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STATE OF CALIFORNIA — THE NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN, JR., Governor

=

OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION 2%

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
1725 23" Street, Suite 100

SACRAMENTO, CA 95816-7100

(916) 445-7000 Fax: (916) 445-7053

calshpo@parks.ca.gov

www.chp.parks.ca.gov

March 4, 2016

Janna Minsk

Planning Director

City of Santa Paula Planning Department
P.O. Box 569

Santa Paula, CA 93061

Sent via email March 4, 2016

Dear Ms. Minsk:

RE: River Rock/Hardison House (Project No. 14-CDP-02; VTTM No. 5928)

Thank you for including the California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) in the
environmental review process for the River Rock/Hardison House Project (proposed
project) and the City of Santa Paula (Lead Agency) intent to adopt a Mitigated Negative
Declaration (MND). The State Historic Preservation Officer and the OHP have a broad
responsibility for the implementation of federal and state historic preservation programs
in California. Our comments are offered with the intent of preserving historical
resources impacted by the proposed project while allowing the Lead Agency to meet its
program needs. The following comments are based on the information included in the
IS/IMND for the proposed project and the SanBuena Ventura Research Associates
report (SanBuena report), included as Appendix C.

The proposed project includes request for approval of a Vesting Tentative Tract Map 331
(5928) to subdivide the 19.28 acre property into 57 individual lots and construct 55 new
single-family residences and associated site infrastructure (sewer, roads, gutters, etc.).
The project site is partially occupied by the existing Hardison farm complex, which
includes a main farmhouse, barn, a second residence, garage, and other associated
agricultural site features. The proposed project will relocate the barn, and combine the
barn structure with the farmhouse on a single 0.65 acre lot. The north, east, and west
of the farmhouse/barn lot will be surrounded by the new single-family homes, streets,
and contemporary landscaping. All other buildings and features of the farm complex will
be demolished. The Lead Agency evaluated the resources and determined the property
is eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), the California
Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), and the City of Santa Paula Historic
Landmark Designation, making the Hardison farm complex a historical resource for the
purposes of CEQA (See CEQA Guidelines § 15.064.1(a)(1-4)).

The IS/IMND determines the proposed project will result in a significant adverse change
to the Hardison property pursuant to the definition provided in the CEQA Guidelines §

15064.5(b)(1), which states: 5.3.2




Janna Minsk
March 4, 2016
Page 2 of 4

Substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource
means physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the
resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of the
historical resource would be materially impaired.

The resource, in this instance, is the historic farm property, which will undergo physical
demolition, destruction, relocation and alteration of both the built environment resources
and their immediate surroundings. It appears the collection of buildings/structures,
fences, retaining walls, vegetation, openspace, etc. may need to be evaluated as a
historical district. A historical district is defined by the National Parks Service as a
significant concentration, linkage, or continuity of sites, buildings, structures, or objects
united historically or aesthetically by plan or physical development. The elements of the
district may be considered collectively significant, even if individual components lack
distinction on their own. The impacts to individual resources should be evaluated based
on their contribution to the farm complex as a whole, not as merely to the individual
building or structure.

The historical farm complex in its current state retains a high degree of historic integrity.
The elements of historical integrity that will be impacted by the proposed project include
location, design, setting, feeling, and association. More specifically, the IS/MND states
that the following design elements of the proposed project will cause significant impacts
to the historical resource:

Development of the property as a single family residential subdivision,
Reduction of the eligible property from 19.27acres to 0.65 acres,
Relocation of the Barn/Stables building,

Demolition of the Second Residence and Garage/Residence, and
Construction of new single family residences within the setting of the Main
Residence.

The mitigation measures in the IS/MND include both interpretive plan elements and
design measures; however, it is unlikely the proposed mitigation measures would
reduce the impacts to Hardison farm complex to a level that would be considered
insignificant. Even with implementation of mitigation measures provided in the
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan, the proposed subdivision design severs the
relationship of the historical resources to the historical people and events that make the
farm complex historically significant. While project mitigation measures call for use of
the Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation to apply to work on the barn
(after relocation), this treatment alone does not address the significant impacts resulting
from the loss of the farm complex as a whole.

The Lead Agency might consider preparing an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) so
decision makers and the public can consider feasible project alternatives that would
significantly reduce or eliminate impacts to historical resources. Another option for the
Lead Agency is to work with the project applicant to modify the proposed project in such
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River Rock Development Project
Santa Paula, California
Page 2

lots will adversely affect the historic integrity of location, design, setting, feeling and
association of the entire farm property and, more specifically, for the barn and its relation
to the agricultural fields, pasture, and orchard lots that once marked it. The historic
integrity of this property should not be piecemealed in an attempt to mitigate the negative
impacts of the proposed plans to one building or another. Collectively, the buildings and
the land comprise the historic Wallace L. Hardison farmstead.

In conclusion, it is the opinion of the Board Members of the NBA that this project will
have an adverse effect on the historic Wallace L. Hardison farmstead and that the proposed
mitigation measures do not sufficiently offset these significant impacts. On page 50 of the
recirculated report for the River Rock Development project, this property was noted as one
of the last remaining ranches from this era in Santa Paula’s history: “The house and
outbuildings is one of only a handful of ranches in the canyon from this period to remain
today, and the only intact ranch from this period to include both its original property and
associated buildings” (8 February 2016). Therefore, it is further unsettling to read that this
report and the proposed mitigation measures contained within it discuss methods for
making this historic ranch look more like the abundant number of non-historic residential
subdivisions around it.

The proposed River Rock Development project and these plans appear to miss the mark.
The NBA does not believe that the community will benefit from the destruction of its last
few surviving ranches, but will instead be made poorer for it.

With sincere thanks for your time and consideration of our comments,

Danar Peckler

Danae Peckler, MHP
SOI-Qualified Architectural Historian and Past President, National Barn Alliance

National Barn Alliance Board of Directors:
Donald Truax IL, President

Charles Bultman, MI Vice President
Michael Woodford, NY Treasurer

Emily Anderson, VA Secretary

Danae Peckler, KY/VA Past President
Keith Cramer, NY

Charles Leik, VA/MI

Jeffery Marshall, PA

Robert Sherman, IL

NBA Member Organizations:

California-Nevada Barn Alliance

Friends of Ohio Barns

Historic Barn & Farm Foundation of Pennsylvania
Indiana Barn Foundation

Kansas Barn Alliance

Michigan Barn Preservation Network

Missouri Barn And Rural Network

Preservation Trust of Vermont

Working to protect and preserve America’s historic barns and rural heritage.
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o Beyond the traffic caused by the school, there are many families bicycling and
walking dogs through these neighborhoods. Additional traffic, especially those
‘cutting through’ to avoid traffic signals, puts these citizens at greater risk.
« From a personal point of view, I expect to experience additional wait times to turn from
Say Rd. onto SR 150 in the morning.
o Along with a few neighbors, I expect not to be able to back out of my driveway in
the mornings (when we take our children to school) due to cars waiting on Say Rd.
at the light. 5.11.2
e While somewhat hard to define, additional vehicle traffic and traffic controls directly affect | €ont
the ‘feel’ of a city and increase the negative impact.

Considering all the above, we ask that you do not grant a density waiver to Williams Homes for
this project. However, we would fully support a development of fewer homes (significantly fewer
than 30) on larger parcels with a lower traffic impact. Since this type of development may not

be within Williams Homes capabilities, it means that they are the wrong developer for this parcel
from Santa Paula’s perspective. —
Further, and more importantly, unless it can be shown that any development will add value to
Santa Paula at the net level, after all the positive and negative impacts are considered, please

do not approve multi-home projects in Santa Paula. It is our belief that the negative impacts

are never completely brought to light until the project has been completed. These lower the
‘perceived value’ of a city.

Also, most projects are approved by a group such as yours, without placing requirements on the 5.11.3
developer to add value. A development should improve, not maintain, the economics, safety,
and quality of life to the existing community.

The Santa Paula Planning Commission’s approval should be reserved for projects that can be
shown to add to the look, feel and ease of living in Santa Paula as well as make the city safer
and more prosperous than without it.

Thank you.
Kevin

Kevin Beyer

1157 Say Rd.

Santa Paula, CA 93060
805-701-4681



COMMENT LETTER 5.12

City of Santa Paula Planning Department
Chris Williamson, AICP, Contract Planner

We live on Ojai Rd directly across from the proposed development of the Hardison
property. It is our opinion that the development will greatly impact our quality of life
and the quality of life of all Santa Paulans. We have read the materials submitted by
Williams Homes and we have the following comments.

In the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (pg- 28) the subject of Scenic Vista is
discussed. Indeed scenic vista might be something rather difficult to determine. The
report determines that it is in no way a scenic vista. it describes the property as a “ infill
lot within a developed area of the City of Santa Paula and does provide an in-passing
view of the Hardison House, former pasture that is currently a dry field, and rising
hillside in the rear”. Certainly given this description one would never consider it as
“scenic”. However this description fails to adequately describe the scenic value of the
site. One principle characteristic of a scenic vista is that it is singled out as a place that
people enjoy looking at. I can attest as one who lives across the street that it is the
judgement of many who pass by that the barn, field, and home are indeed a scenic vista.
Hardly a day goes by without someone either in a car or on foot stopping to admire,
photograph or just ponder the beauty and peace of the place that speaks of a time gone

by.

This brings up another issue with the declaration regarding the Historical Impact of the
proposal. It is important to see that the home, the barn and the surrounding open space
are indeed one unit. One cannot preserve one while destroying another. Itis
necessary to preserve the whole unit for the true historical integrity of any part.

Moving the barn closer to the home and destroying the open space by allowing a
crowded development would destroy the context of the historical relevance of the
Proctor Hardison Home. The suggestion that the placement of a commemorative plaque
would in some way undo this damage is preposterous. It is just this sort of destruction
that is to be safeguarded by listing sites with the NRHP or CRHP. Please do not allow
the destruction of our timeless historical treasures for the short lived benefit of
increased city revenues.

Williams homes claims that the proposed lot sizes are very close (within 100 square
feet) to the size of those in the surrounding neighborhoods. From their own map one
can see that this is clearly not true of the contiguous properties. All the Ojai Rd
properties are considerably larger. It should be noted that the yellow lines are indeed
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not property lines for all the properties- The first two properties on Ojai Rd that the
proposed development would border have their properties cut in half by these lines in
the map that Williams homes is circulating. This seems rather deceptive on the part of
Williams Homes. Of the lots bordering on Ojai Road, 8 are significantly larger. While 4
are many times larger. Our lot, for example, directly across the street, is more than 3
times the size of the proposed lots. The same is true about those properties that border
on either side of the development. [ am not sure how far away they went to get their
figures, but the claim is surely misleading.

It also strikes me as misleading to build homes at a density of more than twice the
permitted density. Clearly it is cheaper for the developer to cluster the homes on the
easily developed level area of the property but I don’t see this as good for the city. The
quality of life of those residents would be significantly impaired as would that of all of
the present homeowners.

The report claims that traffic will be minimally impacted on Ojai Rd. For this they
stated some arbitrary threshold of acceptance which they claimed was approved by the
city that in their study the projected impact would not reach. It is mind boggling that
one could hold this to be an adequate threshold. Anyone trying to access Bedell School
knows that there are times when the traffic right now on Ojai Rd. is very heavy. There
are now no cars that enter the property on a daily basis while after construction there
will be nearly 100 going in and out at various times of the day and night. How could
this not have a significant negative effect on the traffic?

The report grants that there will be impacts towards the 126 and that they would be
contributing to the cost (with the East Area Development ) of updating the structures so
that they are more able to carry the increased load. Why would it not be wiser to wait
and see what the actual effects of the voter approved East Area Development really are
before jumping into this development that does not have the approval of the residents.

The character of the development is also of concern. The houses to be built are expected
to sell for between just under 500K to 600K. These are not homes that will be accessible
to many Santa Paulans. Thus the development will draw in homeowners who have no
connection to the city, will very likely not work in the city, and (given the projected 2.6
persons/home that Wiliams Homes projected at the meeting they recently held) would
not even have children that could increase their interest in the good of our community.

All'in all we urge you to reconsider this proposal. Williams Homes proposes to build
homes that most Santa Paulans can not afford while destroying an important part of our
heritage. They are putting up houses in the way that is easiest and most affordable for
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themselves without consideration of the impact that it will have on the current
residents. There are other uses for the property that would have a positive impact for
our community. Some proposals that are circulating that would be good for our

city include creating an historical farm or a community garden space. We have a very
large housing complex already approved in the East Area development; one should
wait to see the impact that those homes will have before adding more variables to the
plan. It is important for you as our city planner to make decisions not solely on the
generation of fees but rather the good of the community. Please safeguard our historical
and cultural treasure that speaks so eloquently to the special farming heritage that is
Santa Paula.

Thank you for your consideration,

5.12.6
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Steven and Mary Cain
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COMMENT LETTER 5.15

Rebecca Countryman
17036 April Lane
Santa Paula, California 93060
(661) 619-0197

February 16, 2016

Santa Paula Planning Department
P.0. Box 569
Santa Paula, CA 93061

Attn: Chris Williamson
AICP

Contract planner
Re: W. L. Hardison Home and Property
Dear Mr. Williamson:

This letter is in regards to the W. L. Hardison home, property and
the proposal by Williams Home Inc. to build 53 homes on the
property surrounding it.

My initial concern is that the proposed project would involve the
building of a 53-unit residential subdivision. As stated in an article
in the Ventura County Star: "Our goal is to make the barn and the
house viable and preserve their historical futures,” project manager
Carl Steinberg said. "One of the reasons we want to do 53 homes is it
creates enough financial resources to help preserve the two historic
structures.”

Creation of a preservation or historical society by Williams Home,
Inc. would allow the group to apply for local and statewide grant
opportunities to offset the expenses of maintaining the home and

5.15.1



property surrounding it. In addition, gifting of the property to the
preservation or historical society would offer the investors a tax
write off as well.

Therefore, the need to build 53 homes to finance this does not seem
to me as a viable reason for this many homes to be built. In addition,
the W. L. Hardison home and property could be a ‘working ranch’
where volunteers who are docents and work the farm and garden
areas with flowers and vegetables could sell them in a Farmers
Market type setting where monies would go to maintaining this
area. The home could be used for events such as weddings, teas and
other special events that would supply additional funding for the
preservation of the home and property.

An additional concern is the amount of traffic that will be coming
onto Highway 150 from this tract that is already heavily traveled by
residences and visitors to our city. A reduction in the amount of
homes to be built will create less of an impact on the
aforementioned road.

Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter.
Sincerely,

fehoew C%wviww

Rebecca Countryman

5.15.1
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COMMENT LETTER 5.21

Comments on Appendix C Hardison House Phase I 1l Historic Resources Report (S. Hamlin)

1. On page 2 of Appendix C, the following statement is made:
City of Santa Paula Historic Landmark Designation Criteria
City of Santa Paula Ordinance No. 816 adopted on November 19, 1984, provides for the designation of City
Landmarks in accordance with the following standards and procedures:
A. Criteria for Designation of Landmark Nomination.
The Design Assistance Committee, shall upon such investigation as it deems necessary, make a de-
termination as to whether a nominated property or structure meets one or more of the following cri- 5.21.1
teria:
(1) Historical & Cultural Significance
SAN BUENAVENTURA RESEARCH ASSOCIATES Page 20f 26
Please include copy of minutes from these meetings and reviewof the session by appropriate agencies in the
final MND for this project.
2. On page 14, the following statement is made:
5. Eligibility of Historic Resources
Previous Listings or Determinations of Eligibility
The W.L. Hardison House was designated Ventura County Landmark No. 35 in 1977, at a time when the historic
preservation program in the City of Santa Paula was operated under a joint powers agreement with the County
of Ventura. This agreement lapsed in 1984 when the city adopted its own Historic Preservation Ordinance
(City Ordinance No. 816). Since that time, the city has re-designated several County Landmarks located within
the city as City Landmarks. It appears that the Hardison House has not been re-designated as a City Land-
mark, leaving its current local listing status unclear.
5.21.2
SAN BUENAVENTURA RESEARCH ASSOCIATES Page 14 0f 26
The city is obviously violating its own Historic Preservation Ordinance (816) by not reviewing this and other
buildings in a regular and timely manner. Please provide dates and minutes of all meetings of the Historic
Preservation Commission and the Design Assistance Committee since 1984. If not available digitally, please
provide access to copies. If none available, please provide City Attorney’s opinion as to why this ordinance has
been ignored particularly in light of the following conclusion on page 16 of the Historic Resource document.

February 19, 2016 sherylhamlin@gmail.com 1|Page



Comments on Appendix C Hardison House Phase 1 Il Historic Resources Report (S. Hamlin)

Conclusion

This property appears to be eligible for listing on the NRHP, CRHR, and for City of Santa Paula Landmark des-

ignation. Therefore the property should be regarded as a historic resource for the purposes of CEQA. The con-
tributing buildings for purposes of NRHP and CRHR eligibility are the Main Residence and Barn/Stables. The
Garage/Residence and Second Residence also contribute towards City of Santa Paula Landmark designation.

5.21.3

3. Restoration of home and barn.

There is a lengthy discussion about the design and construction standards necessary to renovate/restore the
home and barn. These specifications should be written into the Development Agreement as well as an
appropriate monitoring schedule.

4. Historic Setting

While the Historic Resource document provides an invaluable and fascinating history of the owners and their
contribution to the City of Santa Paula, the county and the State of California, there is no reference to the site
itself.

The California Office of Historic Preservation says this ...The project in our CEQA case-study proposed to turn a
historically significant citrus farm into a residential subdivision. The project included relocation of the farmhouse,
removal of all trees, and demolition of the landscape features that occupy the site. The Lead Agency prepared a 5.21.4
Mitigated Negative Declaration for the proposed but failed to identify the historic farm as a contributing
resource of a larger historic vernacular landscape. When dealing with a historic landscape, the building is only
one part of the larger resource. Relocating the building and demolishing all other features associated with the
setting would result in a significant impact ...

http://ohp.parks.ca.qov/pages/1071/files/ceqa%20significant%20impacts%20cultural%20landscapes%20vi.pdf

The Historic Resource document should be amended to include a section on the site and its significance.
5. Relation of Historic Building to new tract

On page 9 of “The Oaks” written by Mitch Stone, there is a discussion of the Harrison Crumrine home, a family
who owned much of the property which became the Oaks. The author says:

“The two-story Crumrine House can still be seen today, on Cadway Street, now on a small parcel crammed into

the midst of a 1950’s subdivision... 5.21.5

Clearly the Hardison family and its decendents are equally significant. Why would the city want to subject this
history to a fate as dismal as that of the Harrison Crumrine family? The proposed site plan must be redone to
eliminate the gridding of homes and rectilinear street layout. The developer should consider using the entire
property with a limited density to create a graceful turn-of-the century community or another adaptive reuse of
the entire property.

February 19, 2016 sherylhamlin@gmail.com 2|Page
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3/8/2016 Gmail - River Rock Development Project - Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 5928 C//

o COMMENT LETTER 5.23
M 1 I I chris williamson <cbwplans@gmail.com>

T
b C0gle

River Rock Development Project - Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 5928

1 message

pat kennedy <pkennedy16@gmail.com>
To: cbwplans@gmail.com

City of Santa Paula Planning Department
C/O Mr. Chris Williamson

Re: River Rock Development Project - Recirculated Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration

Below are my concerns regarding the River Rock Development Project as outlined in the Recirculated Initial
Study / Mitigated Negative Response Declaration

Aesthetics

Two story housing will block the scenic view that now exists. Relocating the barmn next to the house will detract
from the view of the house. The relative size of the barn and house is consistent with their current locations.
Locating the barn next to the house is not.

Two story housing is not consistent with surrounding housing.

The architectural plans do not provide three distinctive architectural styles. There is one cookie cutter style with
different architectural coatings.

There is no discussion of the walls around the project that the applicant proposed at the site viewing. These
need to be included in the proposal, as they will impact the line of site of the surrounding residents.

Air Quality

There is no indication of a source of reclaimed water. "Where possible" does not guarantee that any water will be
reclaimed.

Those on site "should be advised to wear" respiratory protection, but surrounding neighbor's will not realistically
have this protection. The construction site can not control dust during periods of high winds. The person
monitoring the site is not named. There is a concern when the earth is disturbed that those in the area could be
exposed to Valley Fever. There have been reported cases in the Santa Paula area.

Biological Resources

One reconocence visit is insufficient to determine which wildlife species would be impacted. Different plants and
animals are seen during different seasons. The statement that no mammals were seen proves this. There is
documentation of mammals on the property, including the pasture, reptiles have been seen there, and there

is clear evidence, as well as documentation, of nesting owls (in the barn, which is to be moved and repurposed,
with some parts removed). In addition, the visit was made during a drought. Recent rains are revealing
vegetation and wildlife that were potentially not visible during the visit.

There is no guarantee that residents would respect the native species - plant or animal - by limiting use of the
hillside to the projected trail.

The proposed development area will abut those areas where wildlife is found. The density of buildings in the
project will affect wildlife residing on the adjoining hillside by limiting habitat and increasing human traffic,
lighting, and noise. The effects of this cannot be measured in advance.

Tue, Mar 8, 2016 at 2:35 AM
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3/8/2016 Gmail - River Rock Development Project - Vesting Tentative Tract Map No. 5928

Cultural Resources
Interpretive Measures

An historic preservation professional should be consulting on this project before any decisions are made about
the existing buildings or vegetation as well as the impact of the project on all aspects of historical significance,
including the relocation or demolition of buildings. A part of the historical significance of the site is the relative 5.23.4
location of the existing buildings. The existing foundation and drainage system for the barn is a part of its
historical significance, and cannot be duplicated.

The landscape report and plan needs to be completed and considered before the plan is approved, not after.

The plan for educating workers on the project needs to be submitted before the project is approved.

If the house and property are to be sold to private parties, but controlled by a HOA, there is little reason to think
that a buyer will be found. If no buyer is found, that puts financial the responsibility for the maintenance of the
buildings on the other homeowners. That needs to be clearly explained in the project plan before approval.

5.23.5

Palientological resources do exist on the property in the form of fossilized mollusks. This would indicate that

other fossil evidence of past life also exists. 5.23.6

IL_ll I

Land Use and Planning

The project does not comply with 7 of the development standards for HR 2 - PD zones and is not consistent with

adjoining and nearby development. No Planned Develop Permits should be allowed. It is entirely possible for the 5.23.7
applicant to propose a plan that meets the standards. The developer had access to these standards before

beginning plans for the site.

Parking, including street parking, for this development is insufficient. j 5.23.8
Transportation/ Circulation -

The project will have a major impact on traffic during the construction phase. Traffic on Ojai Road is already an 5.23.9
issue, especially during peak hours. There is no proposal to mitigate this issue.

Utilities and Service Systems =

The projected availability and use of water does not take into consideration the drought conditions in the state 5.23.10
and the fact that future water use restrictions may be put into place. The use of water during the construction

period, required to mitigate construction issues, is not addressed sufficiently.

Mandatory Findings of Significance |

This project will impact resources of historical significance. A part of the historical significance of this property is

the relative placement of buildings. The barn, it's placement relative to the house, and the surrounding features,

including the foundation and drainage system, as well as the additional two structures are a part of what makes

this property historically significant. In addition, moving the barn will both change the structure and its intended

use. This plan directly impacts this important example of a period of California history, and specifically local 5.23.11
history.

The impacts on existing plant and animal wildlife, including migratory birds cannot be estimated or mitigated.

There will be an impact. There needs to be an EIR for this project.

The proposed project's cumulative impact IS significant.

This project is described as being an HOA controlled development. The breakdown of responsibilities between

the city and the HOA needs to be a part of the plan. 5.23.12
Thank you for your consideration of my comments. —

Patricia Kennedy
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COMMENT LETTER 5.34

Tom Tarantino ( ﬁ

From: Anna Arroyo
Sent: - Monday, March 07, 2016 8:34 AM
To: Chris Williamson
Cc: Tom Tarantino == =
Subject: FW: Hardison Home RECEIVED
MAR 07 2016
CITY OF SANTA PAULA

Anna Arroyo, Assistant Planner

aarroyo@spcity.org

(805) 933-4214 x214

City of Santa Paula-Planning Department

200 S. 10th Street/ PO Box 569, Santa Paula, CA. 93061 I'm in the office Mon., Tues. & Thurs. by appointment .

From: Steve Ramser [mailto:steveramser@me.com]
Sent: Saturday, March 05, 2016 3:09 PM

To: Plan Department

Subject: Hardison Home

To Whom it May Concern,

| am writing to let you know | oppose the Hardison Home development project. Building 53 homes in an already traffic- 5.34.1
congested area, is a bad idea; even 30 homes would be too many. It is already dangerous accessing Ojai Road; and
building an entire neighborhood will only make it worse. The effect of construction on Ojai road traffic will be
unbearable. -
Preserving Santa Paula's history, farmland heritage, and cultural resources are valued by our citizens. The W.L. Hardison
Home, Landmark #35, is closely associated with a significant historical event; the settlement of Santa Paula Canyon.

Wallace Hardison was one of the first settlers to purchase land in the 1880's. He was one of the founders of Limoneira

Company. The property is one of only a handful of ranches in the canyon from this period that remain today. If only the
home remains, the surrounding landscape features and cultural resources connected with framing and the citrus 5.34.2
industry will be lost forever.

Developing the ranch for track homes is not the right plan for this property. As citizens we demand a better plan for this
site. As a community we are asking that you protect this already deemed, Santa Paula historical landmark and fully
preserve the W.L. Hardison Ranch. —
The Hardison Home could be furnished as a homestead. Historical tours and field trips could be given by docents
dressed in historical costumes. As a working farm, fruits and vegetables could be picked as a tourist attraction; similar to
Underwood Farms. Both our local 4H and FFA would benefit from hands-on agricultural experiences. It could hold
annual pumpkin patches, be rented for movies, and used for weddings, parties and special events; similar to Camarillo
Ranch. It would be a fabulous tourist attraction for our community.

5.34.3




Open rural areas and farmland are what make Santa Paula unique and appealing for locals and tourists alike. This is why
tourism is a large part of our local economy.

My family, neighbors, and | plead, that you to deny the Williams' Home request for a waiver to increase density and ask
that you protect the small town lifestyle and historical significance of Santa Paula.

Respectfully,
Steve Ramser

819 Qjai rd.
Santa Paula

Sent from my iPad

5.34.3
cont.
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COMMENT LETTER 5.39
To: March 3, 2016

City of Lanta Paula Planning Department
Chris Williamson, AICP, Contract Planner

We are writing this letter on behalf of the residents located on Fuchsia Lane and Marigold Lane in the
City of Santa Paula. This letter is in regards to the proposed River Rock/ Hardison House Tract
development and the access road tie into Fuchsia Lane. We the residents at this location are strictly
opposed to having our cul-de-sac street opened for access to this proposed development. If access
through our neighborhood is granted the following potential problems will arise:

1) Compromised neighborhood safety 5.39.1

There are many children who live in the neighborhood as well as children attending a licensed day care.
These children utilize the areas (sidewalks, front yards, etc.) in and around the street for travel, play, and
other various activities. A substantial increase in traffic flow will significantly put these children at
greater risk for an accident and/or injury to occur. In addition the increased traffic will increase the
likelihood of a vehicle collision occurring as there are several “blind spots” located throughout the
neighborhood.

2) Quality of Life

A majority of the residents in the area purchased/moved into the neighborhood because of the
quietness, safety, and limited traffic which are all important things when considering where to live. An
increase in traffic flow eliminates these elements from the neighborhood thus reducing the quality of
life for its residents. In addition property values could substantially be affected as a result of the 5.39.2
neighborhood geography being changed in addition to an increase in traffic flow. Home values are
generally higher in neighborhoods where there is greater seclusion and privacy with minimal traffic.
Neighborhoods that are access points for nearby neighborhoods and that have substantial traffic
generally have lower home values. This reduction in value has a significant effect on quality of life due
to its financial impact.

In conclusion, though we are against Fuchsia Lane becoming an access point to the River Rock/Hardison

" House Tract, we do however understand that emergency vehicle access is imperative and would feel
comfortable having a locked gate for emergency vehicle access only at the end of Fuchsia Lane. We 5.39.3
hope you consider our comments and come up with an alternative access point for this development
which does not affect Fuchsia Lane or Marigold Lane.

Kind regards,
John Stone  805-525-9505 CITY OF SANTA PAULA
sia and Marigold Lane MAR 08 2016

RECEIVED









COMMENT LETTER 5.40

5.40.1




COMMENT LETTER 5.41

5.41.1

5.41.2




COMMENT LETTER 5.42

5.42.1




COMMENT LETTER 5.43

5.43.1

5.43.2

5.43.3

5.43.4

5.43.5

) B —



COMMENT LETTER 5.44

5.44.1



	Blank Page
	_Bracketed Comment Letters MND (Feb 2016).pdf
	_Bracketed Comment Letters MND (Feb 2016)
	Binder4
	Binder2
	Binder1
	CL 5.1


	_Bracketed Comment Letters MND (Feb 2016)
	_Bracketed Comment Letters MND (Feb 2016)
	_Bracketed Comment Letters MND (Feb 2016)
	_Ordered Comment Letters MND (Feb 2016)



	Binder2
	Binder1
	CL 5.2
	CL 5.3_p1
	CL 5.3_p2
	CL 5.3_p3
	CL 5.4
	CL 5.5_p1
	CL 5.5_p2
	CL 5.5_p3
	CL 5.6_p1
	CL 5.6_p2
	CL 5.6_p3
	CL 5.7
	CL 5.8
	CL 5.9
	CL 5.10
	CL 5.11_p1
	CL 5.11_p2
	CL 5.12_p1
	CL 5.12_p2
	CL 5.12_p3
	CL 5.13
	CL 5.14
	CL 5.15_p1
	CL 5.15_p2
	CL 5.16
	CL 5.17
	CL 5.18
	CL 5.19
	CL 5.20
	CL 5.21_p1
	CL 5.21_p2
	CL 5.22
	CL 5.23_p1




	CL 5.23_p2
	_Bracketed Comment Letters MND (Feb 2016)
	Binder4
	Binder2
	Binder1
	CL 5.24
	CL 5.25
	CL 5.26
	CL 5.27
	CL 5.28
	CL 5.29_p1
	CL 5.29_p2

	change.org petition and sig March 8  RR MND
	Binder1
	CL 5.30
	CL 5.31
	CL 5.32
	CL 5.33
	CL 5.34_p1
	CL 5.34_p2
	CL 5.35
	CL 5.36
	CL 5.37
	CL 5.38
	CL 5.39



	Binder4
	Binder2
	Santa Paula RR MND Comment 14 petition


	Binder4
	Binder2
	Binder1
	CL 5.40
	CL 5.41
	CL 5.42
	CL 5.43
	CL 5.44








