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In summary, the current proposal is the worst of all possible
scenarios for Spring Valley. It provides heavier density than can
be supported for a non-mixed use project; and none of the
amenities or uses, which are very specifically, set forth in the
Community Plan. This Special Study area (Pages 46-49 of the
CP) is the newest part of the CP, updated just a few years ago
and describes the express wishes of our community for a town
center which will help Spring Valley with a more positive identity
and serve as a gathering place for our community while boosting
economic development. Spring Valley residents have suffered in
the past from blighted conditions, deteriorated housing stock,
high crime rates, and a lack of economic development. We are
currently suffering from the misfortune of happenstance. This
developer is a one-trick pony whose specialty is homogenous products; and
it is solely because of that lack of imagination that our community is on the
verge of losing our last chance for a community center amenity. This type
of project may be fine in urban areas, but for this particular site
is dramatically and fundamentally inconsistent with the
Community Plan. It is for all of these reasons, but particularly
because of the lack of mixed use, that we overwhelmingly voted
to recommend denial of the project twice.

While we can admit that on the surface, the park is a nice amenity, and the
project is certainly better with the park than without; we submit that the
park is designed to placate and appease. The park, by itself, is not a

community amenity. Without the corresponding mixed uses, retail,
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restaurants, or other town center type of uses designated for this site by
our CP, and given the walkability of the area in general, the park will have a
minimal draw for people living in the area. The park will become a de facto

project/private park as opposed to a community park.
Board os Super vesers

We urge the Planning-Commission to direct the proponent to
come back to the Spring Valley Community Planning Group to

work out the important issues that face our community in a
constructive manner.

The County states on page 14 of the proposal that this site
would be appropriate as designed and the project would be
compatible with other residential projects in the area. This is
totally untrue. Spring Valley struggles to stop the encroaching
ghettoization of our community. It is listed as a blighted area by the County
to allow Federal /State funds for infrastructure the County does not
provide.

The County Development Department is not considering that the
over-sized developments with no accommodation for
corresponding infrastructure and economic development that
have been allowed in the past have contributed so much to the
degradation of our community.

This plan has two different dwelling unit statements as shown
above. Which one is true and which is not? This plan is flawed
and should go back to the proponent for corrections and
statements. 7.3 density is way too dense. Pages 2 and 11 propose

different densities for the site and use clustering to increase calculated
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density. A firm, single density should be set out. Using the Park property
definitely should not be included in the calculations.

In summary, the current proposal is the worst of all possible
scenarios for Spring Valley. It provides heavier density than can
be supported for a non-mixed use project; and none of the
amenities, or uses, which are very specifically set forth in the
Community Plan. This Special Study area (Pages 46-49 of the
CP) is the newest part of the CP, updated just a few years ago
and describes the express wishes of our community for a town
center which will help Spring Valley with a more positive identity
and serve as a gathering place for our community while boosting
economic development. Spring Valley residents have suffered in the
past from blighted conditions, deteriorated housing stock, high crime rates,
and a lack of economic development. We are currently suffering from the
misfortune of This developer is a one-trick pony whose specialty is
homogenous products; and it is solely because of that lack of imagination
that our community is on the verge of losing our last chance for a
community center amenity. This type of project may be fine in
other areas, but for this particular site is dramatically and
fundamentally inconsistent with the Community Plan. It is for all
of these reasons, but particularly because of the lack of mixed
use, that we overwhelmingly voted to recommend denial of the

project, twice.
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