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‘This site is our last opportunity to develop a Town Center in
Spring Valley. The next two large developments are vey close to
this one without the available space to accommodate the Town
Center concept. These three developments are the last large
parcels in Spring Valley and will propose approx. 500 residential

units.

* HISTORY - Mr. Thompson and his company spoke years ago to our
then-chairman, Scott Montgomery about the Special Plan area at
Sweetwater Springs Blvd. and Jamacha Blvd., formerly the Evergreen
Nursery. The chairman explained the desires of the community to have
a Village Town Center concept developed. When Mr. Thompson first
met with the Spring Valley Community Planning Group, he gave us
their plan ideas that were exactly what we were looking for: Housing,
Park and Commercial areas. The Group was very pleased with the
proposal.

Subsequently, Mr. Thompson came back to the planning Group with a
more formalized plan that included housing and a park, no commercial.
He brought a study he was required to submit, known as the Burns
Study. Mr. Thompson stated it showed that commercial was not viable
in the area and that there is no need for nor could it be profitable for
businesses in this area. The study was dated 2010, a time of
severe recession throughout the Country, a six-year old

study, not in concert with current economic conditions that
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still showed viability of commercial. It is clear that this study is
too old and does not reflect current economic viability but:
Pages 118, 121, 122 of the Burns Study, stated, even
then: “we applied conservative and optimistic capture
estimates for the subject site, considering its location,
land plan, potential future planned competitive
development and insight from the commercial brokerage
and development community. We conclude that a retail
center\camprising up to 17,000 square feet would be
Jjustified within the site, based on 2010 demand.”
There is a 27% Ieakage factor, meaning 27% of sales go
outside the community because there is no

infrastructure in the area. The proponent uses the Sweetwater

Village Shopping Center, currently Zoned as Commercial but this site is
empty and is proposed for a zoning change to build hundreds of new
residential units. There is no place walkable to commercial outlets for
residents of the proposed project nor for any of the existing or proposed

residents for miles in every direction.
To say that the proponent is disingenuous is mild.
There appears to have been a deliberate attempt to pick out
only those portions of the Study that present their position
and ignore the parts of the Study that prove viability with

our needs for a Village Town Center.
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Zoning and Density - This is an extremely important part of the
proposal. The SVCP has designated this project for Mixed use with a
density of 5 dwelling units per acre.

Yes, there are places around the site that have very high densities. These
were wrong and were given back in the eighties in the Master Plan for
Rancho San Diego. The Master Plan developed all types of housing for
different economic levels and types of residences.

For the proponent to attempt to use these oversized-densities, now is to
subvert the entire issue of an extremely large planned development, and the
more enlightened ideas of planning, development, sustainability and smart
growth which consider the environment, walkability, reduction of vehicle
miles travelled (VMT) social equity and economic development.

 This site has never been zoned before and was used as a plant
nursery. It was to be land for a future Rte. 54 freeway then abandoned
by CALTRANS. A mixed use designation will allow for a project that
can not only provide housing, but also businesses for new and existing
populations, providing jobs and services in a community that has
problems with infrastructure.

* Density is an extremely important component of any development.
Profits gained for increased density is not a Planning Group’s mandate;
it is to help development within the community serve the community,
using appropriate guidelines and ordinances.

The proponent states this is an 18-acre site to be split into two lots.
One for a 2-acre park and the 16 acres left for residential

development. On page two of the PDS submitted document, they
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propose a density of 7.3 dwelling units per acre (DUA) that calculates
out rounded to 117 units. If they include he park property, density
goes up to 131 units. This is clustering, using unusable property to
increase density and is prohibited in the Spring Valley Community Plan.
On page 11 of the submittal, a density proposal is 6.8 DUA calculated
to 108 (rounded up). But they state the number of units would be
122. Again they are using the park property to cluster and increase
density and number of units. Is there a separate park or is it
residential? What is the real density?
A suspicious person might think that the proponent will
come back after approval and say that the park is not
possible. The Planning Group proposed 5 DUA allowing 80
units using only the property to be built upon. As we
mentioned to the proponent at the second action meeting,
there may be some accommodation for both environment
and profit.
For the proponent to attempt to use these oversized-densities
now, is to subvert the entire issue of an extremely large planned
development, and the more enlightened ideas of planning,
development, sustainability, and smart growth which consider
the environment, walkability, reduction of vehicle miles travelled

(VMT) social equity and economic development.
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Proponent’s pictures are computer generated and even these
invented pictures show to some that they definitely look like row
houses or a typical tract home development.

We are pleased that the proponent has placed sidewalks on
every street to protect families walking to the park or
neighbors.

» The proponent, with County Approval, justifies components
based on what works for the developer, be it Condominium
or Single-family homes. These are all single-family homes.
The developers have given the County the tools to allow
them to do the heaviest densities with the least amount of

public safety and healthy living components.

+ There is no firm design or commitment to its construction. As happens
so often in Spring Valley, it’s development first and other amenities
fall to the wayside. i.e., the Pointe development, which was to provide
hundreds of jobs with restaurants and businesses. The Pointe project
ended when all the homes were built, again leaving Spring Valley with

population but no improvements except Jamacha Bivd.

» The Planning Group believes the Park must be built first
along with firm funding documents before any residential
units are built to ensure it does come into existence.

Spring Valley is not an urban environment; it is a bedroom community of
mostly single-family homes without long-term infrastructure. We are a
suburban community, not appropriate for the heavy densities we are being
forced to have, overriding the wishes of the community and current

environmental knowledge.
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