As the Appeals Court made clear, none of the preservation options for the Jackling House prevent Steve Jobs from building his new house. It is the obstinacy of trying to prove preservation options are “financially infeasible”  that is prolonging this case, now back before the Trial Court Judge, on July 10.  

At least two financially feasible preservation options ARE open to Mr. Jobs, but would require his financial participation, for a fraction of the value of his Woodside land.  1) Andrew Skurman’s plans for glamorous restoration and sale of the Jackling House, or 2)  Paul Berger’s rebuilding the Jackling House on land he owns in Napa. Mr. Berger’s earlier proposals offered Mr. Jobs a small profit ! (see Berger letter, October 2006, attached.) However in front of the Council Mr. Ellman grossly distorted Berger’s offers, even questioning the location of his  land, which is at 2520 Pope Canyon Road, St. Helena, CA <http://gis.napa.ca.gov/prcl_smry/prcl_info.asp?parcel=018080048000&amp;profile=PLANNING%20APPLICANT>   ) .  Unlike others, Paul Berger commits to reconstruct the House on a known site. And would negotiate the shared costs with Mr. Jobs’ agent.

 In addition, the Berger family company has ample experience restoring historic buildings.  (http://www.bergerbro.com/portfolio-03.html ) and the company has committed to overseeing reconstruction of the Jackling House on this site

This is verifiable information which the Council chose not to look at, relying instead on bluffing and misleading statements from Mr. Ellman.

Ellman waving his arms stating he’d see to it that the Council’s decision on demolition would never go back in front of “that Judge”  !  Oops !  On July 10th the decision DOES go back to “that judge” ( whose thorough ruling on this case was upheld unanimously by higher courts.)  Mr. Ellman fumed against UOH and the National Trust for not even getting the House on some historic register ! Basic CEQA Law 101, which he knows perfectly well, states that this cannot happen without an owner’s consent. Ellman’s tone then shifted to aggrieved exasperation, on how he and his client tried to “sell the darn house” ( note the very misleading word SELL ) but no one wants the darn thing.  The undisputed fact is his client has publicly refused to sell the House. Ellman then complained that he and his client had patiently waited thinking someone would come forward saying they were “a little short” and would have been helped out by Steve !  “We were very precise about this” Ellman added, emphatically. Hearing this whopping mistruth, people in the audience gasped and the Mayor’s jaw dropped . He asked Ellman, where exactly had they ever made such a “precise” offer known ?  

A suddenly mumbling Ellman evaded the question, since their “financial infeasibility” argument is that Jobs is only willing to pay to demolish, not toward reconstruction off site, even though the Courts require “mitigation”.

The Town has allowed Mr. Jobs to unilaterally decide what he feels like paying to resolve his legal impasse, and he’s decided to pay nothing beyond demolition. 

The Smythe proposal, as Ellman himself emphasized in front of the Council, is “an attempt, not a commitment”, but has been selected because it asks nothing of Jobs.  UOH has not been shown Mr. Smythe’s plans, but from what we know, they do not even meet Mr. Ellman’s previously stated criteria ( Ellman letter to Doug Carstens, March 2007 ) that there be “a definitive commitment.. suitably backed with financial ability to perform on a site acceptable to your principles”. Mr. Ellman claiming Gordon Smythe has been the “most persistent and most professional” does not factually fit the objective chronology of offers they received. The Berger family began making offers in early 2005,  Paul Berger later offering to negotiate on shared costs, reiterating his offer May 12, 2009 in an open letter to the Council.

Ellman and Jobs and the Council now promote a plan which enables the owner to merely pay for demolition, with nothing toward preservation of the historic resource as required under law.  As “that Judge” wrote, a contribution from Jobs toward preservation must be placed in context of the value of his Woodside land, which the Judge estimated upwards of $50million.  Skurman’s plans, without a luxury addition basement, would cost 1/5  this amount.  Relocation to Berger’s land would cost 1/8  and would achieve mitigation as required under law. 
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