Park Hill Estates v.2 Supervisors May 1, 2012

: } s i B L N e i
Aot & o T U T X‘ .

—




There 1S no basis for an EIR.

Fire Dept says they are fine with our project it
meets all their standards. There Is no measuring
stick- no threshold of significance we trigger- much
less evidence that our project is deficient from a
CEQA analysis perspective on this issue.

The County in-house expert Melissa Mooney says
there Is not substantial evidence of any missing bio
Information



We made all changes that the neighbor rep.
asked for after the PC. We already complied
with all of P&D'’s requirements for approval.

In a de novo hearing your can do what the
PC could do- they could have and should

have approved the project.
It Is a fine project that deserves approval.

We respectfully rec

uest that approval.
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Pure Infill
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The current owners buy this property in early 1970’s
Water Moratorium- 1972- 1997.

1997 proposal- 14 lots

Mired in process until Lou Zeluck dies in 2004
Planning 2005-2007- 12 approved

2007 market downturn

2010 we enter to create a better plan

First PC target Nov 2010

January 2012 PC- no action on project- they ask for
focused EIR






UCSB from the Property




Views toward Ocean, UCSB







Density

The
density-
now 15 on

14.8 acres IS
lower than
the average
IN the area
around It
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One Acre Lots
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%4 acre Lots
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Approximately 2/3 acre lots
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Approximately 1/2 acre lots




The Property did not sell at the top of
the market with the prior approval.

Unworkable affordable in-lieu fee

Unworkable grasslands in back yards
and detention basin

Additional lots add to economic
viability.



All homes except 4 reduced In size:

Max sqg. footage Is now about the same as
2007 approval

2.2 acres of on site grassland reclaimed for the home
owners’ use making the useable property 20% bigger
than in 2007.

Tremendous public benefit by off site restoration
project.



Safe walking route to school (bus stop), when
we developed

$650,000 to the County and School Districts in
fees.

$350,00 annual property taxes to County

Can contribute $203,000 to closest road issue to
be addressed.



Opening the ocean view along San Antonio Creek




Tentative Tract Map
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Round One: Post MND hearing in July 2012: We
dropped 2 lots from 17 +1 tO 15+1, changed every
single lot. Put the affordable inside the project.

Round two, post Planning Commission Jan 2012

Requested County do Mediation. The County:
denied



We request neighbors meeting Danny Vickers
meets with us- we give him a list of all issue-what
changes do you want? He says:

Eliminated 1 more market unit so that it is 14
market units on 14.8 acres. Done.

Modify the lot and building height on lot 10 to
meet the concern of a neighbor to the west
(Sheldon). Done.

(We advise Staff of these two weeks ago and Alex
sald they are all easily understandable).



Lot 7,8,9 become 2 lots
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Vickers: Contribute to solution -of San Antonio
Creek Road and Tuckers Grove, We offer the
project road fees of $203,000 to improving this if
deemed appropriate by the County.

Vickers: Sets up a method for eliminating the
affordable unit in time via an in-lieu fee, if the
County makes reasonable changes before the
affordable is built. The County has that in process.



Mr. Vickers e mail to neighbors yesterday
says to neighbors to oppose the appeal
because this agreed in lieu number has not

been set yet.

It has always been about the affordable for
the neighbors



The State had chosen to help infill projects,
particularly those with affordable housing as
Infill 1s preferred planning statewide.

Infill Is optimum planning.

We have told the State the County Is

avoiding its housing mandates by endless
processing delays



Affordable
Rental

Small detached
home with Classic
Spanish architecture,

No garage showing
from the street,

SPANISH FROM THE GROUND Up
With a choice of plans for your approval

Timeless
architectural element
tucked in the project

Affordable rental




County requires 30%+ of the project -6 affordable
w/ 4 compensating units

OR pay $1.3 million in in lieu fees

OR do a state bonus density project- that was our
choice-
One very low income rental unit

Neighbors view It as threat to their property values,
itis like a 2" unit with arch. and rental controls.



1997- $95.000 for 14 lots

2007- $784,000 for 12 lots (market then
crashes)

2009 court Case- In lieu unlawful- In that
case-no nexus

2011- $1.100,000 for 12 lots, $1,300.,000 for
14 lots

2012- County to reassess



If decision makers want it built they should
approve the project with the affordable in it and

say they want Iit.

We have been In processing limbo- who do we
please- the County or Neighbors?
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No threshold of significance we exceed- that
justifies and EIR

The Road-San Antonio Creek Rd.- through Tuckers
Grove was full use road until 1974

Not needed for this project.
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The San Antonio Creek Road-Tuckers Grove
connection iIs an area wide issue not created by or
related to our project.

Park Hill Estates v.2 meets all Fire Department
requirements and

The project as built will be more fire safe than the
dry summer grasses that are there now.

The Housing Element environmental review
anticipated this number of homes here.



Sign at Tygkers Grove
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“This project has less than 30 homes which for our
standards only requires one access point. They
have come forward with two and that Is
outstanding and we support them for that. Go to
the neighborhood, it also has two acceptable
access points, San Antonio to the north and
Via los Santos to the south. *

When asked about the adequacy of the Tuckers
Grove access, Captain Pepin said “It really isn’t
related to this, we don’t have the authority
to direct that to this project.”




Our approved and developed project can provide the
extra $203,000 in road fees that could be used for
further improvements.

There 1S no remote nexus between these last 3 homes
on this site, nor the first 12 homes, on the road
connection iIssue.

The County alone decided to limit traffic through
that road in the 1970’s. If they have harmed this
property in doing so, it is their liability.



The Tuckers Grove access comes up in every area
project proposed for the neighborhood. Church
CUP’s B’'nal B’rith adding a house on its site. The
neighbors opposed that home, but it was approved

In the 2007 approval of the 12 Park Hill lots,
Commissioner Cecilia Brown stated that there is

“no nexus between this project and that
Issue”’,



Some 450 lots in the area,
La Romana, approved for 24 homes,
Castro approved 4 homes,

CUP’s over time for three houses of worship, with
hundreds of members and outside users.

County and neighbors concede 12 lots is perfectly
fine & w/ 2nd units (24 total, the only issue is the
Incremental 3 extra homes now over that 12.



If that road connection issue deserves a forum it

can happen any time- but not at the expense of one
project. It is an area-wide Issue.

New CEQA case says you review impact of a project
on the environment not of the environment
(County’s chosen road grid) on the project

An EIR does not change anything.



The property has no endangered or protected
Species.

At any point, this disking would change the baseline
to no native grasses, that makes it more fire safe



Scattered native grasses 2011

Vegetation/Landuse Communl
Coastal Sage Scrub B [ Coast Live Oak Tree (Ind.) Figure 1. Vegetation/Landuse Communities
[ (coyote bush/CA. Sagebrush Serfes) [ ]Ormamental ] Parcel Boundary (APN #059-290-041)
Coastal Sage Scrub with Native Grassland [ |rocks Park Hlll Estates
{Coyote bush/CA. Segebrush Serles w/ Purple Needlegrass Assoclation [ utiiity 2010 Vegetation Survey

Native Grassland (Purple Needlegrass Serles) 50 ] 50 100 Feet
[_] Non-Native G jand (Cal. | Grassland) . Date: 3/16/2010 s ™ oy — Watershed Environmentsl, Inc. 8/31/10




2007: 2.7 ac., 2011- 6.1 acres
Our 1-1 replacement request denied

UCSB Cheadle Center has Ok’d in concept off-site
restoration at West Campus Bluffs.

It has transplanted Park hill grasses there already
and the test Is successful.

Lisa Stratton at Planning Commission



Proposed UCSB, West Campus Bluffs Up to 6 acre native Purple Needle
Grass restoration area. Green area along restored trail.

I New Path (26,200 square feet)

[ Disturbed Area (36,200 square feet, not including "New Path")

0 125 225 450 675
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Melissa Mooney, County Biologist at PC said

“In addition to those two (Watershed
Environmental — Mark De La Garza) reports, |
have been on the project 5 ...1 have also been
to the mitigation site.

It iIs my professional opinion that through the
surveys Mark De la Garza has prepared In
conjunction with the surveys that | have
done, that the surveys referred to in the initial
study are adequate from a CEQA
prospective.”




“There i1s also an additional letter from
Mark de la Garza, | hope you have all had a
chance to read it, because that letter is important
that you review, because It addresses Mr.
Magney’s letter, ....1 believe that our
sampling methods are adequate under
CEQA guidelines.

| also believe that the vegetation mapping Is
adequate.



What? A focused EIR after staff says we have met
all rules and environmental standards?

What is the point of spending two years & 400 staff
hours to get to the conclusion that this project is fine
as to all those details...

Then have their recommendation unravel when
some neighbors (errantly!) complain, &

whose motivation iIs to stop a project with an
affordable home- that is a product of County policies



The owners have walited 42 years so far, It Is
time.

There I1s no factual basis for a focused EIR. It
will not happen.

Fire Dept. said me meet all fire standards
and the County Bio expert found not issue
justifying an EIR



This 1s about three additional homes above the
2007 plan.

The most logical way to address the County’s
affordable housing requirement

And fashioning an outstanding solution for the
grasslands that provides a real public benefit.

The environmental community has had not
problem with this which says a lot



A stalled process has led to this step- The County
has denied this effectively for 18 months.

An EIR iIs yet another a stalling move to add two
more years -an effective denial.

A yo- yo loop of back and forth between the
Supervisors and PC will not change anything.

If the County will not stand up for good planning it
deserves conseguences.

This i1s an outstanding project that deserves
approval
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