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;Eﬂoriomble Nevada County Board of Supervisors o

o 3 Re:. H_m_‘jié;ing E_lén_wnt Updat_é; Request for Inclusion of Eﬁgihle Property.
"{:Hf’li.f._ll‘ﬁfilblé Members of ﬂleBoa.rd - I | |

Fa i This ﬁlm mprasentsCIBar Creek: Oaks, LLC, the owner of property lt;nc;itcd in Penn

", Site 13). Our client volunteered its property for inchusion within the J

. with County staff throughout the process of plan development, Site 13 is not among those sites
recommended by the Planning Commission for inclusion within the Rezone Program. For the
Programand we hereby request that the Board of Supervisors include Site 13, Failure 1o do so

'-_."-.".'I'fi'p-g‘l'am_;aﬁdisvﬂl-'f__tﬂﬁmatg'lyf_l'f':ﬁd to HCD rejecting the proposed pl an.

s Charactemmg gf Site'13. _
i . Site I33‘3}L‘Jcﬂ'ﬁ*’«‘d111P-::rm Valle}’ between Highway 20 and Perm Valley Road. The site is

: P et is-oné of the larger sites under consideration and, even after considering potential constraints,

$i 000 Site 13 has the capacity to realistically accommodate a large number of housing units (185)

S0 e compared to ottier sites under consideration. Numerous: site studies have been completed,
Sy T evidencing development potential. Feasibility/flexibility should be an important consideration in

- - determining whether to include parcels within the Rezone Program but, in the case of Site 13,
- “this important’ posilive  characteristic appears to -have been. ignored in favor of other

considerations, ‘most likely a parochial desire to prevent exactly the kind of development this

. Rezone Program ‘is supposed to accommodate. Where logical sites with the capacity to actually
- deliver the density ‘aiid housing types HCD desires are putposely and for political reasons

- excluded from participation, we believe HCD will view the Rezone Program with skepticism.

“ will likely be rejection of the Rezone Program. Again, we request that Site 13 be included within

‘;f'hl-lt?y,_;c,fa{ifornia; ~comprised .of approximately 20.1 acres and identified in your Housing . -
- ‘Elernent: Rezone' Implementation Plan. (Rezone Plan) -as Site 13 (hereinafter referred to ‘as -
Rezone Plan and cooperated

Jeasoms-set forth bereinafter, we: suggest that Site 13 shoiild. be included within the Rezone

< will certainly and winecessarily expose the County to challenges to the validity of the Rezone. *

- This skepticism will be compounded by additional flaws described below, the net result of which
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:I'?l:*iﬁ"él'yf-ﬂjﬁim gently rolling. - At.least-two points of ingress and egress exist. Importantly, this®
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T : thﬂ REZOHE ngfam and that the Cou:uty take adVdntagc of the 185 units that can be legltunately' E
T ul.iuned Wa msh to: work coopcratwely with the County, if 3]10\%4 10'do 50: _

ig.-:-,-‘-leltﬂﬂﬂnS ou the Plal:mm : Commmjsm_ Rewm:mendatwn! I‘]aw*a
"mﬂl adontm_g_l"ier Omne Sltes Onlv |

| :;_-_Grﬁss Vallev SOI S1tes

i, Thﬁ Planmng COIDJIHSSIOH, Wlth very hﬁlﬂ deliberations; forwardcd to your Board the : L
. -'-E_._St‘lff ;ecommendatton of 111cludmg only the selected Tier 1 sites. Igriored were the testimony of

 HEFNER STARK & MAROIS Fax: Oct 21 2015 03:d9pn PUD.&‘}[]_D:S i

W e ‘ooth our project and Grass Valley «epresentatives (including the Mayor) who testified that (1) the' g3t :

" overconcentration of high dcnsn»y/aﬁ'ordable housing in a single geographm location; (2) that the +

(3) that any “anits. annexed to-Grass Valley would not count toward Nevada County RHNA -

Grass: Valley:-We expect that HCD will agree as well. We en(:()uxagc your Board to address the .
'1eg1mnate GONCerns 1ais 'd:.by the Cﬂy We further: encourage your Board to look outside of the

m.tcnded by the ; prografiy. Fodemg your cﬂ‘orts to the Grass Valley SOI is bad for Grass Val[ey s
" and‘bad for the County.: Even if a Jower number of units eventually mate.nahze in theé SOT area, ~ ~

: t;“-prepemes idesitified Wwithin the Grass Valley Sphere of Tifluence (SOI) were pmblcmatlo as an’ * iy

2 Aensmes claimed ‘would: not ‘actaally. beé realized, sirce the zoning arid ‘development standar ds - d :
- differ betw::en the! County dngd the City. and actual density would be lower upon annexation;. ancl,..;_._ o

5 thganons poat-axmexaﬁon, creatmg future Shor:tfalls in. ke Couply. witich: Grass "Vallzsh. Aol

lcgmma’rely fears. would again be made up inthe Grass Valley SOL The Planning Commmission - . L3 .. ..
~ provided no rqsponsc to-the City’s concerns: We agree with all of the arguments presented by <

Grass Valley SOI for k:gltunate sites that can aciually accommodate the type of huusmg that'is: |

5 “the: Caunty won’t be able to count them, You are just Kicking the proverbial can down the r0a¢ B,

eyoless Tn ﬂllﬂ CVCIE? we enccm*ﬂge )'011 ‘to focus: On real bltes that work for the CO“]]I}' now angd 1 i g
1:11eﬁrture .08 _ o :

, The Rezone Program cl:ums 10 generate seven hunclred hftw nine (759) potential wnits, a-_' e
'?-f."meager sixty (60)-units greater th.an the minimum number requn"ed by HCD, and that is after .
- “significant efforts by the Coxmty to secure a reduction fiom the aumber HCD initially Tequired.
! The County needs to build in a greater margin for error and should anticipate problems with the
- limited numbet ‘of sites currently included, some of which are obvious and are described below.
- Other issues will arise and a pmdent conhngency should be included. As noted abave, the Grass
; Valley SOI1 sifes are problematic mow and in the future. The unit count claimed (340 is- -
< @verstated, as testimony by the Grass. Valley officials demonstrated. Our review of the -
" respeciive Genéral Plans and Zoning Codes indicates that anticipated units are 25%-40% -
- overstated, If the estimate is even twenty percent (20%) high, 68 units are lost, 8 more than the
. currenit margin for error built into your program. We encourage the County to take a hatd look at
- thoge Grass Valley SOI sites. We know that HCD will. Again, we encourage you to include sites
+ - that (1) can achually produce the unit counts: you need now, dnd (2) will not be lost to you upon
. -annexation to a City. Foeusing your efforts in the Grass Valley SOT is not the best solution,
¢o .. weither. short- term or long-tt.rm Fortuna‘rcly you have. lbg_ltmlatt" analyzed, altemnnve sites’.

_ e needlessly. That gpproach is what led to noncompliance with HCD mandates over the Tast two . 0 g
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 outside of the SOL 'Site 13 is such.a site and.the 185 it potential it provides would help to
- legitimize the Rezone Progyam. ' ' L

- i Lake of The Pines Sites -

. The Planning Commission conducted very little deliberation with respect to the Lake of

""fl_-‘hlé_:.."Bines.'sitt;s. Concerned ¢itizens questioned: the viability/appropriateness of Sites 14 and 16,

‘and as discussed below. More importantly, Site 18 has been included within the Rezope Program
ataunit count of 108 unifs, despite numerous issues connected with that site. It is very remote .
from other development and ‘significafit infrastructure would be necessary to serve the site.

Moregver, this site was already conditioned by the County to provide inclusionary housing for a_

dueto thie infrastructure butden). The staff report describes Site 18 as “the most remote of the 18 .

matexiallzed,wﬂl be viewed by HCD as, at best, a stretch -and at ‘worst, an indication that the

‘while{rejecting other legitimate and viable sites for political reasons, ‘will'not be well received.
W' suggest you .delete site 18 from further consideration, allow it to provide the inclusionary =~ .
- . housitig mitigation alteady requited of it, and that Site 13 be included as a legitimate, feasible -

.| teplacement property. The, altemative staff suggestion to include Site 18 at a unit count of 44, :
while facially better than proposing 108, should be rejected as well, Inclusion of Site 18 at any-

"ithe Pines unit obumt is overstated by, at least the 108 units counted for Site 18,-_pe'r1i_gps.-mpre. ‘

Cominercially Designated Sites

~ Program, which is pesitive. Howeyer, the wnit counts assigned thereto appear aggréssive and -

" potentially overstated, if the sites are:to also accommodate the pon-residential uses contemplated. -

7 Siter 186 is further complicated by the existing leach field and potential soil contamination, which

" was mientioned in the efivironmental analysis, but not discussed with any specificity. Whether

- - those issues present either development constraints or constraints to ultimate unit counts is
-~ unclear, However; given that the imit coutits currently included within the Grass Valley SOl and

.. the Lake of the Pines area are overstated, any further reductions due to unexamined constraints
- v only underscores the need for the County to ensure that an adequate nurnber of sites is included

- and that the projected unit counts are realistic. '

HEFNER STARK & MAROIS Fax: Dot 212016 03:500m POOA/O0S, . ..

without any response. Those sites may prove problemnatic for the reasons cited by the neighbors, g

‘previously approved and eonstructed development (30 units which have yet to-be realized, likely

- candidate sites” (page 71), making it an unlikely candidate, yet it was included. We expect that = Byt
. couifing Site 18, the “most remote” site “of the .candidate. sites, which lacks significant - " -
infrastricture “and’ is “already' coniditioned to provide inclusionary housing which has not

-entite:Rezone Plan lacks credibility. We expect that attenpting to count' 108 units from this site; = .

siumber undercuts'the Jegitimacy ‘of your Rezone Program. The bdttom line is that the Take of '~

©. i Several Commercial or mixed use sites (Sités 11, 14, 16) are included within the Rezons. . . .



HEFNER STARK & MAROIS Fax: . Dot 21 2015 03:500m PO0S/005

"Houomblc Ncwcla Coumy Boald of Supr.msms
. Cletk of the Board, .

-.‘,‘.-O(:tobcr 21; 201‘3

[0 ;;.;Page 4

::_,:}___"-Canclus!ug'
| ThB pl‘DpOSBd Rezonc Program is dEﬂCIBIlI and cannot rﬁahﬁttc&lly achieve its obje.ctlve

-pamei-y, identifying snes capable of achieving the County's RHNA. obhgatxons Fitst, the County

EITOr. "The County explicitly relied on a ‘willing landowner approach .and implicitly relied on a
willing . neighbor :approach, further constraining the County’s ability to critique. project
dbjectives. The County i& overly reliant on the Grass Valley SOT and further reliant on overstated.

_this housmg type. in the SOL. A reduction of as little as 20%" of projected imits (@ very .
‘conservative csnmaic) reduces the project units below, the required 699. The: Lake of the Pines " -,

"mcluded and its proper exclusion will feduce the unit connt by another 108 units. The mixed use
sites _p:esent issiles as to'the viability of their wnit counts. Together, these concerns should cause -
‘the Board to réevalate-its approach. The County should be submitting ‘a Rezone Program 0.1y
€D that isnot vulnerable to attack. Some flexibility should be incorporated. Some matgin for - -

sl Hld'be mcluded (“ilte 13) U m‘ea]lsttc or mapprapnate sﬁes shmuld not..

_".,We request that Snc 13 be mcluded in the Rezone ngram to" provide ]eglt]macy,. >
ity, ‘a margin for error, and to provide to HCD an assurance that the Rezone Progratn.cap ©.

; unpmvemeuts 1o thrs pmg:ram !
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.. The Honotrable Nate Beas:m., Supermsor, sttrlct 1
. TheHonorable Ed Scofield, Supervisor, District 2, Chair .
- The Honorable Dan Miller, Supervisor, District 3, Vlcc Chair
. The Honorable Hank Weston, Supervisor, District 4
‘The Honorable Richard Anderson, Supervisot, District 5
~Alison Batratt-Green, County Counsel
. Brian Foss, Planiting Dir ector
. Tyler Barrington, Principal Planner
- Clear Creek Oaks, LLC .. :

" 'k.’\i.m f‘mﬂx Uihg uﬁmmmmwmwmm«mmemw e o supersizant (1) (awvisad 102115y dos

has mclnded the bare mumber of sites to achieve project objecmes leaving very little margin for i

numbers. therein. C1ty officials haye testified to that effect and have. cited an overconcentration of . e,

‘sites will prove: conimvmsml over time; if not at the next. Board' meeting. Site 18 should not e . y
‘error “should be mcorporaiad Reahstw projects: with ‘actual on ‘the ground - dehvery potmtud

".:'be_cffecﬁyc The Elanmng Commission recommendauon, if adopted’ by your Board will be |
subject to attack™ and will be. rejectﬁ-,d by I-ICD We 1001: forward to. Wm“lsmg wmb your staﬁ - ) i,
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Julie Patterson-Hunter

From: Tyler Barrington

Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2015 12:47 PM
To: Julie Patterson-Hunter

Cc: '‘damian@californiacraftsman.com'
Subject: FW: Rezoning of Darkhorse

Mr. Wells, Thank you for your comment. | have forwarded this to the County Clerk of the Board to ensure it is included
in the public record and provided to the Board of Supervisors (See Below).

-Tyler

Hi Julie,

Attached is a comment on the Housing Element rezone project for the public record and for distribution to the individual
Board members.

Regards,

Tyler Barrington
Principal Phinner

T Planning Department
County of Nevada

i Community Development Agency

o Maidu Ave, Suite 170 Office 504700728 X 530.265.98571
who Cily, CA 95959 http://www.mynevadacounty.com/nc/cda/planning/Pages/Home.aspx

ccecived 1 in

From: Damian Wells [mailto:damian@californiacraftsman.com]

Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2015 12:10 PM
To: Tyler Barrington
Subject: Rezoning of Darkhorse

Mr. Barrington,

I'm writing you to make you aware of my opposition to the rezoning of Darkhorse phase 4. Not only does this
area not have the infrastructure to support such a move, but it is merely a cash grab by Nevada County.
Darkhorse finally has an ownership group with the means to fulfill the original vision of Darkhorse which will
high-lite our beautiful county. By placing high density housing in this area, the county is ensuring that this
vision will not become a reality. Please vote NO.

Thank You,



Damian Wells

President

CALIFORNIA CRAFTSMAN-EXTERIOR SOLUTIONS
530.887.1857 Auburn Showroom

530.477.9950 Grass Valley Warchouse

530.582.1822 Truckee Showroom

530.362.2748 Mobile

damian(@californiacraftsman.com
www.californiacraftsman.com
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