise report he relies on says the following: “Noise
from parking structures typically consists of vehicles arriving and departing, vehicle movement
within the parking structure, wheel squeal, car alarms, opening and closing of car doors, and
peoples’ voices. Quantification of parking structure noise is difficult to predict due to many
variables.” The Church’s study concludes that design features will reduce parking structure noise
to levels similar to the current condition. Nowhere does Mr. Santos discuss whether that level
has a potentially significant impact. Car alarms are currently a disturbing factor. The other
noises are in the words of the Church’s own report, difficult to quantify. In addition I mention
elsewhere in this letter other authorized and unauthorized uses of the parking lot that generate
significant noise. There are no requirements that the Church control unauthorized use of the
parking structure. The lack of information about these effects requires a finding of potentially

significant impact. I

6. Other Activities ' —1

; Attachment 3-4 to the D-MND identifies many activities taking place on church property
 including the following evening activities: Sunday school, small group meeting, team meetings,
youth meetings, and music rehearsals. '

~ In addition the Church says the following about special events in footnote ***: Special
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Events are not regularly scheduled events. They may take place any day of the week except
Sundays. Activities associated with special events conclude by 10:00 p.m.” How can Mr. Santos
find no significant noise impact based on this material attached to his negative declaration, and
how can a negative declaration fails to include any of this in the explanation be considered
adequate? One night around midnight I requested that the Church cease outdoor dismantling of
a metal stage following one of these special events and received the reply, “We should be
finished soon.”

In addition, one activity starts as early as 6 a.m. The attachment also reports a total daily
attendance of more than 1000 per day except Monday and Friday. Attachment 3-4.

These other activities are not specified with any detail (e.g., D-MND page 2 Table A, C -
meeting space for other large groups/functions), therefore there is insufficient information to
conclude that there is no significant negative impact. This shows that the application for the
conditional use permit is incomplete for purposes of issuing a negative declaration. There

already are numerous occasional activities in parking lot that cause noise (e.g., outdoor o4

barbecues, nativity scene viewing, arrival and departure of buses, musical performances). These
do not appear to have been considered even though they suggest the potential for significant
impact alone or cumulated with other activities. There is no explanation of what additional

- occasional uses are planned other than weddings and funerals. Since the D-MND contains no
restrictions, the lead agency lacks sufficient information to make a finding of no potentially
significant impact.

There also are some occasional uses that are not authorized by the Church but which the
Church has told me it cannot control — such as late night fireworks, auto racing, model car racing
and model airplane flying, skateboarding, and playground activities. Though the Church is not
proposing these activities, their existence impacts the total cumulative effect of the events the
Church will sponsor. — 1

7. Construction Noise —_
A negative declaration requires consideration of construction noise. D-MND p. 6 item 2.

_There are standard conditions imposed on construction by the city. However, I imagine that it is

extremely unusual to see proposed a 30-month time period for construction in a residential

neighborhood. Disruption of quiet enjoyment of one’s home and neighborhood from 7 am. to 8
- p.m. Monday through Saturday might be tolerable for a few days or weeks, but not for two and a
half years! Meeting the requirements of city ordinances does not justify ignoring the impact.
The city standards do not adequately mitigate the harm. CEQA might still allow the noise to

occur, but at minimum in this situation it would seem to require an EIR. The Church’s own »

noise study, 4.4 CONSTRUCTION/DEMOLITION p.7 says that “A construction phasing plan
has not been developed at this time; therefore only a general estimate of construction noise levels
can be provided.” This shows that the proposal is incomplete and cannot provide the basis for
finding no potential significant impact. It is not reassuring that the concluding sentence of this
portion of the study states, “The construction contractor would be required to comply with the
‘City’s Municipal Code.” I have called to complain on prior occasions about noise, and the
response of the Church has been they cannot control when the contractor chooses to do work. If
this does not need to be addressed under noise, then it should have at least been addressed under
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public services, because it sounds like the responsibility is being shifted back to the city. This
open-ended 30-month construction window obviously raises potentially significant noise impact
unless mitigated, and merely requiring compliance with the City’s noise ordinance is not an
adequate response or even explanation.

Element X.b, addresses groundborne vibration or noise levels. Mr. Santos does not
require any mitigation of construction noises. We have experienced disruptive vibration from
previous construction work and see no mitigation measures being proposed to address that.

The Church’s own noise study identifies the issue of traffic noise. Increasing traffic
volume will increase the amount of traffic noise. The Church’s study was only concerned with

impact of traffic noise on the Church, not with the proposal’s impact on the neighborhood WL

resulting from increased traffic. Mr. Santos’ report ignores the fact that some traffic is going to
be redirected from Loma to Adams and to 17* Street. This needs to be addressed in the negative
declaration. For more on this issue, see discussion of traffic impact, elsewhere in this letter.

8. Noise from trash collection and loading or delivery docks.

Rainbow currently picks up trash from a large metal bin three days a week from a ramp
located outside the Worship Center just south of Adams. Pickup often occur around 7 a.m. This
creates loud disruptive banging of metal and truck backup warning beeps. I complained to the
Church about this at the neighborhood meeting. I was told by Church official they would

consider relocating the trash pickup. I spoke to Ron Santos. He told me that not even the current m 3

location is shown on plans, though there are requirements that the location of trash storage bins

be shown (see discussion of Hazardous Waste). Mr. Santos obtained for me a statement that

there were no plans to relocate. His position seems to be that if it is not being changed, it can be

ignored. However, a negative declaration requires consideration of cumulative impact. New

plans without significant impact when added to existing noise can cumulatively cause a

significant impact. —
Building plans I recently discovered show that there will be a loading dock or delivery ~——

dock for the Café/Admin building. This is also ignored in the negative declaration, yet matters

T

like this have resulted in mitigation requirements in other cases in this city. Therefore there otaH
should be a restriction on the Church before finding no potentially significant impact. Ata
minimum, there should be some explanation why no mitigation is required. =

AESTHETICS R—

I believe that there were prior conditional use permits [CUPs] granted on this property
with restrictions to mitigate aesthetic impact. This is ignored in the current D-MND. This raises
a critical issue that is not addressed: does this CUP supersede limitations imposed by prior
CUPs? I have not been able to get a clear answer to this question. Originally this application for
a CUP was submitted as an amendment to the existing CUPs, and this is what I was told at the
meeting the Church held for neighbors. At some point this application was changed to a new
application. Why? Because an amendment would leave prior conditions unless expressly
changed? Does this new process impliedly repeal all prior conditions? Either way, this merited
discussion in the negative declaration and the public had a right to be informed. This omission is

another demonstration that the finding of no potentially significant impact is not justified.
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Since the aesthetic aspects have already been approved by the Design Review Board, this
omission and others makes me wonder if the Board was aware of these omissions. Are there
publicly available findings of the Design Review Board that members of the public can inspect?

The Church’s proposal identifies several aspects as visual focal points, including the large
tower. The reduced plans included in the public version of the D-MND are difficult to read, but
it appears the Tower is 84 feet, and a sketch of the completed campus illustrates how it will serve
as the focal point for the campus. These large structures and a parking structure totally out of
place in a residential neighborhood will dominate the neighborhood vista. Very few parking
structures exist in the entire city and to my knowledge are all part of a commercial development
or partly commercial development in a commercial area (Plaza Almeria). This is not specifically
addressed in the negative declaration.

Item XTII d. on page 23 addresses light or glare. It states that lighting will be similar to
the existing site. What about the outdoor dining area and other gathering areas? These do not
currently exist. Do the plans show where the lights will be? There is not sufficient information
made public to justify a finding of no potentially significant impact.

TRAFFIC
Mr. Santos’ discussion of traffic on page 14 of the D-MND specifically notes “one

activity at the project that is notable” is the preschool pickup and drop off on Loma Avenue,
Main Street, and 14" Street. He says the proposed project does not significantly alter the
preschool activity. Besides ignoring this traffic as part of the cumulative impact of the project,
he may be factually wrong. According to statements made to neighbors at the Church meeting, in
order to address concerns of residents on Loma about traffic generated by drop off and pickup of
children at the schools, this traffic will be redirected to Adams and 17®. The relocation is also
noted in the D-MND page 2 table A item B. Santos appears to be unaware of it and totally fails to
consider the impact on Adams and 17* Street.

One potential safety impact that I would like to specifically address is the speed and
amount of traffic westbound from Main to 17" on Adams. Traffic exiting the alley between
Main and Shipley or turning from Adams into the alley cannot be seen by westbound traffic on
Adams because of a blind curve. This currently exists, but increase in traffic will exacerbate this
problem. I specifically raised this concern at the Church meeting with neighbors and requested
them to look into mitigation. It has been ignored.

Mr. Santos’ explanation of the traffic impact assumes that various mitigation measures
[e.g., limiting attendance below capacity, shuttle service] will be taken but does not check the
box requiring mitigation. If the no impact or less than significant impact finding is based on
mitigated activity, that should be a requirement of approval. _

I question the conclusion there will be adequate parking based on the fact that Church
staff members are currently instructed to park in residential streets to save places for church
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HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.
The D-MND page 18 says there are issues relating to capped oil wells and methane but
that because of city policies, there is no potentially significant impact. As we saw on Bushard OT‘{’ ¢
not too long ago, city policies don’t always prevent accidents. I am not confident this conclusion
justifies a negative declaration without mitigation.

PUBLIC SERVICES

As I mentioned regarding noise and the parking structure, security might be required to
mitigate noise in the structure and the parking lot. There are no mitigation requirements. This
might increase demand on police services since neighbors will have no recourse other than
calling the police. This is not an efficient use of police resources. Some mitigation should be 0T47 ’
required for a finding of no potentially significant impact. In addition, some people have
expressed public safety concerns regarding concealment of predators in the parking structure.
Though we have heard rumors the Church will provide security, it is not a requirement in the D-

MND. I can find no element in which to address this other than Public Services.

HYDROLOGY
This was one of the only two areas where Mr. Santos’ notes that mitigation is required.
However, I have concerns about whether the mitigation required is adequate. In 1997, an El
Nifio year (and I fear there will be more), the flow of runoff rainwater exceeded existing capacity
along Shipley and Adams near the Church. I do not know if the City Planning Department took D”M@
this into consideration in requiring mitigation. It might not be sufficient to handle the problem in
extremely heavy rainfall. Though this area is not in a flood zone, danger of localized flooding
due to heavy runoff and inadequate storm drains do not appear on a flood map. Anyone who
goes by Adams and Lake on a day with even moderate rain can see that, just blocks from the
Planning Department.
Item m on page 12 of the D-MND speaks of potential discharge of stormwater pollutants
from areas of material storage (including waste handling and loading docks), yet when I asked DTA( %a
Mr. Santos whether the Church was relocating their current waste storage and pickup area, he -
said it was no shown on any of the plans. How can he conclude there is no impact if he does not
even know the location? —
He also reports that the proposal does not include delivery areas or loading docks. Item _
m, page 12. [believe the plans for the Administrative/Café building do include a delivery area DT4,0§
or loading dock, in which case he is factually wrong. Perhaps some of this is identified in the
cited attachment 23, but it is not an attachment that was part of the document made available for
public inspection.

AIR QUALITY
There are restrictions on construction for air quahty purposes in the city’s standard
conditions. Has staff considered whether the parking structure or Café will have any impact on
~ air quality? 1did not see this in his explanation for his finding of less than significant impact. I D_[ QD
- also do not think he has explained why the very impacts he has identified are less than
significant. Again he seems to suggest that absent a violation of the law (in this case SCAQMD
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thresholds), there is no significant impact. Mere compliance with the law does not justify per se
a finding of no potentially significant impact, and ignores the cumulative impact. He concludes
that the standard construction limits on construction will prevent any potentially significant
impact during construction, but no obligation is imposed on the Church to monitor the
contractors, something they have refused to do in the past.

ELEMENT XVII, MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE
The findings on items b and ¢ are inadequate because of the inadequate review of the

other elements. : . —

——

CONCLUSION
The numerous issues ignored or inadequately addressed demonstrate that there was
insufficient information to justify a finding of no potentially significant impact, or that the
application was incomplete, or that Mr. Santos often applied a standard of review that only

considered whether there would be violations of ordinances (a standard that is not sufficient for a D‘(tﬁ't A_

Negative Declaration). Therefore the negative declaration should not be adopted and an
Environmental Impact Report should be required. At least, the City should investigate the
concerns I have raised and require revision of the plans to adequately mitigate the potentially
significant impacts.

A}
Submitted by David Treiman m

June 11, 2007.
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o . Thursday, June 28". I suggested to Ron Santos that citizens could not be expected to comment by

City of Huntington Beach
AUG o 8 2007

Huntington Beach Planning Department

Attention: Ron Santos, Associate Planner

From David Treiman

July 2, 2007 [Typographical and grammatical errors corrected Sunday, August 5, 2007]

Comments on Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 06-008.
These comments supplement my comments of June 11, 2007.

OBJECTIONS TO THE COMMENT PROCESS

At the outset I wish to raise new objections to the fairness of the comment process. The
fairness of the initial comment period (May 24 through June 12) was compromised by a clerical
error that omitted several critical pages from the attachments to the Draft Mitigated Negative
Declaration (D-MND). While I appreciate the decision of the Planning Department to extend the
original comment period to July 2, notice of this fact was not published until the June 28 issue of DTSQ__
the Huntington Beach Independent (apparently because of an error on the part of the newspaper).
Although residents did receive a letter extending the comment period, it was identical to the
original notice except that the closing date was changed from June 12 to July 2. A person who had
already reviewed the D-MND would have no reason to know that important additional documents
had been added to the copies at the Planning Department counter and at the Central Library after ‘
June 10. '

A On June 18 the First Christian Church held a meeting to discuss the plans with neighbors.

At this meeting, Senior Pastor Bruce Templeton said he had read the public comments on file in
the Planning Department. He said that in response to concerns expressed in the letters and to
financial considerations, the church was modifying the plans and would delete several items from
the proposal. He said that the revised plans would be submitted to the city on June 19. Over the
next nine days I and some of my neighbors attempted to review the revised plans. I was told on
June 19, 21, 25, and 27 by the Planning Department that no new plans had been submitted. On
June 27" I was told that the City had received an e-mail from the church promising the plans would
be submitted soon. 1 was first able to obtain these revised plans and a revised narrative on

July 2 since most would not have an opportunity to review the plans or probably even have notice
of the revisions. Mr. Santos could not comment since he had not had an opportunity to fully review
the new plans, but he said the comment period probably would not be extended if the revisions
consisted solely of deletions from the original plans. In fact, the new plans and revised narrative
do not consist solely of deletions. They reveal new information shortly before the end of the

- comment period, leaving the public without adequate time to review the changes and file comments
with the city. I'had prior commitments this past weekend and am struggling to complete these
comments in time to file them today. If I had more time, I could have done more to support my
objections to the D-MND.

The promises and representations made by the church at the meeting with neighbors on
June 18 probably induced some neighbors to refrain from commenting on the original plans and the
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D-MND. However, based on my review of the new plans and narrative and on a conversation with
Mr. Dyson, project manager for the church, I discovered that the revised plans and narrative made
available on June 28 were in several respects inaccurate, misleading, incomplete, or contrary to
statements made on behalf of the church at the neighborhood meeting on June 18. With respect to
some of these items, Mr. Dyson admitted there were errors and represented that the church planned
to correct the errors by filing revisions with the city as quickly as their architects could respond.
Though I appreciate his candor and willingness to correct good faith errors, this does not eliminate
the unfairness and perhaps illegality of asking the public to comment on plans that have changed
several times during the comment period and perhaps have not been finalized. I want to stress that
these changes do not consist solely of deletions — they clarify and add to the original materials in a
manner that compromises the public’s ability to review and comment on the adequacy of the D-
MND. More than that, the manner in which the comment period has developed probably makes it
virtually impossible for the city planners to conclude that the project (elements of which still have
not been accurately presented in the newly revised plans and narrative) has no potentially
significant impact on the environment.

5

I spoke with Mary Beth Broeren on Friday, June 29, and expressed some of these concerns
to her. She told me that it was too late to extend again the comment period which is due to expire
Monday, July 2 because it would be impossible to give the public timely notice. However, she did
recognize that there were problems with the process that needed to be reviewed. She told me she
would raise these issues with her superiors in the Planning Department and recommend that they
consider new notice and a new comment period. I would strongly urge that the Planning 3
Department take such action now. I told Mr. Dyson that this was my position and suggested that it |
would seem to make more sense for all parties affected to remedy the problems at this stage than to
continue to the Planning Commission or City Council and be faced with having to go back to this
stage at a later time.

At the meeting with the neighbors on June 18, most of the neighbors in attendance and the
church representatives expressed a willingness and desire to work together to allow the church to
renovate its campus and accomplish its goals while respecting the community interest in preserving
the nature and quality of the neighboring residential zones and avoiding unreasonable disruption
for the 30 months of construction and the future decades of operation of the Next Wave of the
church’s development. I hope that the neighbors will be given the opportunity to work with the
church to make suggestions that will balance these interests, and enable the church to submit final
plans the that city can fairly review for environmental impact before the neighbors are asked to

comment again.

Summary of Additions and New information in Revised Narrative and Plans

These are some of the points in the revised narrative and plans (made available on June 28,
2007) that raise concerns regarding the completeness and accuracy of the existing Draft Mitigated
Negative Declaration.

Revised Narrative —
Page 2, item E. The bookstore is not in the narrative or general plans. Mr. Dyson told me this is \DTb 2
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going to be corrected.

Page 2 provides new information about the “Tidal Court” which I assume refers to the Tidal Plaza O(Slé‘(
identified in the plans. This new information raises concerns about noise.

Page 3 states the number of spaces in the parking structure as 299, though the original narrative -

states the number as 129. This was apparently a correction of an error, but citizens might have @Tgﬁ
been confused and not been aware of the actual size until this correction was made available on

June 28.

Page 4 reveals for the first time the intended hours of operation of the café. No mention is madej ’DT"&
of the bookstore. ,..4

. Revised Plans [page 3 is missing]
Page 1. The Tidal Plaza now more open to Adams Ave. than it was under the original plans. This OTg?
is also true of the Little Squirts Court. This could affect noise on Adams. ’

Pages E3 and E4 were not included in the copies of the D-MND, even as corrected after June 11. I 0‘( 5‘?
saw them for the first time on June 28. They show a 42-foot tower on the Café/Administration
Building that even Mr. Dyson did not recall.

Page F2 still shows the large tower. Mr. Dyson says that this was an error and will be correctea OT—%

G1 and G2 are diagrams of the parking structure that were not included in the D-MND. G3 A OT é 0
consists of new drawings of the parking structure and show an architectural tower and an elevator '
tower we did not know of until June 28. :

SPECIFIC OBJECTIONS TO FINDINGS IN
DRAFT MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

In addition to the objections I raised in my letter of June 11, I have several new matters to
raise. Ilearned about these new matters from the revised plans and narrative made available on
June 28, and from meetings and conversations with Associate Planner Ron Santos and
representatives of the church. I discovered new information, misinformation, or gaps in W € l
information that lead me to question the findings of no potentially significant impact regarding
several matters. I will discuss these matters, but first I must point at that at this point, the last day o
the comment period, I still do not understand exactly what the church is proposing with respect to
several important aspects of the project. . .

Issue of Deletions from Initial Proposal .
‘Early in the meeting on June 18 with neighbors, Senior Pastor Bruce Templeton assured
neighbors that several specific aspects of the plan to which neighbors objected were being deleted
from the plans or were only mistakenly identified as in the plans in the first place. My notes of that OT@Q
meeting show these were the large tower, the Little Squirts Court, the Amphitheater, the outdoor .
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sound system, and pop jet fountains. He told us the revisions would be submitted on June 19. The \
revised plans and narrative made available on June 28 did not fully correspond to these
representations. Mr. Dyson, project manager of the church, responded to my request for

clarification. These were the items we discussed. @Tb o

Page F2 of the plans still shows the large tower, though it was deleted on other pages. Mr. Dyson
said this was an error. The tower has been deleted and corrections will be submitted to the city.

[E———

Little Squirt’s Playground

This is still in the plans. Mr. Dyson told me that there was no intention to delete this. He
said that either I misunderstood or that someone misspoke. This element was not addressed in the
D-MND and I raised this objection in my letter of June 11. This is a playground area. Two other
playground areas were the only elements requiring noise mitigation in the D-MND. This aspect at
least should be addressed in the D-MND. Mr. Dyson assured me that it would be screened in and
only used on Sunday morning. If such a limit exists, shouldn’t it be expressed in the plans or
narrative and in the D-MND? If these limits are not required, this would heighten my concerns DTé Af
about the noise impact of this playground area. On Thursday, June 28, outdoor activity involving
inflatable playground equipment, water fights, and noise continued all day. This occurred in the
area where the Tidal Plaza will be. We could hear it, as well as outdoor music, from our house wi
the windows open. We do not have air conditioning and should not have to keep windows closed
in the summer. -

Amphitheater. )

At a church meeting with the community about a year ago, I heard that the church plann
to have an outdoor amphitheater. Page 2 of the original plans lists an amphitheater in the Tidal
Plaza. Ron Santos told me he did not address this in the D-MND because it was not part of the
project proposal. At the meeting with neighbors on June 18, Mr. Templeton said the amphitheater
was deleted, and this is stated in the revised narrative. However, the revised narrative on page 1,
item 6, says there will be landscaping and hardscaping "designed to create high quality outdoor
gathering places." Page 2 of the revised narrative says the Tidal Court [Plaza?] will serve as the
main gathering area and will be open to the public. It will include tables and chairs to support the
café and hardscape improvements suitable for informal gatherings. Mr. Dyson told me this
hardscape will include tiered seating. It seems like it modeled on the amphitheater at Bella Terra.
I asked him what was the difference between this and an amphitheater. He told me an
amphitheater has a sound system and scheduled events, and the Tidal Plaza will not have either of
these. Nevertheless, I believe this aspect of the project cannot be ignored in the D-MND. ,

M

oS

‘Sound System. :
The D-MND does not address the issue of an outside sound system. Mr. Santos told me this
was because none was proposed. However, the messages I have heard and seen are inconsistent. 1
recall Mr. Templeton saying at the meeting on June 18 that there would be no outdoor sound D.R) é
system. Someone else said there would be no outdoor amplified sound system. The new narrative
says no outdoor amplified music. The church's noise study on page 8, said: "There will be no
outdoor amplified music; however there will be a localized speakers system that provide low
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volume background music." Reading these together, I am not satisfied there is no outdoor sound

system as promised on June 18. Mr. Dyson told me there will be no outdoor speaker or sound U-ﬂo b,
system and that the narrative will be corrected. Until this is clarified, it should not be ignored in

the D-MND, especially since the original plans upon which the D-MND was based indicated the

tower would contain an amphitheater sound booth. I

Café and Bookstore

I don’t understand why a commercially operated café and bookstore open to the public in
an area zoned P/PS does not violate the general plan and zoning laws of Huntington Beach. Even if 0%7
allowed, mitigation should be required. Therefore the D-MND is inadequate regarding element I on

page 7.

My neighbors and I have commented on our concerns relating to noise, odors, and traffic
caused by these operations. Nowhere in the original D-MND were we given information relating
to the capacity and hours of operation of these two activities. At the meeting on June 18 we were
told that the café would seat 70-80 inside and 15-20 outside. It would operate from 7 am. to 9 p.m.
seven days a week [this is changed slightly in the revised narrative]. There will be a full kitchen.
The bookstore and café together were intended to create a welcoming environment for church
members and the public comparable to a Barnes and Nobles and a Starbucks. I asked if the church
would at least consider limiting the hours of outdoor dining. I was told this would be considered. D‘U)g
For the first time the revised narrative provides some details regarding the hours, but not size, of
the café. It ignores the bookstore. I was told that unless limits are imposed in the conditional use
permit, there are no restrictions on the operation of the café or bookstore. This is not the
document to address the conditions, but without any restrictions I don’t see how the D-MND can
declare there is no potentially significant impact.

I believe Mr. Santos said there was nothing in the proposal about outdoor dining.
However, on another occasion he told me that if one has an approved school, that implies playing
outside anywhere but in a parking lot is permitted. Under that logic, if one has a café, is outdoor
dining permitted anywhere but the parking lot?

Mr. Dyson said the bookstore was omitted by error, and the narrative will be corrected. I
cannot comment because I have not seen the final narrative, but I wonder whether there will be
limits on its hours.

There is a receiving entrance for this building. Will delivery hours be limited? I beheve
they were for Target and Walmart. Why is this ignored in the D-MND?

Traffic is already congested in the late afternoon at Adams and Main. Has the traffic
impact of these two commercial enterprises open to the public been addressed? I didn’t see it in
the D-MND. '

I just discovered on pages E3 and E4 [not made available before June 28] that there will
a 42-foot tower on this building. This raises concerns about aesthetics and how it fits inthe
neighborhood.

Another citizen has raised questions about odors from the full service kitchen. Isaw
nothing in the D-MND regarding this.

Even if allowed by the zoning laws and general plan, I would expect to see some mitigatio
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required to protect nearby residences. I recall reading that the city imposed such requirements on
Target, Walmart, and the Moulin Rouge restaurant. It seems obvious that noise, odors from the
kitchen, parking (slamming doors, car alarms), and traffic generated by these uses create a
potentially significant impact on the neighborhood, even if mitigated. When I asked whether the
church would consider limiting outdoor dining hours, I was told it would be considered. When I
asked whether the limits would be incorporated in the request for the CUP, I did not get an answer.
It is my understanding that mitigating measures must be in the negative declaration and means of
enforcement must be considered before the potential impact can be dlsregarded If allowed at all,
these activities must be limited.

0Tt

Mistake regarding parking structure. New diagram of parking structure.

The original narrative said the parking structure would hold 129 spaces and the new
narrative says that it will hold 299. Mr. Templeton did not return my call because he is out of town,
but Mr. Dyson, the project manager called me this morning. He said the first narrative was in error
- the total parking spaces now listed is only one space more than before (580 compared to 579), but
the number of spaces in the structure was erroneously reported as 129 in the ﬁrst narrative — it has - S —
always been intended to have 299 spaces. OT?b

_ [ also discovered that the plans include pages G1 and G2 relating to the parking structure
that I had never seen before. These pages were not even included in the corrected version of the

plans made available on June 7. Page G3 shows an "architectural tower" as part of the parking

structure. J—

-

In addition, it was revealed at this meeting that the plans are still incomplete with regard to
several matters. Height, lighting, and hours of usage still have to be finalized. For example, it
appears that it has not yet been determined what hours the parking structure would be in use, how 0T7é,
it would be secured when closed, and what type of lighting will be used. Without knowing this,
how can a negative declaration regarding noise, parking, and light be made?

Special Events D
The revised narrative says on page 2 that there will be no regularly scheduled outdoor -
gatherings. On p.4, Hours of Operation, it says weddings, and related activities, along with other
special events held at the church will end by 10 p.m. It says that weddings and funerals may take 0‘(‘7(
place on any day of the week except Sunday. Attachment D estimates 350 attendance for planning 7
purposes. This creates the potential for noise from events ending at 10 p.m. in a residential
neighborhood with people going to cars, talking, slamming doors, etc. This narrative seems too
vague to justify a finding of no potentially significant impact.

How often is occasional? I recently learned that the church should have been obtaining
activity permits for special activities held in the parking lot, and is limited to four a year. I was told
that apparently the church was not aware of this requirement. I also recently learned from Ron ‘ \)T ?'
Santos, that this requirement only applies to use of the parking lot and it can be circumvented by %

the issuance of a conditional use permit allowing such activities. If the church specifies in its
narrative occasional special events, have they just eliminated any restrictions on outside events? I

e T
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don’t know what the church is actually requesting or what limits remain. None of this is addressed
in the D-MND. Based on the information provided, I do not see how the Planning Department
can find no potentially significant impact, especially given the rigorous legal requirements for a
negative declaration.

I am concerned about outdoor special events. In discussing this recently with Ron Santos,
he said that outdoor play events, like one that occurred on June 28, would not require an activity

permit because it would be a natural activity of a campus with a school. It can take place anywhere

on campus except parking lots. Then what is point of requiring sound walls only on the two
designated play areas on the south side of the campus? Does this mean there is no limit to
frequency, duration, or time of such activities? On June 28, there was even an outdoor sound

system. This cannot be ignored in negative declaration. RS o

o,
We were told at the meeting of June 18 with the church that all events will end by 10 p.m.,
unless neighbors are notified. The revised narrative says events will end by 10 p.m. But it takes

time for people to clear out. What steps will the city require to assure that these promises are kept.
I have evidence that activity has continued past ten, and at least once past midnight.

Are there any limits on frequency, duration, location, and time of these occasional special
events? It seems there is a potential for significant impact if not limited or mitigated.

Prior Conditional Use Permits and Restrictions

f

7

After the church held a community meeting last summer, I went to the Planning Dept. and™ | rr

looked at the existing conditional use permits for the church. My memory is hazy, but I recall
seeing several CUPs with some limits imposed by the city including, I believe, on the size of cross
and signage, and restrictions on simultaneous use of various facilities. I discovered recently that
the church’s application was changed from one amending the existing CUPs to a new CUP. Ron

018

Santos told me on Thursday that this supersedes prior CUPs and accompanying limits. If true,

shouldn’t this have been discussed in the negative declaration?

Construction Noise Da—

At the meeting with the church on June 18, I raised concerns about the long hours allowed

for construction. I was told there are no plans to do construction on Saturdays, and that contractor

would normally begin at 7a.m. and cease mid-afternoon. I asked if church would agree to these as
limits in the CUP, and I was told it would be taken under consideration. Some mitigation is

essential. How common are construction projects of this duration in a residential neighborhood? |

R
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To Huntington Beach Planning Department
From David Treiman, Shipley Street

August 8, 2007

COMMENTS ON REVISED DRAFT MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOR
FIRST CHRISTIAN CHURCH DATED JULY 19, 2007

I submitted comments on June 11 to the original Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration. I
submitted supplemental comments on July 2, when the original D-MND was corrected to include
pages accidentally omitted.

On July 19, the Revised D-MND was made available, along with a third version of the
narrative and some additional plan changes. In fact most of the problems I raised in my June 11 and
July 2 comments still exist. However, it appears that none of my comments have been addressed
in the revised D-MND. Therefore, I wish to reassert those objections and request that you read those
letters and treat them as applying to the revised D-MND of July 19. My comments in the first two
letters with respect to the flawed comment process have been mooted by the revision of the D-MND
and third comment period. Although my objections to the process have been mooted, my substantive
objections still remain.

My neighbors, in their many letters to the Planning Department, have addressed many of the
points I have raised and more, so I won’t repeat them all in this letter. In this letter I wish to focus
on four areas:

1. General remarks about the nature and size of this entire project.
2. A brief remark about traffic.

3. A brief remark about construction and air quality.

4. Extended remarks about potentially significant outdoor noise. This is the area that I believe has
received the least attention by the Planning Department and the area that will most significantly
disturb neighbors to the north of the church property. Therefore, I will also reiterate some points
raised in my comments of July 2.

1. General Remarks About Nature and Size of the Project.

This is a huge project for a residential neighborhood and merits an Environmental Impact
Report. It seems larger in size and duration than the Senior Center in Central Park, where an EIR
_ isbeing prepared. The very fact that the city is requiring a three-level parking garage in a residential
neighborhood is prima facie evidence it is too large for its location. I do not know of any other
parking structures in Huntington Beach near a residential area that are not part of a commercial
development. Bruce Templeton’s video description of the project (“Bruce’s Next Wave
Preseritation™) is available on the church’s Website. He stresses the enormity of the project: “This
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is a God-sized endeavor.” “We are attempting to do something so great, of such magnitude, that the
only way we can accomplish it is with God’s help.” He notes that within five miles of church there | .
are 307,000 people and that 58% do not attend church anywhere. He says that means “there are over QTX"‘??
178,000 people within five miles of our church building who do not know Jesus Christ.” Their
mission is to reach those 178,000-people. The proposed project and list of activities reflect those
broad ambitions. It is clear that part of the model for this project are large modem shoppi@ :‘
centers, specifically in this case Seacliff and Bella Terra. The style of shopping mall architecture is (DT@q
totally out of character with the residential neighborhood. At a neighborhood meeting Bruge | {_,.
Templeton said the goal of the proposed café and bookstore was to create a setting like a Starbucks
and Barnes and Noble. But what Starbucks seats 80 inside and 15 to 20 outside? He said in the
video, “the church was never intended to take a back seat to commerce.” But it seems like more
restrictions have been placed by Huntington Beach on restaurants and big box retailers in areas zoned DTg 5
commercial than are being placed on the church’s commercial enterprises. This project is intended
to accommodate growth for the next halfa century. If this does not require an EIR, then this process
seems to be making a mockery of CEQA.

A picture is said to be worth a thousand words. The video includes a simulated tour of the
proposed campus. One cannot truly appreciate the enormity of this project without viewing the OTK b
video and listening to Pastor Templeton’s eloquent description. 1urge the members of the Planning
Commission and of the Planning Department to view this video.'

I am not opposing the church’s mission, nor their desire for a modern facility to further its
mission. All I am asking for is that city officials realize the scope of the project, appreciate the
potential impact on the community as required by CEQA, and require appropriate mitigation to
protect the rights of the community and the immediate neighbors of the church. I believe the original o'rg’]
and revised D-MND do not discuss or recognize several potentially significant impacts and do not
require adequate mitigation, especially with regard to noise. These are the matters this letter will
address. :

2. Traffic. ¥~
For the reasons mentioned in my General Remarks, it seems inconceivable that this project
will not have a potentially significant impact. Traffic on Adams at Main and at 17® is much worse
than it was-a few years ago. It often takes more than one light to get across Main Street in the late Q
afternoon. Seventeenth and Adams probably requires a traffic light. Speeding westbound traffic \9((8
on Adams around the blind curve just west of Main makes exiting the alley onto Adams extremely
dangerous. Church activities already contribute to the problem, and not just on Sunday. The plans
divert traffic from Loma to Adams and to 17" I believe it is contrary to CEQA to ignore the

! www.fcc-connection.com/home.asp

Click box on left side of page “Next Wave”

Click on “Media” on right end of top line,

There are three videos — the most relevant is the third, “Bruce’s Next Wave Presentation”
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existing problems and just focus on the increment added by this proposal. I believe you ought to be
considering the cumulative impact. Ialso believe that the explanation for the negative declaration
regarding traffic cannot be reconciled with the scope of expansion described in the video on the
church’s Website.

3. Construction and Air Quality -

The July 27, 2007 issue of the Los Angeles Times reported, “20% of California's diesel
pollution comes from the construction industry. Building, mining and airport vehicles are responsible
for an estimated 1,100 premature deaths statewide every year and more than 1,000 hospitalizations
for heart and lung disease, along with tens of thousands of asthma attacks, scientists say.” The
article reported that the State Air Resources Board has imposed new restrictions to construction
equipment to protect the public health. Even though these new laws have not yet taken effect, the
 state has found a need to act. 1have attached a copy of the article. This cannot be ignored in the
D-MND. Clearly the state has found there is a potentially significant impact on air quality.

Therefore unless mitigated, an EIR must be prepared. k

4. Noise. B

The negative declaration ignores almost all noise other than the noise from two playgrounds
on the south side of the project. It requires mitigation to the south for the two playgrounds. The
other potential sources of noise listed below far exceed those two in number, scope of activities, and
duration. These other sources are generally ignored in the church’s noise study and by the Planning
Department in the negative declaration. As with regard to traffic, the existing activities should not
be ignored, and will be part of the future campus. The size, nature, and duration of outdoor activities
generated by the “Next Wave,” when added to the existing sources of noise, will make life extremely
unpleasant for neighbors to the north, and are likely to substantially harm the property values.
Focusing solely on the new sources and ignoring the old is like saying that if 10 units of noise is the
maximum acceptable, adding five to an existing nine is permissible because the new project does
not add more than 10. That does not appear to be consistent with the requirements or spirit of
‘CEQA. Iam merely asking that the city recognize these problems and require reasonable mitigation.
At the end of these comments I suggest some possible mitigation.

List of outdoor activities.

1. An outdoor amphitheater. Do not be fooled by the recent addition to the narrative
saying that there will be no outdoor amphitheater. That is not true. I will explain
below my reasons for saying this.

2. Outdoor sound systems. The oral promise to eliminate this is evasive and not

satisfactory, for the reasons I will explain below.
Little Squirt’s Playground.

Outdoor dining.

Noisy activities in the parking lot:

a. Parties, picnics, and concerts.

b. Playing in the parking lot

c. Bus trips pickup and drop off.

b w

Page 3 of 9

U110

ATTACHMENT NO, 317/



Car alarms.

Activities in the courtyard that will become the Tidal Plaza.
Dismantling equipment following late night meetings.
People gathering late in parking lot after special events.
Excessive use of leaf blowers.

Trash collection four days per week at very early hours.?
Sports activities.

Uses not authorized by nor controlled by the church that occur in the parking
lot include nighttime skateboarding, fireworks, auto racing, model planes and
model cars.

FTTER e A

AMPHITHEATER —

At a church meeting with the community about a year ago, I heard that the church planned
to have an outdoor amphitheater. Page 2 of the original plans lists an amphitheater in the Tidal
Plaza. The Tower included a sound control booth for the amphitheater. Several previous letter
writers objected to this amphitheater. Ron Santos told me he did not address this in the D-MND
because it was not part of the project proposal. At the meeting with neighbors on June 18, Mr.
Templeton said the amphitheater was being deleted from the plans. The revised narrative states on
page 2, “The church will not hold regularly scheduled outdoor gatherings on its campus, nor will the
Tidal Court function as an amphitheater.” Then why am I objecting to an amphitheater that does
not exist? Because it does exist, but locating it is like playing “Where’s Waldo,” and trying to get
a straight answer from the church is impossible. I will attempt to assist you in the search for the
missing amphitheater.

The revised narrative on page 1, item 6, says there will be landscaping and hardscaping
"designed to create high quality outdoor gathering places." Page 2 of the revised narrative says the
Tidal Court [Plaza?] will serve as the main gathering area and will be open to the public. It will
include tables and chairs to support the café and hardscape improvements suitable for informal
gatherings. Mr. Dyson told me this hardscape will include tiered seating. It seems like it is modeled
on the amphitheater at Bella Terra. I asked him what was the difference between this and an
amphitheater. He told me an amphitheater has a sound system and scheduled events, and the Tidal
Plaza will not have either of these. In addition, as I explain below, it is not clear there will be no
outdoor amplified sound. There are already special events held by the church with outdoor amplified
sound (including music) even though there is no permanent outdoor amplified sound system. They
bring in the equipment for the events in the parking lot (apparently without temporary activity
permits) and in the area between the Worship Center and current Youth Ministry building.

But where, exactly, is this tiered seating located? Why was Ron Santos unable to discover
this potential amphitheater? Ithought it might be hidden in the circular swirls shown on the Tidal

2 In fairness to Bruce Templeton, I must acknowledge that he has attempted to address
this problem, which I very much appreciate. However, he told me that because Rainbow’s
contract is with the city, only the city has the authority to address this problem.
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Plaza. I was wrong. While viewing the virtual tour of the proposed new campus in the Bruce
Templeton’s Next Wave Presentation, I saw what looked like concrete benches in the Tidal Plaza
— but I agree that is no amphitheater. Then the view changed to the northwest end of the
multipurpose building — there it was, the hidden amphitheater. But the videos are not the plans
submitted for approval. So I looked at Plan page C4, and there it was as seen from the West,
right where it was in the video (see graphic at the end of this letter on page 9) Although neither
I nor Ron Santos or Mr. Dyson was aware of it, it has been there in the plans all along — both before
and after Mr. Templeton said it was being removed. So what was removed? Apparently only the
word “amphitheater” and not any structure.

Iask that the church be required to keep its promise and adhere to the statement in the revised
narrative, and that this amphitheater structure be removed from the plans — even if the church
promises not to use it regularly or with outdoor amplified music. A video shown to the community
a year ago showed the amphitheater being used for concerts and speakers. This will generate noise
that will flow unblocked to the north to Adams Avenue, with or without amplification. And what
guarantees are there that performers won’t bring their own sound systems?

Now that the amphitheater has been discovered, it cannot be ignored in the D-MND.
Elimination as promised, or at least noise mitigation (like for the playgrounds to the south) must be
required or an EIR must be completed.

ot

OT4|

¥ ‘

OUTSIDE SOUND SYSTEM. —

The D-MND does not address the issue of an outside sound system. Mr. Santos told me this
was because none was proposed. However, the messages I have heard and seen are inconsistent. I
recall Mr. Templeton saying at the meeting on June 18 that there would be “no outdoor sound system.”
Another agent of the church, after the meeting, said there would be “no outdoor amplified sound
system.” The June 18 revision of the narrative says “no outdoor amplified music.” The current version
in the narrative leaves room for outdoor music and amplified sounds other than music. Is this another
attempt to hide the truth? Idon’t think I am being unduly suspicious because my concern about this
came from the church's noise study, which said on page 8, "There will be no outdoor amplified music;
however there would be a localized speakers system that provides low volume background music."
Reading these together, I was not satisfied that there is no outdoor sound system as promised on June
18. Ispoke with Norm Dyson, project manager for the church about this. He told me there will be
no outdoor speakers or sound system and that the narrative would be corrected. But then I received
the third and current version of the narrative, dated July 10, and there is no change. If the church
wanted to be clear rather than evasive, it could have been. Until this is clarified in writing, the church
has not demonstrated no potential noise impact and it must be addressed in the D-MND . Idon’t have
-to prove an impact; I must merely demonstrate the potential for an impact. Since the Planning
Department is requiring seven foot sound walls to mitigate the noise of two playgrounds on the south
side of the campus, it seems obvious that the amphitheater and possibility of a sound system cannot

be left unchanged and unmitigated. - _L
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LITTLE SQUIRT’S COURT - Soft Children’s Play Area

As I just mentioned, the City has found that the plans for two playgrounds on the south side
of the campus have a potentially significant impact unless mitigated. But there is a third playground
in the plans (see page two item 4 of the current June 28 version of the plans). At the meeting with the
community of June 18, Bruce Templeton said this was being deleted. When I discovered it still in the
plans, I spoke with Norm Dyson. Mr. Dyson told me that there was no intention to delete this. He said
that either I misunderstood or that someone misspoke. This element was not addressed in the D-MND
and I raised this objection in my letter of June 11." This playground area should at least be addressed
in the same manner as the other two playground areas were in the D-MND. Mr. Dyson assured me
that it would be screened in and only used on Sunday morning. If such a limit exists, shouldn’t it be
expressed in the plans or narrative and in the D-MND? If these limits are not required, this would
heighten my concerns about the noise impact of this playground area. On Thursday, June 28, outdoor
activity involving inflatable playground equipment, water fights, and noise continued all day. This
occurred in the area where the Tidal Plaza will be. We could hear it, as well as outdoor music, from
our house with the windows open. We do not have air conditioning and should not have to keep
windows closed in the summer.

OUTDOOR DINING -Café and Bookstore

I don’t understand why a commercially operated café and bookstore open to the public in an
area zoned P/PS does not violate the general plan and zoning laws of Huntington Beach. Even if
allowed, mitigation should be required. Therefore the D-MND is inadequate regarding element “I” on
page 7. ~

My neighbors and I have previously commented on our concerns relating to noise, odors,"a;iﬂ D

traffic caused by these operations. Nowhere in the original D-MND were we given information
relating to the capacity and hours of operation of these two activities. At the meeting on June 18 we
were told that the café would seat 70-80 inside and 15-20 outside. It would operate from 7 a.m. to 9
p.m. seven days a week (Sunday hours were changed to 8 am. - 7 p.m. in the revised narrative). There
will be a full kitchen. The bookstore and café together were intended to create a welcoming
environment for church members and the public comparable to a Barnes and Nobles and a Starbucks.
Iasked if the church would at least consider limiting the hours of outdoor dining. I was told this would
be considered. For the first time the revised narrative provides some details regarding the hours, but
not size, of the café. It does not separately address hours for outdoor dining, so it appears the church
chose not to show any concern for my request. It ignores the bookstore. I was told that unless limits
are imposed in the conditional use permit, there are no restrictions on the operation of the café or
bookstore. This is unconscionable directly across the street from residences. I don’t see how the D-
MND can declare there is no potentially significant impact without restrictions or mitigation.

I'believe Mr. Santos said there was nothing in the proposal about outdoor dining. However, Js
on another occasion he told me that if one has an approved school, that implies playing outside. -

anywhere but in a parking lot is permitted. Under that logic, if one has a café, outdoor dining
permitted anywhere but the parking lot.

>
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The bookstore is mentioned but not discussed in the revised D-MND. Are there any 1 (DTQC
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restrictions on hours of operation or deliveries? Can it operate 24 hours a day? Can deliveries to
“Receiving” show on page E1 of the plans facing Adams and my house occur at any time of the day Wﬁ‘éﬂ
or night? [Iread that the city restricted deliveries at Walmart or Target to protect nearby residences.

Why can this D-MND ignore this completely?

Traffic is already congested in the late afternoon at Adams and Main. It is extremely difficult ,

to exit onto Adams from the alley across thé street from this new commercial enterprise. Has the traffic b; n
impact of these two commercial enterprises open to the public been addressed? Ididn’t see it in the |
D-MND.

Irecently discovered on pages E3 and E4 of the plans (not made available before June 29) that
there will be a 42-foot tower on the Administive/Café building. Iasked Norm Dyson about this. He
told me he was not aware of this tower. Since the tower on the Administrative building was not GT?&
revealed until the third version of the plans was made available to the public, neighbors might have
missed this feature. This raises concerns about aesthetics and how it fits in the neighborhood.  ____}

Another citizen has raised questions about odors from the full service kitchen. Isaw nothing m;‘
in the D-MND regarding this.

Even if allowed by the zoning laws and general plan, I would expect to see some mitigation
required to protect nearby residences. It seems obvious that noise, odors from the kitchen, parking DT{ o0
(slamming doors, car alarms), and traffic generated by these uses create a potentially significant impact
on the neighborhood, even if mitigated.

SPECIAL EVENTS - LATE NIGHT
In the revised July 10 narrative, the church states, “The church will not hold regularly
scheduled outdoor gatherings on its campus, nor will the Tidal Court function as an amphitheater.”
The church’s list of weekly activities (formerly attachment D and now attachment 2.2, says in
footnote ***** “Special events may take place any day of the week except Sundays. Activities
associated with special events will conclude by 10 p.m.” My objection is to the ability of the church
to have special events without any limits as to frequency, duration, or size! Iwas once told that the
church must apply for a temporary activity permit for special events and was limited to just four per D‘( {0 l
year. A city official later discovered that the church has been holding special events without such
a permit. But I was also told that no permit is required if the activities do not occur in the parking
lot and are related to regular church operations. Therefore it is imperative that some other limits be
imposed on these special events. In addition I was told that no temporary activity permit is required
if permitted by a conditional use permit. Has the church, by indicating in its proposal that it will
hold special events at late as 10 p.m. (including weddings a funerals any day of the week except
Sunday) now been given unlimited rights if the conditional use permit is granted? t

I discussed with Norm Dyson the potential for noise from events ending at 10 p.m. in a
residential neighborhood with people going to cars, talking, slamming doors, etc. When I mentioned ‘n 2
this to Norm Dyson, he said that the church cannot be expected to control the noise of people going

Page 7 of 9
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to the parking lot after an event. If the church is not expected to control noise on its property
generated by its activities, then it should not be allowed to have these events, and certainly not in the
late evening and night. We were told at the meeting of June 18 with church officials that all events
will end by 10 p.m., unless neighbors are notified. Notification won’t help us sleep any more
soundly. This caveat again raises the possibility that what in promised in the narrative might not be
what we will actually get. What steps will the city require to assure that these promises are kept.
This narrative seems too vague to justify a finding of no potentially significant impact.

Even after reading three narratives and two D-MND I don’t know what the church is actually
requesting regarding special events nor what limits remain. None ofthis is addressed in the D-MND.
Based on the information provided, I do not see how the Planning Department can find no
potentially significant impact, especially given the rigorous legal requirements for a negative

declaration. B

Construction Noise ’——-’L‘
At the meeting with the church on June 18, I raised concerns about the long hours allowed

for construction. 1 was told there are no plans to do construction on Saturdays, and that contractor
would normally begin at 7a.m. and cease mid-afternoon. Iasked if church would agree to these as
limits in the CUP, and I was told it would be taken under consideration. However, I have not seen
any discussion of this potentially significant impact in the D-MND. Some mitigation is essential.

How common are construction projects of this duration in a residential neighborhood? Iread that
the city was required to use the county restrictions on noise for one joint bridge project. The county,
1 believe, prohibited construction after 5 p.m. weekdays and completely on weekends. If these are
protections citizens of unincorporated areas get, why can’t the city impose it as a condition for an
enormous lengthy project in a residential area.

Construction Air Quality Issues.
at |

The Los Angeles Times recently reported that diesel pollution from construction equipme:
is a serious health threat and that changes in the law are being proposed. Even ifit is not yet the law,
it is the City Planning Department’s legal obligation to consider this evidence in the D-MND for a
project of this scope and duration. Even if no EIR is required, the Planning Commission should

< )

1DIILD2
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protect our health by imposing reasonable conditions on the construction. I
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MITIGATION SUGGESTIONS

Some of my neighbors have suggested mitigation ideas, and can probably come up with more

good ideas. I would like to mention a few here.

1.

2.

A

Limit outdoor activities that generate noise, especially evenings and weekends, or put up
sound barrier walls, especially to the north.

Restrict café and bookstore activities so they are not equivalent to commercial enterprises b-{ ‘DS_
in a residential neighborhood.

Reduce peak capacity for worships services a small amount to eliminate the need for a
parking structure. The Church leadership says they do not want to build a structure.
Impose restrictions on construction noise.

Install a traffic light at Adams and 17"

Install a speed bump before the blind curve westbound on Adams and west of Main.

Video Capture of Amphitheater from Church’s Website video - Bruce’s Next Wave Presentation

Page 9 of 9
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Clty of Hunting. Beach

JuL 022007

Huntington Beach Planning Department
Attention: Ron Santos, Associate Planner
July 2, 2007

I 'am very concerned about the Tidal Plaza area in First Christians Church building plan. [
This area ,which includes a near by cafe and bookstore proposal, will also be a gathering and
dining area from the hours of 7a.m. to 9 p,m,. This is an extremely long time for neighbors to be
disturbed by noise and cars, The Tidal Plaza will also have a graduated step-type seating system
to be used for programs and students. After hours this step seating area will be very attractive to u (
local skateboarders. Skateboarders have already been a nuisance using the current trash truck
ramp pickup area. Therefore, I think the Tidal Plaza area should definitely be required to have a
sound wall and locking gate, so the neighbors to the north do not have to tolerate constant levels
of noise. Also, any music or sound system would be inappropriate.

—tn

Lee Treiman
Shipley Street
Huntington Beach.

Tﬂé\mm\)/ L
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Santos, Ron

From: Ron Troxell [Ron@troxellusa.com]
Sent: Monday, June 11, 2007 7:45 AM
To: Dick Millar (Attorney)

Cc: Vincent; Steven T. Nanko; nga van; Todd Gan; Georgina Troxell; Kurt & Dana; Lustig, Patrick; Rick
Davitt; Santos, Ron

Subject: HB Citizens for reasonable growth

First Christian Church June 11th 2007
New Building Center

Richard W. Miliar, Jr.

Millar, Hodges & Bemis

1301 Dove Street, Suite 900
Newport Beach, California 92660
949-752-7722

Fax 949-752-6131

Dear Dick Millar,

Please see the letter below for your reference. It seems Ron Santos (City Employee) has accepted
an incomplete declaration from FCC (First Christian Church).

Personally I think it a fair and legal request that Ron Santos require a complete declaration from
FCC.

- I faxed you a copy of the declaration in question last week. Please review and provide your opinion.

Thanks so much,

-Ron Troxell
Crystal Island Estates

Thanks Ron Troxell
Subject: RE: HB Citizens for reasonable growth 3

I have been working on my letter for the Planning Commission with comments
on the "Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration" due June 12. I have spent
several days researching files at the Planning Department and asking
questions. Today I learned that the versions of the declaration that is
available for public inspection at the Planning Department and at the

Central Library are missing several pages. These pages contain some
information I consider critical.. For that reason I spoke with the

Principal Planner, Herb Fauland. I asked that the missing pages be made RT (
_available to the public, that the public be given notice of these new
documents, and that the comment period be extended. He plans to contact
me on Monday to tell me the dedision made to my request. However, since
the answer is currently not known, I would urge everyone wishing to comment
to make those comments by June 12. 1 assume that if the comment period is
extended, you would bé able to make additional comments later. Also,
remember that if you have questions about the Dedaration, the conditional

ATTACHMENT NO. 5.7 7
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use permit, or the process, you should contact Ron Santos at 714 536-5561
or e-mail rsantos@sutfcity-hb.org.

For those of you with the time and interest, I am including a few details
about what I have learned and why I think it important that the comment
period be extended.

When I attended the Church's neighborhood meeting many months ago, the
presentation of plans included an outdoor amphitheater, sound system, and
outdoor dining in a cental plaza. On June 7 I asked Ron Santos why his
negative declaration did not address the noise potential of these outdoor
activities. He told me the application from the church did not propose any
of these uses. Last night I discovered that my copy of the draft

declaration was missing page 2 of attachment 4. 1 called the Central
Library and discovered their copy did not contain attachments 4 and 5 in
their entirety. I went to the Planning Department today to get the missing
page. I discovered neither their public copy nor the file copy used by Mr.
Santos contained that page. Solely by coincidence the plans for the Church
happened to be open on the counter. I asked another planner if there were
plans for an amphitheater, sound system, or outdoor dining. He turned to
page 2 of the plans (this is different that the page 2 I was seeking), and

we discovered the church has proposed those uses. I told him I had been
informed just yesterday that the negative declaration did not address those
uses because they were not in the proposal. The planner I spoke to today
said that this information should have been in the document made public.
We checked -- it is not in the public version. The Principal Planner then
discovered that several other pages were accidentally omitted from the
public copies. This is why the public deserves new notice and an extended
comment period. But I am concerned this also demonstrates that the initial
staff review of the negative declaration and the review by the
Environmental Assessment Committee that approved the staff review might be
flawed.

I am going to quote just a few describtions from one of the missing pages
of the plan (page 2):

Building Legend

E. ADMIN./CAFE Full service kitchen with indoor/outdoor seating; Church
Offices.

G. TOWER Focal Feature; Shaded play/ Kiosk / Amphitheatre Sound Booth

Landscape/Hardscape Legend

1 VILLAGE GATEWAY Visual / Pedestrian "Front Porch uses:
Cafe/Bookstore/Dining Terrace

2. CHAPEL GARDEN Frames Chapel / Terminal Vista; Wedding Garden/
Gazebo/bamboo Screening :

3 TIDAL PLAZA Fellowship Plaze/Amphitheatre; Pop Jet Fountains: Embedded
Sculptures, Tidal Focal

4 UTTLE SQUIRTS COURT Soft Play Children's Area visually accessible

- from Fellowship Plaza

8 CHILDREN'S OUTDOOR PLAY Age appropriate themed Outdoor Play zones.

Item 8 was the only matter Ron Santos thought required noise mitigation (a

Page 2 of 3
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7-foot fence on the south side). His report did not find any other use

required noise mitigation. His comments made to me indicated he was not Q,T \
even aware of several of these uses.
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June 11, 2007
The Huntington Beach Planning Department:

I have visited your office in order to review the planned additions to the
Church property just across the street. I have lived in this home since 1978 and
love the location and the surrounding area is still primarily residential.

The additional structures that are to be built and the increased square footage
of some of the present ones presents a problem for me. This area is still a
mostly residential area and it seems to me that if this organization finds it
necessary to increase their facilities to this degree, that they should consider
going “inland” and finding a piece of property more suited to this expansion.

The loss of the “open space” is problem enough, but the garish colors that they
propose are really not acceptable. I rather doubt that even some of the
members of the church would condone the bright tasteless hues that these
buildings will be painted.

And regardless of the interesting traffic report, a multi level parking structure
is bound to impact on our local traffic.

I have walked over to the property across the street and tried to imagine what
the “finished product” would look like. And believe me I am quite dlscouraged
with the thought of this change occurring.

Sincerely,

Be $ W alfaes,

Betty Walker

1705 Aspenwood Lane
Huntington Beach, CA 92648

R
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Ron Santos 406"
Planning Department

City of Huntington Beach

2000 Main Street

Huntington Beach CA 92648

< ('(70,)

July 31, 2007

Dear Mr. Santos,

(___—‘-m-n,

I am writing to favor my support for all the remodeling plans by First Christian Church. I think
the 50 year old property needs a nice modernization and I am in complete agreement with all the
plans and support and the new upgrades planned by the church. Ilook forward to construction.

We bought our home back in 2003 as a new next-door neighbor to FCC. As a homeowner

buying next to a large church I expected them to have many cars parked there on Sundays and
special events. I expected people to gather there for their purpose, meeting, eat, drink coffee, sell
books and make noise. I do not see any of their new plans differing from these expectations.

At our house we do hear the daily bells of Smith School, and all their daily PA announcements.
We even hear on quite days the lifeguard’s announcements from the pier. We also hear
Disneyland’s fireworks EVERY night starting at about 9:25 and ending at 9:43. Come to our
home one night and listen. I do not expect Disneyland to shut down as they too have been there
for 50 years and have improved the economy of Orange County.

The worse and LOUDEST noise of all is the HBPD’s helicopters constantly flying over our
house, at all hours of the night, flying very very low, making sleep wakening loud noise. I really
want to call the police for the police “disturbing the peace” of the neighborhood at night.

Again I am in favor of all the plans of FCC including the additional parking, the coffee shop and
bookstore, the nice esthetically appealing tower and the outside amphitheater with sound system.

Remember they have been there for 50 years and just want to improve their large piece of the
neighborhood to make it nicer for all. I expect noise from the church on Sunday with parking
and people gathering eating, reading, and talking. That is what I expected when I bought a home
near a large church.

If you want to question building permits, how did Smith school just plop down ugly “temporary’

class rooms on their property, with very ugly looking air conditioning units and exposed piping,

with no permit?

Jwl

Kind regards,

ohn Walt
828 14™ Street

Huntington Beach CA 92648
(714) 969-2774

ATTACHMENT NO. _&./22



{]- Kimley-Hom
I and Associates, Inc.

»
March 7, 2007 . Sulte 400

765 The City Drive
Mr. Art Cueto gé?: Calfomia

Visioneering Studios
5 Peters Canyon Road, Suite 330
Irvine, CA 92623

Subject: First Christian Church — Huntington Beach Trip Generation Study

Dear Mr. Cueto:

Based on your request, this letter report has been prepared to provide a summary
of the estimated traffic to be generated by the proposed renovation and expansion
project for the First Christian Church — Huntington Beach. This information will
be used to determine if additional traffic analysis, i.e., a Traffic Impact Study will
be required for the project.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Existing Facilities

First Christian Church, Huntington Beach (FCCHB) is located at 1207 Main
Street, on the southwest corner of Main Street and Adams Avenue in the City of
Huntington Beach. The Church property consists of a 7.5-acre campus with
seven (7) existing buildings and 431 on-site parking spaces. The existing site
facilities consist of a total of 55,410 square feet of church, office, classroom, and
meeting space. A copy of the existing site plan is provided on Figure 1.

The church holds three church services each week — one on Saturday night (6:00
PM), and two on Sunday moming (9:00 and 10:30 AM). Services are presented
“live” in the main sanctuary, where a Traditional Service is conducted. Video
from the service is piped into the A-Frame Chapel, where a smaller
Contemporary Service is conducted, and into the small chapel, where a small
Classic Service is held.

The church operates a pre-school on weekdays, with 200 enrolled students.
‘Church office hours are from 8:30 AM to 5:00 PM Monday through Friday, and
the church employs 25 full-time employees.

The church sanctuary and assembly facilities are used at times by others for
weddings and funerals on weekdays and Saturdays during non-service hours.
Functions are not scheduled at times when church services are being conducted,
or when other functions are taking place at the church.

TEL 714 939 1030
FAX 714 938 9488
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nd Associates, Inc.
a soci Mr. Art Cueto, March 7, 2007, Page 2

Proposed Project

The proposed master plan of improvements for the campus consists of the
following:

1. Demolition of four buildings (Children’s Ministry, Youth Ministry, Small
Chapel and Church School)

2. Removal of the modular buildings currently used for adult Sunday School
classes.

3. Construction of three new buildings (Children’s Building, Multi-purpose

Building, Administrative/Café Building)

Renovation of the A-Frame Chapel

Expansion and renovation of the worship center’s nursery and bathroom

facilities

6. Construction of a tower element to serve as the church’s new focal feature

7. Landscape / hardscape improvements designed to create high quality outdoor
gathering places, improve pedestrian circulation, and make the church
campus more functional and welcoming to church members and visitors
alike.

8. Re-striping of the existing parking lot to increase its capacity and improve
circulation.

9. Construction of a multi-level parking structure.

v

Existing and Proposed Square Footage

A copy of the proposed site plan is provided on Figure 2. At completion, the site
facilities will consist of a total of 73,589 square feet, an increase in square
footage of 18,179 square feet.

A summary of the existing and proposed buildings and associated square
footages is provided on Table 1. Also shown on Table 1 is a brief discussion of
the intended uses for each building. As Table 1 indicates, virtually all of the
renovated and expanded building space will be used to accommodate functions
and activities that already take place at the church. The pre-school enrollment
will not increase. No increase of seating capacity for church services is proposed
for the main sanctuary or the A-Frame Chapel; in fact, the seating capacity in the
A-Frame Chapel will decrease by 65. The small chapel will be demolished. The
Classic Service that takes place there currently will be relocated to the A-Framed
Chapel and the Contemporary Service will be moved to the large gathering room
of the proposed new Multi-Purpose Building.
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Kimley-Horn

and Associates, Inc.
s Mr. Art Cueto, March 7, 2007, Page 3

Existing and Proposed Seating Capacity and Sunday Service Attendance

A summary of the existing and proposed assembly capacity for the church
campus is provided on Table 2. Current seating capacity for Sunday services is
1,470. The seating capacity in the sanctuary will remain unchanged at 975. The
seating capacity in the A-Frame Chapel will be reduced by 65 seats, from 415 to
350. The Small Chapel (with 80 seats) will be removed. Based strictly on square
footage, the assembly capacity of the new Multi-purpose Building will be 438.
The building program will result in net increase in assembly capacity of 293
seats, bringing the total number of seats to 1,763 seats during the peak Sunday
Service times.

First Christian Church has indicated that they do not expect to experience this
much growth in their membership, and will agree to an attendance limit of 1,655
seats during Sunday services, in order to reduce the potential for traffic impact
during the peak Sunday morning times.

PROJECT TRIP GENERATION

Trip generation estimates have been prepared to estimate the net change in traffic
that will result from the proposed renovation and expansion. Calculations have
been prepared for both existing and proposed conditions. The net difference
represents the increase in traffic the proposed project is estimated to generate.

Trip generation estimates were developed for the project using the Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip_Generation Manual (7th Edition), the
standard tool for estimating project trip generation. The Trip Generation manual
offers trip rates for a church (ITE code 560) based on total square footage of
church facilities for weekday, Saturday, and Sunday operations. The manual also
offers a trip rate based on number of seats for Saturday and Sunday peak hour
operations.

For this exercise, trip generation estimates have been developed for weekday
daily and peak hour operations based on total site square footage, and have been
developed for daily and peak hour operation on a Sunday based on the maximum
allowed number of occupied seats.

Weekday trip generation rates and resulting trip generation based on building
square footage are summarized on Table 3. Applying the rates to the entire
increase in square footage, the church renovation and expansion project is
estimated to generate 165 new daily trips on a typical weekday, with 13 trips in
the moming peak hour, and 11 tnips i the evening peak hour.




[ and Associates, Inc.
Mr. Art Cueto, March 7, 2007, Page 4

Sunday peak hour trip generation rates and resulting trip generation based on
occupied seats are summarized on Table 4. Applying the per-seat rate to the
increase in attendance, assuming a limit of 1,655, the project is estimated to

generate 283 new frips on a Sunday, with 60 inbound and 55 outbound trips in
the Sunday peak hour.

Based on this analysis, we feel that a traffic impact analysis would not be needed
for the First Christian Church renovation and expansion program. Please feel
free to contact me if you have any questions, or if you need additional

information.

Sincerely,

KIMLEY-HORN AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
Serine Ciandella, AICP

Vice President

ATTACHMENT NO, &4
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TABLE 2

FIRST CHRISTIAN CHURCH - HUNTINGTON BEACH
SUMMARY OF EXISTING AND PROPOSED BUILDING ASSEMBLY CAPACITIES

(Sunday Service Assembly)
Existing New Net Difference
Assembly Capacity Assembly Capacity Assembly Capacity
Building Adults Children Adults Children Adults Children
A |Worship Center
Sanctuary 975 975 - -
Lower Level Gathering Room - -
Administration - -
F Nursery 110 140 - 30
B |[Children's Building
Classrooms 120 120 -
Large Gathering Rooms 175 300 125
C |Multi-purpose Building - -
Large Gathering Room 438 438 -
Small Gathering Room 95 - 95
Loft 60 - 60
D |Large A-Frame Chapel 415 - 350 - (65) -
E {Administration - -
Café - - -
X |Youth 275 - - (275)}
X |Modular Buildings - -
Large Classroom 49 - - (49)]
Small Classrooms 60 - - ©0)]
X |Small Chapel 80 - - (80) -
Total Assembly Capacity 1,470 789 1,763 715 293 {74)}
Notes:

Capacities on existing buildings are based on number of fixed seats or posted room capacities.
Capacities on new Children's Building, Multi-purpose Building, and Café are estimated based on the room's net SF.

A = New Building Label

X = Building to be demolished

31712007
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SECTION 1 INTRODUCTION

This report estimates potential noise impacts associated with the improvements of First Christian Church
in Huntington Beach, California (Figure 1). First Christian Church is located at 1207 Main Street, on the
southwest corner of Main Street and Adams Avenue in the City of Huntington Beach (City). The Church
property consists of a 7.5-acre campus with seven (7) existing buildings and 431 on-site parking spaces.
The existing site facilities consist of a total of 55,410 square feet of church, office, classroom, and
meeting space. Aerial photography is presented on Figure 2.

The primary noise source affecting the project site is vehicular traffic on 17th Street, Adams Avenue, and
Main Street. At the proposed exterior usable areas, future exterior noise levels from vehicle traffic would
be less than 60 dBA Ldn, in compliance with the City’s exterior noise standards. —

1.1 MITIGATION

To minimize annoyance from construction noise, the construction contractor should be required to
comply with all provisions of the City’s Municipal Code (Section 8.40.090(d)).

Hourly sound levels from the two children play areas would be approximately 58 to 60 dBA Leq at the
adjacent property line and exceed the City’s 55 dBA sound level limit. Seven-foot high noise barriers
will be required adjacent to the play areas.

The methodology and findings of this analysis are discussed in the following pages.

1.2 NOISE BACKGROUND

Noise is generally defined as loud, unpleasant, unexpected, or undesired sound that is typically associated
with human activity and that interferes with or disrupts normal activities. The human environment is
characterized by a certain consistent noise level which varies by location and is termed ambient noise.
Although exposure to high noise levels has been demonstrated to cause hearing loss, the principal human
response to environmental noise is annoyance. The response of individuals to similar noise events is

. diverse and influenced by the type of noise, perceived importance of the noise and its appropriateness in

the setting, time of day and type of activity during which the noise occurs, and sensitivity of the
individual.

Sound is a physical phenomenon consisting of minute vibrations that travel through a medium, such as
air, and are sensed by the human ear. Sound is generally characterized by several variables, including
frequency and intensity. Frequency describes the sound’s pitch and is measured in cycles per second, or
hertz (Hz), whereas intensity describes the sound’s loudness and is measured in decibels (dB). Decibels
are measured using a logarithmic scale. A sound level of 0 dB is approximately the threshold of human
hearing. Normal speech has a sound level of approximately 60 dB. Sound levels above about 120 dB
begin to be felt inside the human ear as discomfort and eventually as pain at still higher levels. The
minimum change in the sound level of individual events that an average human ear can detect is about 3
dB. The average person perceives a change in sound level of about 10 dB as a doubling (or halving) of the

A=
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sound’s loudness; this relation holds true for sounds of any loudness. Sound levels of typical noise
sources and environments are provided in Table 1.

Because of the logarithmic nature of the decibel unit, sound levels cannot be added or subtracted directly
and are somewhat cumbersome to handle mathematically. A simple rule is useful, however, in dealing
with sound levels. If a sound’s intensity is doubled, the sound level increases by 3 dB, regardless of the
initial sound level. Thus, for example, 60 dB + 60 dB = 63 dB, and 80 dB + 80 dB = 83 dB.

The normal human ear can detect sounds that range in frequency from about 20 Hz to 20,000 Hz.
However, all sounds in this wide range of frequencies are not heard equally well by the human ear, which
is most sensitive to frequencies in the range of 1,000 Hz to 4,000 Hz. This frequency dependence can be
taken into account by applying a correction to each frequency range to approximate the human ear’s
sexisitivity within each range. This is called A-weighting and is commonly used in measurements of
community environmental noise. The A-weighted sound pressure level (abbreviated as dBA) is the sound
level with the “A-weighting” frequency correction. In practice, the level of a noise source is conveniently
measured using a sound level meter that includes a filter corresponding to the dBA curve.

Because community noise fluctuates over time, a single measure called the Equivalent Sound Level (Leq)
is often used to describe the time-varying character of community noise. The Leq is the energy-averaged
A-weighted sound level during a measured time interval. It is equal to the level of continuous steady
sound containing the same total acoustical energy over the averaging time period as the actual time-
varying sound. Additionally, it is often desirable to know the acoustic range of the noise source being
measured. This is accomplished through the Lmax and Lmin indicators, which represent the root-mean-
square maximum and minimum noise levels obtained during the measurement interval. The Lmin value
obtained for a particular monitoring location is often called the “acoustic floor” for that location.

To describe the time-varying character of environmental noise, the statistical noise descriptors L10, 150,
and L90 are commonly used. They are the noise levels equaled or exceeded during 10, 50, and 90 percent
of a stated time, respectively. Sound levels associated with L10 typically describe transient or short-term
events, whereas levels associated with L90 describe the steady-state (or most prevalent) noise conditions.

Another sound measure known as the Day-Night Average Sound Level (Ldn) is an adjusted average A-
weighted sound level for a 24-hour day. It is calculated by adding a 10 dB adjustment to sound levels
during nighttime hours (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.). This adjustment compensates for the increased
sensitivity to noise during the typically quieter nighttime hours. The Ldn is used by the City to evaluate
land-use compatibility with regard to noise.
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SECTION 2 APPLICABLE NOISE STANDARDS

2.1 CITY OF HUNTINGTON BEACH NOISE ELEMENT

The Noise Element of the City of Huntington Beach General Plan has established exterior and interior
noise requirements for “noise sensitive areas.” The policy requires in areas where noise levels exceed an
exterior Ldn of 60 dB(A) and an interior Ldn of 45 dB(A), that all new development of “noise sensitive”
land uses, such as housing, health care facilities, schools, libraries, and religious facilities, include
appropriate buffering and/or construction mitigation measures that would reduce noise exposure to levels

within acceptable limits.

2.2 CITY OF HUNTINGTON BEACH MUNICIPAL CODE

The City Noise Ordinance, Section 8.40.050: Exterior Noise Standards states:

(a) The following noise standards, unless otherwise specifically indicated, shall apply to all

residential property within a designated noise zone:

4 Exterior Noise Standards
Noise Zone Noise Level Time Period
) 55 db(A) 7 am. - 10 p.m.

50 db(A) 10pm.—7am.
55 db(A) Anytime
60 db(A) Anytime
70 db(A) Anytime

Note:

Noise Zone 1: All residential properties

Noise Zone 2: All professional office and public institutional properties

Noise Zone 3: All commercial properties with the exception of professional office properties

Noise Zone 4: All industrial properties

The City Noise Ordinance, Section 8.40.090, Special Provisions states that the following activities shall
be exempt from the provisions of this chapter:

(d) Noise sources associated with construction, repair, remodeling, or grading of any real property;
provided a permit has been obtained from the City; and provided said activities do not take place
between the hours of 8 p.m. and 7 am. on weekends, including Saturday, or at any time on

Sunday or a federal holiday.
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SECTION 3 EXISTING NOISE ENVIRONMENT

First Christian Church is located at 1207 Main Street, on the southwest corner of Main Street and Adams
Avenue. The Church property consists of a 7.5-acre campus with seven (7) existing buildings and 431 on-
site parking spaces. The existing site facilities consist of a total of 55,410 square feet of church, office,
classroom, and meeting space. Aerial photography is presented on Figure 2.

The church holds three church services each week — one on Saturday night (6:00 p.m.), and two on
Sunday morning (9:00 and 10:30 a.m.). Services are presented “live” in the main sanctuary, where a
Traditional Service is conducted. The audio and video from the service is piped into the A-Frame Chapel,
where a contemporary service is held, and to the existing small chapel where a traditional service is held.

The church operates a pre-school on weekdays, with 200 enrolled students. Church office hours are from
8:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, and the church employs 25 full-time employees.

The church sanctuary and assembly facilities are used at times by others for weddings and funerals on
weekdays and Saturdays during non-service hours. Functions are not scheduled at times when church
services are being conducted, or when other functions are taking place at the church.

First Christian Church is located within a portion of the City dominated by residential land uses. Single
family homes are located west of 17th Street, north of Adams Avenue, east of Main Street, and along San
Nicolas Circle south of the site. Worthy Park is located directly north of the intersection of Adams
Avenue and 17th Street from the project site. Agnes L. Smith Elementary School is located adjacent to
and south of the project site.

3.1 SOUND LEVEL MEASUREMENTS

Four 30-minute sound level measurements were conducted at the project site during the morning peak
traffic period to quantify the existing onsite acoustical environment due to vehicle traffic (Wednesday,
January 10, 2007 from 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m.). A Larson Davis Model 820 American National Standards
Institute (ANSI) Type 1 Integrating Sound Level Meter was used as the data-collection device. The meter
was mounted to a tripod roughly 5 feet above ground to simulate the average height of the human ear. The
sound level meter was calibrated before and after the measurement periods.

The measurement results are summarized in Table 2 and correspond to the locations depicted on Figure 2.
A review of the table shows that the measured sound level was 64.3 dBA Leq at Measurement Location 1
(ML1), 66.1 dBA Leq at ML2, 70.5 dBA Leq at ML3, and 55.3 dBA Leq at ML4.
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3.2 VEHICULAR TRAFFIC

The primary existing noise source affecting the project site is vehicular traffic on 17th Street, Adams
Avenue, and Main Street. All other roadways in the project vicinity contribute a negligible noise impact
due to distance and intervening structures/terrain.

The existing Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volume is approximately 9,000 vehicles for 17th Street, 4,800
vehicles for Adams Avenue, and 8,000 vehicles for Main Street (City of Huntington Beach 2007). The
posted speed limits are 35 miles per hour (mph) for 17th Street and Main Street, and 25 mph for Adams
Avenue. However, based on field observations, all vehicles traveling on 17th Street and Main Street were
estimated to be approximately 40 mph. The following traffic mix was observed during the sound level
measurements: 2% medium trucks (MT) / 1% heavy trucks (HT) on 17th Street, 3% MT / 1% HT on
Adams Avenue, and 4% MT / 1% HT on Main Street.

E—ﬂ andAmdates Inc. K:\NOISE\094520000\Report\Final Report 5 1 07\First Chri n Church Noise A?gsﬁ
k)

REFACERERS o 7.9



SECTION 4 NOISE ASSESSMENT
4.1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed master plan of improvements consists of the following:

1. Demolition of four existing buildings (Church School, Children’s Ministry, Youth Ministry, and
Small Chapel), and the Large Chapel’s existing restroom facilities;

2. Removal of the existing modular structures currently used for adult Sunday School classes;

Construction of three new buildings (Children’s Building, Multipurpose Building,

Administrative/Café Building);

Renovation of existing A-Framed Chapel;

Expansion and renovation of the worship center’s nursery and bathroom facilities;

Construction of a new tower to serve as the church’s new focal feature;

Landscape/Hardscape Improvements designed to create high quality outdoor gathering places,

improve pedestrian circulation, and make the church campus more functional and welcoming to

church members and visitors alike;

Re striping of existing parking lot in order to increase its capacity and improve circulation; and

9. Construction of a multi-level parking structure.

Nowks w

%

Figure 3 shows the proposed site plan. At completion, the site facilities would consist of a total of 73,589
square feet, an increase in square footage of 18,179 square feet.

Potential sources of noise assessed in this report include vehicular traffic, construction and demolition, the
children play areas, outdoor amplified music, and the parking structure. No other significant sources of

noise are anticipated.

4.2 VEHICULAR TRAFFIC

Noise from vehicular traffic on 17th Street, Adams Avenue, and Main Street would continue to affect the
project site in the future. A 1% annual average growth rate was applied to the existing (2005) ADT to
obtain the future (2030) ADT volumes (City of Huntington Beach 2007). Using this growth rate, the
future- ADT volumes would be approximately 11,542 vehicles for 17th Street, 6,156 vehicles for Adams
Avenue, and 10,259 vehicles for Main Street.

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Traffic Noise Model (TNM) version 2.5 was used to
calculate future traffic noise levels at the onsite receptors. The modeling effort considered roadway
alignments, estimated average vehicle speed, peak-hour traffic volume, and vehicle mix. The model was
calibrated using actual traffic counts and sound level measurements. Measured sound levels at ML1 and
MIL4 varied from modeled sound levels by less than 2 dBA. At ML3, the measured sound level was 2
dBA higher than the modeled sound level due to the congestion at the stop sign at Adams Avenue, caused
by student pick-up. Future vehicular traffic calculations are summarized in Appendix A. All current
roadway parameters were assumed to remain constant in the future, and were modeled accordingly. The
peak-hour traffic volume was assumed to be 10 percent of the ADT on each roadway. The default ground
type used in the model was “hard soil.”

urch
£
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Calculations show that future exterior noise levels would be approximately 57 dBA Ldn at the Tidal
Plaza, 44 dBA Ldn at the Little Squirts Court, 48 dBA Ldn at the Prayer Garden, 52 dBA Ldn at the
Children’s Outdoor Play area between Buildings B and C, and 54 dBA Ldn at the Children’s Outdoor
Play area west of Building B. Refer to Figure 3 and Table 3 for more details.

4.3 PROJECT-GENERATED TRAFFIC

The Trip Generation Study (Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. 2007) estimates that implementation of the
project would increase the daily ADT from 505 vehicles to 670 vehicles (a 1.2 dBA Ldn increase) and
would increase the Sunday ADT from 2,249 vehicles to 2,820 vehicles (a 1.0 dBA Ldn increase). Sound
level variations of less than 3 dBA are not detectable by the average human ear. Therefore, the project-
generated traffic noise level increase is considered not significant.

4.4 CONSTRUCTION / DEMOLITION

Construction and demolition activities at the proposed site would result in a short-term, temporary
increase in the ambient noise level. The increase in noise level would be primarily experienced close to
the noise source. The magnitude of the impact would depend on the type of construction activity, noise
level generated by various pieces of construction equipment, duration of the construction phase, and
distance between the noise source and receiver. Sound levels of typical construction equipment range
from approximately 65 dBA to 95 dBA at 50 feet from the source (U.S. Environmental Protection

Agency [U.S. EPA] 1971).

Construction activity and delivery of construction materials and equipment would be limited to the hours
between 7:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m., Monday through Saturday. A construction phasing plan has not been
developed at this time; therefore, only a general estimate of construction noise levels can be provided.
The site is currently developed and is relatively flat and would not require significant grading. Therefore,
the primary noise from project construction would be from demolition, concrete trucks, loaders, and
miscellaneous trucks and power tools used for building construction. The construction contractor would
be required to comply with the City’s Municipal Code.

4.5 CHILDREN PLAY AREA

An outdoor children play area would be located on the east and west side of the Children’s Building. It is
expected that up to 35 children will use each play area at one time during the daytime hours. The number
and distribution of children were provided by Visioneering Studios.

The Cadna/A Noise Prediction Model was used to estimate the hourly sound level from children playing
at the project property line. The model uses industry-accepted propagation algorithms and accepts sound
power levels (in decibels re: 1 pico Watt) based on ISO 9613-2 standards. ISO 9613-2 is an
internationally recognized standard that establishes a method for calculating the attenuation of sound
during propagation outdoors, in order to predict the levels of environmental noise at a distance from a
variety of sources. The method predicts the equivalent continuous A-weighted sound pressure level.

Noise from the children playing was modeled as an area source in the analysis. The sound power level of
the activity of one child in a recreational area was assumed to be 87 dBA (Probst 1994). Based on this
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measurement, calculations were performed to estimate a source level for the maximum number of
children allowed in each recreation area at any one time (LW = (87 + 10*log(N) dBA), where N =
number of children. This estimate is a worst-case scenario, grouping all children into one large group in a
recreation area for a one-hour period.

The project site configuration was imported into Cadna/A from the project CAD files. Because of the
uncertainty associated with any computer model, the site operating parameters were designed to evaluate
a worst-case condition. The results show that the hourly sound level would be approximately 58 to 60
dBA Leq at the adjacent property line and exceed the City’s 55 dBA sound level limit.

4.6 MISCELLANEOUS ACTIVITIES

Weddings, church services, meetings and daycare would be held within the various buildings. There will
be no outdoor amplified music; however, there would be a localized speakers system that provides low
volume background music. Although a detailed plan showing the location of the speakers is not
available, the speakers will be calibrated to emit 70 dBA or less at 3 feet from any speaker. The resultant
sound levels would be less than 50 dBA at any project property line and comply with the City’s noise
ordinance requirements

4.7 PARKING STRUCTURE

The proposed parking structure (#10 on Figure 3) would be built on the existing parking lot north of
Agnes L. Smith Elementary School and west of existing residences. The structure would include three

levels of parking, including the roof level.

Noise from parking structures typically consists of vehicles arriving and departing, vehicle movement
within the parking structure, wheel squeal, car alarms, opening and closing of car doors, and peoples’
voices. Quantification of parking structure noise is difficult to predict due to many variables. Variation in
sound levels would depend on such factors as parking structure design and the number of vehicles
moving through the structure at any given time. According to International Parking Design, the parking
structure would not require mechanical ventilation to meet code (Visioneering Studios, 2007); therefore,
no mechanical ventilation noise would occur.

The closest noise-sensitive area to the parking structure would be the residences to the east. In order to
minimize noise generated from the parking structure, the east fagade would be constructed of solid
concrete. This would reduce noise generated by the parking structure to levels similar to the current

condition.
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SECTION 5 MITIGATION
5.1 VEHICULAR TRAFFIC

Future exterior traffic noise levels at exterior usable spaces would be in compliance with the City’s Noise
Element of the General Plan. No mitigation is required.

5.2 CONSTRUCTION

To minimize unnecessary annoyance from construction noise, the construction contractor should be
required to comply with all provisions of the City’s Municipal Code (Section 8.40.090(d)).

5.3 CHILDREN PLAY AREA

Acoustical calculations were performed using Cadna/A to estimate the height of a noise barrier that would
be required to reduce noise from the children outdoor play area to 55 dBA Leq or below. The play area
west of Building B has a 6-foot high noise barrier planned along the site perimeter. Calculations show
that the barrier height must be increased 7-foot. A 7-foot high noise barrier will also be required at the
children play area between buildings B and C. Figure 4 shows the location, height, and length of the
proposed barriers. The barrier must be solid construction without holes or gaps, and have a minimum
mass of 3.5 pounds per square foot. Materials such as masonry would satisfy this requirement.
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Table 1

Sound Levels of Typical Noise Sources and Noise Environments

Human Judgment
Noise Source Noise Environment A-Weighted of Noise Loudness
(at Given Distance) Sound Level (Relative to Reference
Loudness of 70 Decibels*)
Military Jet Takeoff - ; .
with Afterburner (50 f) Carrier Flight Deck 140 Decibels 128 times as loud
Civil Defense Siren (100 ft) 130 64 times as loud
Commercial Jet Take-off (200 ft) 120 Tife“s':if dazf":;‘:n
Lo Rock Music Concert "
Pile Driver (50 ft) Inside Subway Station (New York) 110 16 times as loud
Ambulance Siren (100 ft) 8 times as loud
Newspaper Press (5 ft) 100 Very Loud
Gas Lawn Mower (3 ft) v
Food Blender (3 ft) .
Propeller Plane Flyover (1,000 ft) Prinltaig“elgzs):rglant 90 4 times as loud
Diesel Truck (150 ) g
Garbage Disposal (3 ft) Noisy Urban Daytime 80 2 times as loud
Passenger Car, 65 mph (25 ft) Reference Loudness
Living Room Stereo (15 ft) Commercial Areas 70 Moderately Loud
Vacuum Cleaner (10 ft) y
Normal Speech (5 ft) Data Processing Center
Air Conditioning Unit (100 ft) Department Store 60 112 asloud
Light Traffic (100 f) Lg;?; 3‘;:‘:;2%&? 50 114 as foud
Bird Calls (distant) Quiet Urban Nighttime 40 1’8;;3“"
. Library and Bedroom at Night
Soft Whisper (5 ff) Quiet Rural Nighttime 30 1/16 as loud
Broadcast and Recording Studio 20 .;ézf:f::ic:g::
0 1/64 as loud
Threshold of Hearing

Source: Compiled by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
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Table 2
Sound Level Measurements (dBA)

D Location Time Leq | Lmin | Lmax | L10 | L50 | L90 | Cars | MT | HT
Adams Avenue, .
ML1 West of Shipley Street 7:00-7:30 | 643 | 476 | 770 | 687 589|514 141 | 3 | 1
ML2 Main Street, 7:30-8:00 | 661 | 493 | 802 | 702|626 | 551 | 236 | 10 | 1
North of Loma Avenue
17th Street, o,
ML3 North of Veering Gircle 8:00-8:30 | 705 | 54.6 | 846 | 731|687 | 636 483 | 10| 3
Mg | South End Property Line, | . 600 | 553 | 4955 | 660 | 576 | 542|519 | 206 | 4 | 3
Adjacent to School
Table 3
Future Exterior Traffic Noise Levels (dBA Ldn)
Location Noise Level
Tidal Plaza 49-56
Little Squirts Court 43
Prayer Garden 48
Children’s Outdoor Play 43-52
(Between Buildings B and C)
Children's Outdoor Play
(West of Building B) 50-54
(’=ﬂ me' A;:i“m Inc. K:\NOISE\094520000\Report\Final Report 5 1 07\First Christian Church Noise Anaiysis‘ Report 050107.doc T°2
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