THE MOST IMPORTANT EVENT EVER!!!

The Fairview Park Master Plan is being updated since 2008 and needs your voice.

1 week left to submit comments for the Fairview Park Master Plan (FPMP) update Draft

Please submit commits by noon on Nov. 18" to the City of Costa Mesa at:

fmpmp@costamesaca.gov

Please attend the city council meeting on Tues., Nov. 18" at 6:00pm at City Hall to show

your support for Fairview Park — if you have any questions please contact us at

info@fairviewparkalliance.org

or call

Kim Hendricks — (949) 307-459

Ask city council to pass the FPMP update with these recommendations included.

Some talking points to choose from:

Fairview Park has the largest vernal pool complex west of the Mississippi and home to
Federally Protected habitat for 2 Fairy Shrimp species (San Diego Fairy Shrimp, Riverside
Fairy Shrimp), Burrowing Owl, Crotch’s Bumble Bee and State and Federally protected rare
plants (Prostrate Navarretia, San Diego Button Celery, Woolly Marble, and more)

The park’s combination of riparian habitats, coastal scrub, grasslands, and vernal pools is
unigue in Orange County, and rare anywhere in Southern California.

| support science-based habitat restoration.

Fairview Park is a regionally significant biodiversity hotspot, but the nature is not thriving
but barely hanging on due to much human disturbance.

Prevent further damage to cultural and biological resources by moving gliderplanes out of
Fairview Park.

Fairview Park provides the public with 6.5 miles of trails and has one of the highest trail
densities in the region. This allows residents and visitors to enjoy passive recreational
activities while experiencing diverse habitats and biological resources, a level of public
access rarely permitted in other natural open spaces with comparable ecological and
cultural significance.



e Fairview Park is a unified Tribal cultural land with two core archaeological sites registered
in the National Register of Historic Places, and California Register of Historical Resources.
They are protected by the National Historic Preservation Act and National Environmental
Policy Act. | want the city to protect Fairview Park too.

Recommendations for the FPMP update Draft:

1. Change name to Fairview Nature Park or Fairview Park Preserve

2. Remove gliderplane flying from Fairview Park.

3. Do not construct an opening from Pacific Ave. into Fairview Park for emergency or
maintenance vehicles.

4. Do not prohibit bicycles from using the bluff trail. Keep the bluff trail as it is; for
pedestrians and bicyclists.

6. No ‘Secondary Pedestrian Trail’ should be constructed down the canyon.

Reason(s) Why: (all pages referenced are from the FPMP update draft)

1. Fairview Park is a unique park in Costa Mesa biologically and archaeologically. It is a
biodiversity hotspot that supports a variety of special-status plant and wildlife species,
several of which are listed as threatened or endangered and protected by state and/or
federal governments. (pg.8) Archaeologically, the entire park should be considered a
single unified Native American protected site that is sensitive and should be preserved. (pg.
22, 24,39,40)

“As the entire site has extremely high sensitivity for buried Native American origin
cultural resources.” (pg.40)

A name change is mildly suggested in the update when talking about the Open Space and
Recreation Element of the Costa Mesa General Plan, but it is not really stressed. (pg.28) A
name change would identify the uniqueness of the park and help people understand what
Fairview Park has to offer. A name change to include ‘Preserve’ or ‘Reserve’ would allow the
city a lot more grant and funding opportunities and give the whole community the beautiful
nature park they have been wanting for a long time. A name change was recommended by
the Fairview Park Steering Committee (FVPSC) and Parks and Community Services Commission
(PAC'’s).

2. The update states the goals and objectives adopted during the City Council meeting of Jan.
17, 2023, when the contract for the FPMP update was approved, and the outline of the
‘Regulatory Framework’ to ensure those goals are met legally. (pg.12, 24)



This is very important since direction by city council on Jan. 28, 2025 do not align with
contractual goals and scope of work agreed upon on Jan. 17, 2023 or regulatory requirements.
At the Jan. 28, 2025 city council meeting, City Council was very unhappy that MIG did not
recommend gliderplanes in Fairview Park due to the negative high-impact it had on Fairview
Park. City Council told MIG consultants that they (City Council) wanted a flyfield in Fairview
Park so put one in somewhere. So now this update has included a flyfield on the east side. (pg.
67,69) The Fairview Park Steering Committee had voted months ago recommending no
gliderplanes in Fairview Park, but unfortunately their recommendations were not included in
the update. USFW, CDFW, and all the biologists and restoration experts working in Fairview
Park recommend no gliderplanes in Fairview Park.

Although getting the high-impact gliderplane activity off of a vernal pool watershed is
obviously a good thing biologically, archaeologically, and financially, trying to put it on the
east side is not solving the problem. There are sensitive and threatened species on the east
side that use that area for hunting and nesting. Flying gliderplanes would kick them out and
degrade habitat. Financially it once again would cost the city hundreds of thousands of dollars
for biological monitoring, surveys, maintenance and staff. Putting a flyfield anywhere on the
east side does not support the City’s commitment to preserving sensitive resources, balance
community access, environmental restoration, or long-term park sustainability.
Archaeologically, all of Fairview Park is sensitive and should be protected.

If the city council is determined to keep gliderplane flying in Costa Mesa, then why not give the
gliderplanes a home where they can really thrive? The city has spent staff time and energy
investigating other areas in Costa Mesa and one was Balearic Park. This was to HSS liking but
now | heard HSS has changed its mind. How much time, energy, and money is the city going to
continue to waste taxpayer’s dollars on a small group of hobbyists that don’t serve the
community?

In fact, the small gliderplane club’s disregard for the vernal pool watershed and the life it
supports should never have been allowed by the city. In 2005 when the city proposed moving
the gliderplanes, the PAC’s report shows they are next to the restrooms NOT on a vernal pool
watershed. (see attached 2005 PACs Ruling) nor is there a ‘fly field’ on a vernal pool watershed
in the 2008 FPMP. HSS just took it upon themselves to move there on their own. This mishap
needs to be finally corrected and the gliderplanes need to find a home outside of Fairview
Park. This would be a balanced approach for all. | recommend listening to what Ms. Kelly
Brown said about ‘balance’ at the PAC’s Special Meeting Oct. 30, 2025 on YouTube. Ms. Kelly
Brown addresses the issue of balance in Fairview Park since that word has come up often. Ms.
Liz Dorn Parker starts off the commissioner comments recognizing the overused and misused



piece of nature we call Fairview Park and how we have all learned how unique and special
Fairview Park is and therefore need to do better to protect it.

3. The next comment is about constructing a vehicle access point into Fairview Park off of
Pacific Ave. Not too long ago, a turn-around was suggested at the end of Pacific Ave. and
archaeologists were called out to assess the area. Artifacts were found. Archaeologist
Sylvere Valentin from California Cultural Resources Preservation Alliance (CCRPA) was
present when it was discovered. AND, access off of Pacific Ave. isn’t needed because there
is planned access off of Canyon Ave. along the southern end of Fairview Park to Pacific Ave.

4. The update says the bluff top trail is a primary pedestrian trail and does not accommodate
bicycle traffic and that bicycle traffic should be limited to asphalt or concrete surfaces only
to protect damage and degradation of the site. (pg. 76) | think that is too restrictive and
bicycles should be allowed on the bluff trail along with pedestrians and erosion control
measures should be put in place.

5. There should not be any construction of a route down the canyon for to accommodate
pedestrians and emergency/maintenance vehicles. There are already two ‘Secondary
Pedestrian Trails’ on either side of the canyon. They are not recognized in the FPMP update
(pg. 75) but they are there and they fit the FPMP updates’ definition of what a secondary
pedestrian trail is.

“... second pedestrian routes are more meandering, less frequently used and designed for a
single pedestrian”(pg.76)
These secondary pedestrian trails on either side of the canyon are just wide enough for
single pedestrians and were established long before the city filled and graded the canyon
area unlawfully.
The update also says that secondary pedestrian trails are routes to be used by vehicles for
emergency access and approved maintenance activities.

“These routes are only to be used by vehicles for emergency access and approved
maintenance activities.” (pg. 75)

If these ‘secondary pedestrian trails’ are designed for a single pedestrian then they would not
be wide enough for a vehicle. If you made a route wide enough for a vehicle down the canyon,
this would disturb and degrade the habitat greatly. The canyon area was a nesting place for a
California Gnatcatcher before it was graded in 2011. The canyon is finally starting to recover
and fill in nicely.

There is no need to degrade the canyon anymore to make a vehicle access trail down there.
Emergency and maintenance vehicles already have 2 access points to the mesa (Placentia



entrance and Canyon Ave.) and 1 access point to the riparian/wetland habitat area below
(Placentia Ave.) There is no need to once again destroy the habitat in the canyon when it is
recovering nicely.

The city was stopped in 2011 when it started grading the canyon and no need to make the
same mistake. A route down the canyon is unnecessary, damaging, and costly. This was
already determined by the city in 2018 and still is unnecessary, damaging, and costly.

With these amendments to the FPMP update Draft, | urge you to pass this item. It has been a
long awaited and costly update.

Thank you,



