
 

 

 
 

Date of Notice: June 5, 2019 
 

PUBLIC NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A  
PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  

AND SCOPING MEETING 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT  

  
 

PUBLIC NOTICE: The City of San Diego (City) as the Lead Agency has determined that the project 
described below will require the preparation of a Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). This Notice of Preparation 
of a PEIR and Scoping Meeting was publicly noticed and distributed on June 5, 2019. This notice 
was published in the San Diego Daily Transcript and placed on the City website at: 
http://www.sandiego.gov/city-clerk/officialdocs/notices/index.shtml, and on  
the Planning Department website at: https://www.sandiego.gov/planning/programs/ceqa 
 
SCOPING MEETING: The City of San Diego Planning Department will hold a public scoping 
meeting on Wednesday, June 26 from 2:00 PM to 4:00 PM at the Mission Valley Library 
Community Room located at 2123 Fenton Parkway, San Diego, CA 92108. The purpose of the 
scoping meeting is to solicit public input on the scope and content of the PEIR. Please note that 
depending on the number of attendees, the meeting could end earlier than 4:00 PM.  
 
Written comments regarding the proposed PEIR’s scope and alternatives will be accepted at the 
meeting. Written/mail-in comments may also be sent to the following address: Oscar Galvez, 
Environmental Planner, City of San Diego Planning Department, 9485 Aero Drive, MS 413, San 
Diego, CA 92123 or e-mail your comments to PlanningCEQA@sandiego.gov with the project name 
in the subject line no later than July 5, 2019. Responsible agencies are requested to indicate their 
statutory responsibilities in connection with this project when responding. A PEIR incorporating 
public input will then be prepared and distributed for public review and comment. 
 
PROJECT NAME:  Transit Priority Area Housing and Infrastructure Incentive Program 
COMMUNITY PLAN AREA: Citywide in Transit Priority Areas 
COUNCIL DISTRICT:     All 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The City is proposing a housing incentive program that includes an 
ordinance that would amend the San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC) to incentivize housing 
construction, affordability, and supply, along with other related implementing actions. The 
purpose of the proposed ordinance is to implement the City’s General Plan City of Villages 
Strategy and Climate Action Plan, and to achieve the production of the City’s Regional Housing 
Needs Allocation by facilitating construction of the General Plan’s planned densities focused in 
the City’s Transit Priority Areas (TPAs). The proposed ordinance would apply Citywide within 
TPAs in zones that allow multi-family housing.  The proposed ordinance would allow qualifying 
projects to be approved through a ministerial approval process; no discretionary development 
permit would be required for the development.  In exchange for new development providing on-



 

 

site affordable housing units and neighborhood-serving infrastructure improvements, the 
proposed ordinance would allow additional building square footage and height beyond what is 
otherwise allowed in the zone. 
 
PROJECT LOCATION: Citywide within TPAs in zones that allow for multi-family residential 
development. Additional height beyond what is allowed in the zone would not be available for 
projects within the City’s Coastal Height Limit Overlay Zone. All activities associated with 
implementation of the proposed ordinance and other related implementing actions would be 
located within the City’s geographic boundaries and jurisdiction. The City of San Diego land area 
covers nearly 372 square miles and is located in the southwestern corner of California, within the 
County of San Diego. Attachment 1 shows the current TPAs that will be analyzed in the PEIR 
within the City’s jurisdictional boundaries. 
 
RECOMMENDED FINDING: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15060(d), the proposed 
ordinance and other related implementing actions may result in significant environmental 
impacts in the following areas: Aesthetic/Visual, Air Quality, Biological Resources, Energy 
Conservation, Geology and Soils, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Historical Resources (Built-
Environment, Archaeology, and Tribal Cultural Resources), Hazards and Hazardous Materials,  
Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use, Noise, Paleontological Resources, Population and 
Housing, Public Services and Facilities, Public Utilities, Toxic/Hazardous, 
Transportation/Circulation, and Visual Effects and Cumulative Effects.  
 
AVAILABILITY IN ALTERNATIVE FORMAT: To request this Notice in alternative format, please 
call the Planning Department at (619) 235-5200 OR (800) 735-2929 (TEXT TELEPHONE).  
 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION: For environmental review information, please contact Oscar Galvez 
at (619) 533-3683. For information regarding public meetings/hearings on this project, please 
contact the Project Manager, Kelley Stanco, at (619) 236-6545. This Notice was published in the 
San Diego Daily Transcript and distributed on June 5, 2019. 
 
 
 Heidi Vonblum 
 Program Manager 
 Planning Department 
 
ATTACHMENT:   
1 – Project Location  
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Zones that Allow Multi-Family
Residential
Transit Priority Areas
Coastal Height Limit Overlay Zone
This map represents the locations of existing zones that allow for 
multi-family residential development and existing transit priority areas,
and is subject to change as zones and transit priority areas change.
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Building height cannot exceed 30' pursuant to Proposition D. 2
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DISTRIBUTION LIST: 
 
Copies of the NOP were distributed to the following individuals, organizations, and agencies: 
 
Federal Government 
Federal Aviation Administration (1) 
U.S. Dept of Transportation (2) 
U.S. Dept. of Housing & Urban Development (7) 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (19) 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (23) 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (26) 
 
State of California 
Caltrans District 11 (31) 
California Dept. of Fish & Wildlife (32) 
Housing & Community Dev Dept (38) 
Resources Agency (43) 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (44) 
Water Resources (45) 
State Clearing House (46) 
California Coastal Commission (47) 
Coastal Commission (48) 
California Transportation Commission (51) 
Water Resources Control Board (55) 
Native American Heritage Commission (56) 
Office of Planning and Research (57) 
California Environmental Protection Agency (37A) 
State Clearinghouse/Delicia Wynn (46A) 
California Dept of Transportation (51A) 
California Dept of Transportation (51B) 
 
County of San Diego  
Air Pollution Control District (65) 
Planning and Land Use (68) 
Water Authority (73) 
Department of Environmental Health (75) 
 
City of San Diego 
Office of the Mayor (91) 
Council President Pro Tem Bry, District 1 
Councilmember Campbell, District 2 
Councilmember Ward, District 3 
Councilmember Montgomery, District 4 
Councilmember Kersey, District 5 
Councilmember Cate, District 6 
Councilmember Sherman, District 7 
Councilmember Moreno, District 8 
Council President Gómez, District 9 
 
City Attorney’s Office 
Shannon Thomas, Deputy City Attorney 
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Planning Department 
Erik Caldwell, Deputy Chief Operating Officer 
Mike Hansen, Director 
Tom Tomlinson, Assistant Director 
Alyssa Muto, Deputy Director 
Laura Black, Deputy Director 
Heidi Vonblum, Program Manager 
Brian Schoenfisch, Program Manager 
Tait Galloway, Program Manager 
Kelley Stanco, Development Project Manager 
Betsy Miller, Development Project Manager 
Samir Hajjiri, Senior Traffic Engineer 
George Ghossain, Senior Traffic Engineer 
Myra Herrmann, Senior Planner 
Melissa Garcia, Senior Planner 
 
Development Services Department 
Elyse Lowe, Director 
Gary Geiler, Deputy Director 
 
Economic Development 
Lydia Moreno, Director 
 
Fire-Rescue Department 
Larry Trame, Assistant Fire Marshal 
 
Library Department 
Library Department-Gov. Documents (81) 
Central Library (81A) 
Balboa Branch Library (81B) 
Beckwourth Branch Library (81C) 
Benjamin Branch Library (81D) 
Carmel Mountain Ranch Branch (81E) 
Carmel Valley Ranch Branch (81F) 
City Heights/Weingart Branch Library (81G) 
Clairemont Branch Library (81H) 
College-Rolando Branch Library (81I) 
Kensington-Normal Heights Branch Library (81K) 
La Jolla/Riford Branch Library (81L) 
Linda Vista Branch Library (81M) 
Logan Heights Branch Library (81N) 
Malcolm X Library & Performing Arts Center (81O) 
Mira Mesa Branch Library (81P) 
Mission Hills Branch Library (81Q) 
Mission Valley Branch Library (81R) 
North Clairemont Branch Library (81S) 
North Park Branch Library (81T) 
Oak Park Branch Library (81U) 
Ocean Beach Branch Library (81V) 
Otay Mesa-Nestor Branch Library (81W) 
Pacific Beach/Taylor Branch Library (81X) 
Paradise Hills Branch Library (81Y) 
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Point Loma/Hervey Branch Library (81Z) 
Rancho Bernardo Branch Library (81AA) 
Rancho Penasquitos Branch Library (81BB) 
READ/San Diego (81CC) 
San Carlos Branch Library (81DD) 
San Ysidro Branch Library (81EE) 
Scripps Miramar Rancho Branch Library (81FF) 
Serra Mesa Branch Library (81GG) 
Skyline Hills Branch Library (81HH) 
Terrasanta Branch Library (81II) 
University Community Branch Library (81JJ) 
North University Branch Library (81JJJ) 
University Heights Branch Library (81KK) 
Malcolm A. Love Library (457) 
 
Real Estate Assets Department 
Cybele Thompson, Director 
 
City Advisory Boards and Commissions 
Historical Resources Board (87) 
San Diego Housing Commission (88) 
 
Other Governments 
City of Chula Vista (94) 
City of Coronado (95) 
City of Del Mar (96) 
City of El Cajon (97) 
City of Escondido (98) 
City of Imperial Beach (99) 
City of La Mesa (100) 
City of Lemon Grove (101) 
City of National City (102) 
City of Poway (103) 
City of Santee (104) 
City of Solana Beach (105) 
San Diego Association of Governments (108) 
San Diego Unified Port District (109) 
San Diego County Regional Airport Authority (110) 
Metropolitan Transit System (112) 
San Diego Gas & Electric (114) 
Metropolitan Transit System (115) 
San Dieguito River Park JPA (116) 
 
School Districts 
Chula Vista School District 
Del Mar Union School District 
Grossmont Union High School District 
La Mesa-Spring Valley School District 
Lemon Grove School District 
National School District 
Poway Unified School District 
San Dieguito Union High School District 
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San Ysidro School District 
Santee School District 
Solana Beach School District 
South Bay Unified School District 
Sweetwater Union High School District 
San Diego Unified School District 
San Diego Unified School District, Paul Garcia 
San Diego Community College District 
 
Community Planning Groups 
Community Planning Committee (194) 
Balboa Park Committee (226A) 
Black Mountain Ranch-Subarea I (226C) 
Otay Mesa-Nestor Planning Committee (228) 
Otay Mesa Planning Committee (235) 
Barrio Logan Planning Group (240) 
Downtown Community Planning Council (243) 
Clairemont Mesa Planning Committee (248) 
Greater Golden Hill Planning Committee (259) 
Serra Mesa Planning Committee (263A) 
Kearney Mesa Community Planning Group (265) 
Linda Vista Community Planning Committee (267) 
La Jolla Community Planning Association (275) 
City Heights Area Planning Committee (287) 
Kensington-Talmadge Planning Committee (290) 
Normal Heights Community Planning Committee (291) 
Eastern Area Planning Committee (302) 
Midway/Pacific Highway Community Planning Group (307) 
Mira Mesa Community Planning Committee (310) 
Mission Beach Precise Planning Board (325) 
Mission Valley Planning Group (331) 
Navajo Community Planners, Inc. (336) 
Carmel Valley Community Planning Board (350) 
Del Mar Mesa Community Planning Board (361) 
North Park Planning Committee (363) 
Ocean Beach Planning Board (367) 
Old Town Community Planning Board (368) 
Pacific Beach Community Planning Committee (375) 
Pacific Highlands Ranch-Subarea III (377A) 
Rancho Peñasquitos Planning Board (380) 
Peninsula Community Planning Board (390) 
Rancho Bernardo Community Planning Board (400) 
Sabre Springs Community Planning Group (406B) 
San Pasqual-Lake Hodges Planning Group (426) 
San Ysidro Planning and Development Group (433) 
Scripps Miramar Ranch Planning Group (437) 
Miramar Ranch North Planning Committee (439) 
Skyline Paradise Hills Planning Committee (443) 
Torrey Hills Community Planning Board (444A) 
Southeastern San Diego Planning Committee (449) 
Encanto Neighborhoods Community Planning Group (449A) 
College Area Community Planning Board (456) 
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Tierrasanta Community Council (462) 
Torrey Highlands – Subarea IV (467) 
Torrey Pines Community Planning Board (469) 
University City Community Planning Group (480) 
Uptown Planners (498) 
 
Town and Community Councils 
Town Council Presidents Association (197) 
Barrio Station, Inc. (241) 
Downtown Community Council (243) 
Harborview Community Council (245) 
Clairemont Town Council (257) 
Serra Mesa Community Council (264) 
La Jolla Town Council (273) 
Rolando Community Council (288) 
Oak Park Community Council (298) 
Darnell Community Council (306) 
Mission Beach Town Council (326) 
San Carlos Area Council (338) 
Carmel Mountain Ranch Community Council (344) 
Pacific Beach Town Council (374) 
Rancho Peñasquitos Town Council (383) 
Rancho Bernardo Community Council, Inc. (398) 
San Dieguito Planning Group (412) 
United Border Community Town Council (434) 
Murphy Canyon Community Council (463) 
Mission Valley Community Council (328C) 
Ocean Beach Town Council, Inc. (367A) 
 
Native American  
Native American Heritage Commission 
Kuumeyaay Cultural Heritage Preservation (223) 
Kuumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee (225) 
Barona Group of Capitan Grande Band of Mission Indians (225A) 
Campo Band of Mission Indians (225B) 
Ewiiaapaayp Band of Mission Indians (225C) 
Inaja Band of Mission Indians (225D) 
Jamul Indian Village (225E) 
La Posta Band of Mission Indians (225F) 
Manzanita Band of Mission Indians (225G) 
Sycuan Band of Mission Indians (225H) 
Viejas Group of Capitan Grande Band of Mission Indians (225I) 
Mesa Grande Band of Mission Indians (225J) 
San Pasqual Band of Mission Indians (225K) 
Ipai Nation of Santa Ysabel (225L) 
La Jolla Band of Mission Indians (225M) 
Pala Band of Mission Indians (225N) 
Pauma Band of Mission Indians (225O) 
Pechanga Band of Mission Indians (225P) 
Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians (225Q) 
San Luis Rey Band of Luiseno Indians (225R) 
Los Coyotes Band of Mission Indians (225S) 
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Other Interested Agencies, Organizations and Individuals 
Daily Transcript (135) 
San Diego County Apartment Association (152) 
San Diego Chamber of Commerce (157) 
Building Industry Association (158) 
San Diego River Park Foundation (163) 
San Diego River Coalition (164) 
Sierra Club San Diego Chapter (165) 
San Diego Natural History Museum (166) 
San Diego Audubon Society (167) 
San Diego River Conservancy (168) 
Environmental Health Coalition (169) 
California Native Plant Society, San Diego Chapter (170) 
San Diego Coastkeeper, Matt O'Malley (173) 
Citizens Coordinate for Century 3 (179) 
Endangered Habitat League (182) 
Citizens Coordinate for Century 3 (189) 
League of Women Voters (192) 
National City Chamber of Commerce (200) 
Carmen Lucas (206) 
South Coastal Information Center (210) 
San Diego Historical Society (211) 
San Diego Archaeological Center (212) 
Save Our Heritage Organization (214) 
Ron Chrisman (215) 
Frank Brown - Inter-Tribal Cultural Resource Council (216) 
Campo Band of Mission Indians (217) 
San Diego County Archaeological Society Inc. (218) 
San Diego Canyonlands (165A) 
Jim Peugh (167A) 
Endangered Habitat League (182A) 
Clint Linton (215B) 
Alliance of Californians for Community Empowerment 
Alliance san Diego 
Allied Gardens/Grantville Community Council 
Bayside community center 
Bayview Community Development Corporation 
Casa Familiar 
Castle Neighborhood Association 
Catholic Charities San Diego 
Center on Policy Initiatives 
Chelsea Investment Corp 
Circulate SD 
City Heights Community Development Corporation 
Community Housing Works 
Community organizer 
County of SD Dept of Housing and Community Development 
CSA SD County 
EDC 
Environmental Health Coalition 
Episcopal Community Services 
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Father Joe's Villages 
Grow San Diego 
Housing the next 1 million 
Housing You Matters 
Interfaith Shelter Network 
Jewish Familiy Services San Diego 
Legal Aid Society of SD 
LGBT Center 
Local Initiatives Support Corporation 
London Moeder Advisors 
MAAC Project 
Malick Infill Developmment 
Mexican American Business & Professional Association 
Mid-City CAN 
Nile Sisters Development Initiative 
Park to Bay - Designer 
PATH San Diego 
Point Loma Nazarine University 
Rick Engineering 
San Diego Air Pollution Control District 
San Diego Housing Federation  
San Diego Organizing Project 
SD building and construction trades council 
SD Community Land Trust 
SD County Building Trades Council Family Housing Corporation 
SD Regional EDC 
SD Urban Land Institute 
San Diego Housing Commission 
SDSU 
South County EDC 
Southern California Rental Housing Association  
St Paul's Senior Services 
The American Legion 
The Chicano Federation 
The San Diego Foundation 
UCSD Planning 
Urban Collaborative Project 
USD Real Estate 
YIMBY Democrats 

 



















 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Tuesday, July 2, 2019 
 
Oscar Galvez, Environmental Planner 
City of San Diego Planning Department 
9485 Aero Drive, MS 413 
San Diego, CA 92123  
 
Re: Scoping Comments, Transit Priority Area Housing and Infrastructure Incentive Program  
 
Mr. Galvez, 
 
Save Our Heritage Organisation (SOHO) attended the June 26 scoping meeting for the proposed Transit 
Priority Area Housing and Infrastructure Incentive Program and respects the City’s goal to incentivize 
affordable housing and associated infrastructure.  
 
SOHO understands from the presentation at this scoping meeting that developments opting into this 
incentive program will still be required to go through the historic 45-year review process. SOHO further 
understands that any resources, and their associated development projects, determined by historic 
resources staff to be potentially significant will either be consistent with the Secretary of the Interior 
Standards or be reviewed by the Historical Resources Board for possible designation. However, specifics 
regarding how this program will address potential historical resources should be clearly stated within the 
regulations. 
 
Last, SOHO acknowledges that on-site neighborhood amenities will be a requirement as part of this 
incentive program, and suggests that historic (and potentially historic) resources be included as an amenity 
option to include within a development project. Historical resources help define community character, 
empower its sense of place, and enhance property values – which are benefits to the community. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment,  

 
Bruce Coons 
Executive Director 
Save Our Heritage Organisation 
 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS
Jaye MacAskill, PresidenW���David Goldberg, Vice PresidenW���Jessica McGee, TreasureU���John Eisenhart, Secretary

M. Wayne Donaldson  �  Erik Hanson  �  Paul Johnson  �  Nancy Moors  �  John Rush � Scott Sandel  �  Sandor Shapery  � David Swarens   �  Kiley Wallace
Bruce Coons, Executive Director
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CALIFORNIA  COASTAL  COMMISSION  
45  FREMONT  STREET,  SUITE  2000 

SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94105-2219 

VOICE  (415)  904- 5200 

FAX  (415)  904-5400 

TDD  (415)  597-5885 

WWW .COASTAL .CA .GOV  

 

 

 

1 
 

 July 3, 2019 

 

 

To: PlanningCEQA@sandiego.gov 

From: Carey Batha, Environmental Scientist, California Coastal Commission  

Delivered via email. 

 

Re: Comments on Public Notice of Preparation of PEIR for City of San Diego Transit 

Priority Area Housing and Infrastructure Incentive Program 

 

 

To Whom It May Concern: 

 

Coastal Commission staff appreciate the opportunity to provide input on the proposed PEIR. Our 

comments focus primarily on the subject of sea level rise (SLR) and how it should be integrated 

into this planning effort.  

 

Broadly speaking, Commission staff support measures that increase housing stock, the provision 

of affordable housing, and use of transit. More specifically, Commission staff also support 

policies that concentrate development density, as appropriate, in areas that will be safe from the 

impacts of SLR for the foreseeable future. Additionally, and again broadly speaking, new 

housing policies and the development that results from those policies in the coastal zone must be 

found consistent with applicable Coastal Act and Local Coastal Program (LCP) policies before 

they can be implemented.  

 

After a preliminary review of the Transit Priority Areas (TPAs) in relation to projected extents of 

SLR impacts, it appears that some TPAs are vulnerable to SLR while others are not. As 

described in more detail below, TPAs in areas vulnerable to SLR raise issues of consistency with 

the Coastal Act and Local Coastal Program (LCP). Therefore, Commission staff’s main 

comments include: 1) TPAs that are safe from SLR should be provided higher housing 

incentives, and 2) TPAs that are vulnerable to SLR should either be relocated to safe areas, or be 

required to identify and ensure implementation of adaptation measures that are consistent with 

the Coastal Act and applicable LCP policies, and that will keep the area safe from SLR hazards 

for the anticipated life of the development – before any incentives to increase density are 

provided. Additional background and rationale for these recommendations is provided below. 

 

Background 

Sea level rise planning and adaptation is a priority for the state of California. The Ocean 

Protection Council (OPC) provides leadership in disseminating the current best available science 

on sea level rise projections and impacts. In 2017, at the direction of Governor Brown, the OPC 

convened a panel of scientific experts to produce an updated report on the best available science 

on sea level rise. The resultant report, Rising Seas in California (2017), was used to inform an 

http://www.coastal.ca.gov/
mailto:PlanningCEQA@sandiego.gov
http://www.opc.ca.gov/webmaster/ftp/pdf/docs/rising-seas-in-california-an-update-on-sea-level-rise-science.pdf
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update to the State Sea Level Rise Guidance (OPC 2018), both of which then informed an update 

to the Coastal Commission Sea Level Rise Policy Guidance (CCC 2018).   

 

Both the OPC and CCC guidance documents describe a general process to use when planning for 

SLR. They provide sets of SLR projections for various locations along the California coast – 

including one for the San Diego region – and within each set are subsets of projections, each 

with an associated “probability” appropriate for use in situations with various levels of risk 

aversion. The low risk aversion scenario should be used for projects or planning efforts that 

would have limited consequences or have a higher ability to adapt, such as decisions for sections 

of unpaved coastal trail, public accessways, and other small or temporary structures that are 

easily removable and would not have high costs if damaged. The medium-high risk aversion 

scenario should be used for decisions with greater consequences and/or a lower ability to adapt, 

such as decisions regarding residential and commercial structures. The extreme risk aversion   

should be used for projects with little to no adaptive capacity that would be irreversibly 

destroyed or significantly costly to repair, and/or would have considerable public health, public 

safety, or environmental impacts should that level of sea level rise occur, such as new 

wastewater treatment plants, power stations, highways, or other critical infrastructure. Thus, the 

medium-high and extreme risk aversion scenarios are appropriate for use in a planning effort 

such as this one; and additional consideration should be given to the extreme risk aversion 

scenario in cases where increased residential density would trigger development of critical 

infrastructure.  

 

Both guidance documents recommend analyzing a time horizon over which planned 

development will remain in place—typically, 75-100 years for new residential development, and 

potentially longer for critical infrastructure. In practice, Commission staff often recommend 

analyzing SLR projections associated with the year 2100 for broad-scale planning efforts. 

Therefore, the SLR scenarios appropriate for use in this case are circled below: 

 

 

http://www.opc.ca.gov/webmaster/ftp/pdf/agenda_items/20180314/Item3_Exhibit-A_OPC_SLR_Guidance-rd3.pdf
https://documents.coastal.ca.gov/assets/slr/guidance/2018/0_Full_2018AdoptedSLRGuidanceUpdate.pdf
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Regional sea level rise visualization tools such as the USGS CoSMoS model provide broad brush 

looks at potential inundation, erosion, and storm flooding associated with various SLR scenarios. 

In particular, this model provides a map of 6.6 feet of SLR, which is the closest scenario to the 

ones circled in the above table. Therefore, CoSMoS map of 6.6 feet of SLR (as well as the map 

that shows 6.6 feet of SLR plus a storm event) provides a good opportunity to screen the TPAs 

for overlap with areas potentially at risk from SLR. A screencap of this map is provided below. 

Comparing this map to the map of TPAs shows that some TPAs, or parts of TPAs, are 

potentially vulnerable to inundation, erosion, and/or storm flooding by the year 2100. 

 

 
 

The California Coastal Act, which applies to California’s coastal zone, provides a strong basis 

for SLR adaptation planning. Section 30253 of the Coastal Act requires new development to 

assure stability and structural integrity, and to not require shoreline protective devices that will 

alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs. In other words, new development must be safe 

from coastal hazards, including those influenced by SLR, over the development’s anticipated 

duration. This and other Coastal Act policies related to shoreline protection, the clustering of 

development in areas able to accommodate it, the use of fill, and protection of coastal resources 

provide the basis for land use planning that responds to coastal hazards and SLR.  

 

Coastal Act policies are carried out on a local level through Local Coastal Programs (LCPs), 

which implement the law while taking local conditions into consideration. LCPs consist of land 

use plans that govern the types and intensities of allowable uses, as well as the applicable parts of 

the zoning code that carry out of the land use plan, consistent with the Coastal Act. Because this 

PEIR will consider alternatives that will ultimately impact land use and permit procedures, it 

relates to the subject matter covered by LCPs and the Coastal Act. 

 

http://data.pointblue.org/apps/ocof/cms/
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The City of San Diego’s coastal zone -- where its LCP 

applies -- includes significant portions of the city’s 

coastline, as shown in this image from the City’s General 

Plan. Because the proposed ordinance would change 

development standards and permit procedures for certain 

qualifying projects, appropriate LCP amendments would 

need to be approved in order to carry out this change in 

the coastal zone. Those amendments would have to be 

found consistent with the applicable policies of the 

Coastal Act, including Section 30253, before they can be 

effectuated.  

 

 

Recommendations 

 

Commission staff recommends that the EIR include a 

GIS analysis that identifies the TPAs potentially at risk 

from hazards associated with SLR through the year 2100. 

This analysis could use information from regional SLR 

models such as COSMOS and information from any 

relevant sea level rise vulnerability assessments that have 

already been conducted in this area. Such an analysis will reveal the TPAs that are safe from 

foreseeable coastal hazards where housing incentives should be prioritized, as well as those 

TPAs that are potentially exposed to SLR-related hazards. For the latter, different procedures for 

providing housing incentives should be developed that first require the relevant planning 

authority to study the area to determine whether adaptation strategies can be identified, approved 

consistent with the Coastal Act and the LCP, and implemented to ensure the area will be safe 

from SLR hazards. Only if the area can be proven safe should housing incentives be provided. 

The overall effect of this approach will be the concentration of development in areas that will 

remain safe and resilient through the end of the century.   

 

Without consideration of SLR, the City could inadvertently concentrate development in areas 

that could experience storm flooding, erosion, and/or permanent inundation, which would put not 

only resources and investments at risk, but also human life and safety. By anticipating the future 

impacts of SLR, the City could avoid the high costs and consequences associated with locating 

urban development in areas subject to future coastal hazards.   

 

Although CEQA does not generally require an analysis of the impacts that the environment will 

have on a project, it does require an analysis of the environmental impacts of placing 

development in hazardous areas – e.g., by placing homes, infrastructure, sewer lines, etc. in a 

SLR hazard area, it could cause water pollution, a strain on public services, and other impacts.  

The EIR should analyze these impacts and propose mitigation for any significant impacts. 

 

In addition, the EIR should analyze the project’s consistency with the City of San Diego’s LCP, 

as well as applicable Coastal Act policies. CEQA Guidelines Appendix G states that lead 

agencies should analyze any “conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of 
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an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, 

specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 

mitigating an environmental effect.” Further, Banning Ranch Conservancy v. City of Newport 

Beach (2017) 2 Cal.5th 918, 941-42 identified that a jurisdiction’s failure to analyze a project’s 

conflicts with LCP policies “not only  conflicted with its CEQA obligations, but also ignored the 

practical reality that the project must ultimately pass muster under the Coastal Act.” Thus, if the 

project is not consistent with the LCP, then the EIR should analyze how the LCP will need to be 

modified to allow the project, and whether such modifications would be consistent with the 

Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. This analysis will help ensure that any final project will 

minimize risk from coastal hazards and will also help streamline project review by ensuring that 

the City does not approve a project that will later face insurmountable hurdles related to Coastal 

Act consistency. 

 

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed PEIR.  

 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Carey Batha 

Environmental Scientist & Climate Change Specialist, Coastal Commission 

Carey.Batha@coastal.ca.gov  

 

 

Cc:  Madeline Cavalieri, Statewide Planning Manager, Coastal Commission 

 Deborah Lee, San Diego District Manager, Coastal Commission 

 Gabriel Buhr, San Diego District Manager, Coastal Commission 
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From: C.A. K.
To: PLN_PlanningCEQA
Subject: My input for PEIR
Date: Wednesday, June 26, 2019 12:40:25 PM

Do not eliminate the height limit
Do not bypass community input
Do not rezone
Require parking for new high density areas.  Do you really think people aren’t going to have cars?
And what happens when we have the next water shortage?  All the water I save and my neighbors save will be used
by the thousands of new construction you all are proposing!  Don’t even allow new construction until there is no
longer a water shortage or a future water shortage!
Chris

Sent from my iPad

mailto:planningceqa@sandiego.gov
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        July 3, 2019 

 

Oscar Galvez 
Environmental Planner 
City of San Diego Planning Department 
9485 Aero Drive, MS 413  
San Diego, CA 92123 
 
Re:  Transit Priority Area Housing and Infrastructure Incentive Program 
 

Dear Mr. Galvez, 

 

I am Chair of the University Community Planning Group.  These comments are my own 

opinions and do not reflect a review or vote by the UCPG Executive Committee. 

 

Definition of Transit Priority Area 

 

Transit Priority Areas must be defined realistically if the City is to meet its General Plan 

goals by developing higher density housing in transit corridors: 

1. Walking time rather than distance should be the metric used to decide if a housing 

project is within a TPA. 

2. Major obstacles between a housing project and a transit stop need to be considered. 

3. Traffic signal timing and traffic flow need to be considered. 

 

 A score consisting of a weighted combination of the above three factors should 

determine if a parcel is part of a TPA.  The resources of the City’s departments plus the use of 

Google Maps can be used to calculate the necessary inputs.  This scoring metric can be adjusted 

to make the size of TPAs roughly correspond to the desired ½ mile radius shown on the TPA 

maps.  The City can publish a map showing all parcels in a TPA that are also multi-family zoned. 
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Allowing high density near transit will result in increased traffic congestion, increased 

GHG emissions, and difficultly meeting the CAP if residents in practice find it impractical to use 

transit.  This can occur when there is a major freeway, road, rail corridor, or other obstacle 

between housing and transit.  A notorious example is housing on the west side of I-5 south of 

Balboa Ave. with a transit stop on the east side of I-5.  The only connecting corridor is a very 

unsafe underpass under I-5, seriously discouraging transit riders in this vicinity.  Without 

improvements between housing and transit the result will be worsening traffic congestion and 

an inability to meet the CAP. 

 

Redeveloped Multi-Family Housing in Transit Priority Area 

 

In many areas of the City there are almost no undeveloped multi-family zoned housing 

parcels.  Existing multi-family housing may be low density but frequently functions as the most 

reasonably priced rental housing in the area.  Incentives associated with housing in TPAs will 

almost certainly result in many existing multi-family units being removed from the rental 

housing stock and replaced with generally more expensive housing. 

It is important to study this process carefully so that policies designed to encourage 

housing in TPAs do not simply result in more expensive housing, even with the inclusion of a 

substantial amount of designated low income housing.  Many renters that previously could 

afford this lower density housing will find that they don’t qualify for new low income housing 

and effectively become excluded from the area’s affordable housing. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Chris Nielsen 

Chair, University Community Planning Group 

858-663-0186 



From: dbarnes2
To: PLN_PlanningCEQA
Subject: Dear Sir or Madam, I strongly object to raising the 30 ft. Height limit! signed Don Burnette 4762 Mount gaywas

Drive San Diego 92117
Date: Thursday, June 27, 2019 11:23:52 AM
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From: george cataulin
To: PLN_PlanningCEQA
Subject: No to PIER
Date: Thursday, June 27, 2019 9:40:43 AM

Hi,

I live in Clairemont, near Bay Ho.  I'm very much against the following:

The Mayor's plan to ELIMINATE the 30' ht. limit, -- 
Allow developers to BYPASS COMMUNITY INPUT if they follow certain "rules" before starting to
build (a large apt. right next door to your house), -- 
Rezoning of our neighborhoods -- 
Require 0 parking for new high-density housing

Thanks,

George Cataulin

mailto:planningceqa@sandiego.gov
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From: Loretta Wagner
To: PLN_PlanningCEQA
Subject: The Mayor’s plan to eliminate the 30’ ht. Limit
Date: Friday, June 28, 2019 3:02:11 PM

To Whom It May Concern:
We live in the Bay Park Area and
We are opposed to eliminating the 30 ft. ht. Clearance. We were out of town on June 26th not able to attend the
meeting.
The developers just want to build for profit and do not live in the building and then we will be stuck with crowded
streets and our beautiful views and lovely breezes that reach our homes will be ruined.
Moreno Blvd is already backed up in traffic going north and south in morning and evening ever since changed to
single lanes and freeways are too. Please come and observe. We do not want or need more apartments, Condos etc.
in our area.

Respectfully,

Glenn & Loretta Wagner
3550 Trenton Ave
San Diego, CA 92117-5645

(858)531-4246

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Holly Churchill
To: PLN_PlanningCEQA
Subject: Transit Priority Area Housing and Infrastructure Incentive Program
Date: Friday, July 05, 2019 11:51:55 PM

Dear City Planners, 

It is highly dismaying to see an SB-50-type ordinance up for consideration. right here in San
Diego.

Most of us in Clairemont either do not know what's going on, or if they do--they do not want
to see such ordinances pass.  We did not want the Mt. Alifan project; we do not want the Mt.
Etna project; we do not want the height limit raised, and we do not want thousands of units of
high density living units being built in our community.  The community is going to fight all of
this, and using whatever means possible. 

The fact that the Mt. Etna project is being railroaded past the public quickly and with nearly
clandestine techniques is appalling.  For example, giving the public input deadline of today,
chosen on the 4th of July weekend...that surely is a clever tactic to reduce the number of
people willing to take the time to type their concerns.  

I can tell you with no uncertainty that Clairemont does not want more high density.  We, even
those of us who are low income, do not want to live in a neighborhood that looks like
downtown, UTC or Logan Heights.  We are a true community.....We are a single-family home
community that does not want thousands of additional residents crammed in a small area,
without mandatory parking, and crowding our streets and schools.  Our kids' and our safety is
threatened by increased traffic and school congestion.

People in Clairemont moved here because they have the geographic benefit of a 15-minute-to-
everywhere-San Diego -commute.  They won't stop driving their cars, because they like being
able to be independent and drive to most destinations quickly (again, location, location,
location.)

I understand that the bureacrats think that Clairemont residents are expected to walk, bike,
scooter, etc. down Balboa Ave. to get to the new trolley stop that is being built near Morena. 
We live in that area, and I can tell you this is a ridiculous notion.  Taking 2 hours to get
somewhere by public transpo. (i.e. bus) vs. taking 15 minutes by car.... what makes more
sense? . Our college kids might take the trolley, during times they are staying with mom and
dad, because they can Uber or walk to the trolley and head to the Gaslamp for a night out. 
However, unless you are that demographic, most people are not going to be walking Balboa
and Genesee in suits and heels or other work clothes-- up and down canyons, headed to the
trolley stop to take a trolley that takes 45 minutes (not 15) to get downtown. This is not New
York City or Paris.  The only people you currently see walking Morena or Balboa are either
intoxicated transients, or tourists who are lost on the way to Sea World or Mission Bay.  The
trolley is going to be a huge benefit to those individuals--- transients (and likely criminals), but
not to the broader population.

The area is simply too hilly and with too much canyon space and traffic for our community to
become an urban destination.  Clairemont residents like freedom of a quasi suburban
neighborhood with good schools and nice parks and open spaces. They chose to be in such a
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community where they can live independently, yet with collaboration with others from our
community. 

Corporate and local developers, deep pocket politicians, and large bureacuratic agencies like
SANDAG need to know that the word is getting out about problematic proposals such as this
ordinance.  Once more people know what is being advocated through this measure and SB-50
type measures, there will be an outrcy.  No homeowner wants the height restriction changed. 
We want due process in the discussion and development of any type of apartment building.  A
full measure of analysis is essential.  The more clandestine, the more risky---because it's not
going to look too good from a PR perspective to see how communities that are less affluent
(such as Clairemont) don't get a say in what happens in their community.  We are all San
Diegans who are very well aware of what can happen in La Jolla and related communities, and
the mutual political back-scratching going on with developers.  

This position is not a reflection of 'not in my backyard' but it is about San Diego's 'mesas,' i.e.
communities that have independent history and character, single-family home communities
that do not want to turn into an entirely different animal.  Once more San Diegans realized
more about SB-50 and related bills, they will fight to keep the zoning and character of our
communities.  Also, the more clandestine the planning process, the more risky---because it's
really not going to look too good from a PR perspective when people see that communities
that are less affluent (such as Clairemont) are quietly driven from retaining control over their
local community plan and development.  

The less local control, the more ordinances, the more hidden agendas, the greater risk.  San
Diego is not Chicago, nor will it allow 1930's style Chicago good-old-boy backdoor politics to
flourish.  San Diegans are made clear about public measures affecting fire prevention, but they
are not clear about proposals such as this ordinance.  PLEASE make sure every resident is
completely aware of measures such as these, so residents are fully aware.  Then once
awareness is present, some real grassroots, and hopefully productive, discussions can ensue. 
In the meantime, we are continuing to rally.

Thank you for continued efforts for inclusion and input.

Best,
Holly 

HOLLY CHURCHILL
Member SGT & PTSA communities
Arts Event Consultant
cell 858-717-4315
hchurchill92117@gmail.com
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From: Jack Carpenter
To: PLN_PlanningCEQA
Cc: smournian@gmail.com
Subject: TPA CEQUA EIR
Date: Friday, July 05, 2019 11:24:51 AM

Mr Galvez
This note is in response to the EIR scoping meeting for the proposed changes in density restrictions as proposed by
the Mayor.
The existing Clairemont shopping centers are being rezoned for multi family housing under the Community Plan
Update. This means  that they would qualify for the increased density as proposed under the TPA. Major streets in
Clairemont such as Balboa Ave. are already over capacity and having unrestricted development as proposed under
the TPA is unacceptable.
Concentrating increased density near Trolley Stops and Freeway entrances is the best solution to accommodate
growth in Clairemont.

Jack Carpenter

mailto:planningceqa@sandiego.gov
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From: Jan Ault
To: PLN_PlanningCEQA
Subject: Height limits and zero parking.
Date: Thursday, June 27, 2019 3:01:35 AM

Do not change the height limits or have zero parking it will ruin our city!  Get rid of short term rentals which will
put back empty houses and condos on the market! 

Sent from my iPad
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From: city_heights@yahoo.com
To: PLN_PlanningCEQA
Subject: Transit Priority Area Housing and Infrastruture Program
Date: Thursday, July 04, 2019 8:57:18 AM

Good morning,

    The EIR being developed for this program should take account of
the matters listed below.

              Jim Varnadore
              City Heights

    -    -    -    -    -    -    -    -    -    -    -    -    -    -    -    -    -    -    -    -    -    -    -    -    -    -    -    -    -    -    -    -

AESTHETICS: the PEIR should examine the debilitating effect of bad architecture and bad design on our citizens. 
An excellent area for detailed study is in the Northern parts of City Heights between University Avenue and El
Cajon Boulevard; between Swift Avenue and Fifty-second Street.  That area contains seven of the ten lowest income
census tracts in San Diego, and you can see the awful architecture.  Moreover, the success of elementary school
children in Sub-districts D and E of the San Diego Unified School District, which generally serve that area, should
be compared to the success of children in Sub-districts A and B which have better architecture and design.  The
preferred alternative must identify architecture and design as high-priority requirements that must be decided by the
host communities rather than by elected officials and developers.

CULTURAL RESOURCES: The PEIR must notice that increased population demands increased library services,
among others.  It must identify library services as the CULTURAL RESOURCE to be augmented as populations are
increased in the individual communities.

FAIRNESS AND EQUITY: The PEIR must examine the inequality in the current densities from community to
community and examine the amount of city services that are provided per capita in each community.  Then the PEIR
should strongly recommend that new population be channeled into affluent areas which already have suitable suites
of amenities rather than into the poorer areas which don’t have those amenities.  FAIRNESS AND EQUITY have to
be considerations in the PEIR, even if that means delaying the increased density in transit priority areas until after
population is added outside the TPAs.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS: Transportation is a major source of GHG emissions.  The recommendation
below in the TRANSPORTATION section to the effect that the preferred alternative must insist upon augmented
transportation as a service needed by families should strongly emphasize public transit as the major part of that
augmentation.  The present transit system is slow and expensive, and it generally moves low-income workers from
their homes to scutwork jobs rather than to work sites that pay suitable wages and benefits.  The PEIR should
strongly recommend a strategy and associated tactics to reduce GHG emissions by improving
TRANSPORTATION, especially public transit.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY: The remarks below in the UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
section apply to hydrology and water quality.  Those remarks identify needed mitigation of hydrology and water
quality as well as UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.

LAND USE AND PLANNING: the PEIR should examine the disconnect between the demand of elected officials
and the development industry to have as many units (i.e. front doors) as possible on the one hand, and the need of
families, especially low-income families, for larger units.  Elected officials and developers want 0- and 1-bedroom
units so that a lot of them can be crammed into a given space, and the officials can claim credit for lots of new
units.  Families who live in or want to live in San Diego, especially lower income families, are larger and many are
multi-generational.  They need 3-, 4-, and 5-bedroom units to house themselves.  The preferred alternative must
emphasize the needs of residents for larger units rather than the desires of elected officials and developers for
smaller units.
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POPULATION AND HOUSING - 1: The remarks above in LAND USE AND PLANNING apply to
POPULATION AND HOUSING.  Both categories of environmental impact call for the preferred alternative to
specify larger units.

POPULATION AND HOUSING -2: the PEIR should examine the impact of adding population to a community
without adding amenities.  An additional 100 families brought into a community will require 200 more seats in local
schools; added hours at libraries; added hours at recreation centers; additional Community Relations Officers in the
SPDP Division that serves them; access to healthy foods; access to health care; and access to shopping.  If an
additional 100 families are brought into City Heights, for instance, there is no major grocery store nearby for them
to use.  We do have one large and two small Hispanic-theme groceries, and one medium and one large size Asian
grocery, but no Albertsons, no Vons, no other grocery with a wide range of household items.  City Heights is a food
desert, and it isn’t the only food desert in San Diego.  The PEIR should identify this deficiency and call for its
remedy before large numbers of people are added to any community.

PUBLIC SERVICES: the remarks above in the POPULATION AND HOUSING section and the remarks below in
TRANSPORTATION apply equally to PUBLIC SERVICES.  The preferred alternative must identify police, library,
recreation, and transportation - especially public transit - as services that must be augmented contemporaneously
with each set of units built in a community.

RECREATION: the remarks above in the POPULATION AND HOUSING section and the PUBLIC SERVICES
section apply to the study of recreation and its effects.  The preferred alternative must identify recreation as a service
that must be augmented as each set of units is built in a community.

TRANSPORTATION: the PEIR should examine the transportation that is actually available to residents in each
community; especially the transportation that takes them from where they live to where they work.  The PEIR
should not rely on any plan or proposal for the future, especially if the plan or proposal comes from SANDAG.  The
very bad transportation system we now have derives chiefly from SANDAG thinking and recommendations.  The
transportation system in place now, both light rail and rubber-tire, generally designed by SANDAG, serves poorly to
take people between work centers and the housing centers.  Citizens are now forced by economic circumstance to
own and use automobiles because the extant transportation system does not connect job sites to home sites.  The
preferred alternative must identify transportation as a service to be augmented as new units are built.

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS: The PEIR should measure the amount of water and power that is now
available per resident in San Diego and compare the growth rates of utilities with the growth rates of populations to
determine the maximum number of people that can be accommodated in the City overall and in each of its
communities.  We cannot continue blindly presuming that there will be water and power for every new family into
the indefinite future.  The PEIR should require a careful study of the demands new populations will place on the
City and how those demands can be accommodated.



From: Kasey Tocco
To: PLN_PlanningCEQA
Subject: Clairemont Density
Date: Saturday, June 29, 2019 6:43:41 PM

To whom it may concern,
My husband and I are homeowners and residents of Clairemont since 1980. You MUST take
into account the residents feedback and concerns around infrastructure prior to re-zoning and
building new developments. Our roads are taxed, our police and fire are insufficient and the
proposed added units create an unsafe and libelous living situations. We agree that additional
housing is needed but plans for supporting infrastructure MUST be put in place FIRST.
Kasey and Vince Tocco  
-- 
Thanks, Kasey
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From: Lisa Lisa
To: PLN_PlanningCEQA
Subject: Bay Park height limit
Date: Thursday, June 27, 2019 1:54:14 PM

Hello, 

I am a resident of Bay Park neighborhood (92110). We, along with many others, chose the
property, because we can get a view of the bay. If the height limit is removed, that will
significantly effect (completely block ) our views, and may also significantly decrease the
value of our properties. 

Hope you understand. 

Thanks, 
Lisa Co 
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From: lisa nordquist
To: PLN_PlanningCEQA
Cc: Muto, Alyssa; Vonblum, Heidi; Schoenfisch, Brian
Subject: Transit Priority Area Housing & Infrastructure Incentive Prog PEIR
Date: Tuesday, July 02, 2019 6:32:11 PM

Mr. Galvez & Staff,

Please add my comments to the PEIR for the Transit Priority Area Housing &

Infrastructure Incentive Program. (attached is the same; please redact my address

where possible)

I attended the scoping meeting on June 26th and met Alyssa and Heidi. 

I particularly appreciate the fact that this program is incentivizing development without

an in-lieu fee. Because the in-lieu fees have cost San Diego County and city

thousands of unbuilt affordable residences, created a greater divide between the rich

and poor, and contributed greatly to the emergency housing situation we now find

ourselves, this is the best part about this proposed amendment.

I think there is more room for improvement however. Though the information

presented at the scoping meeting was extremely vague, my concerns about an

amendment like this are based on the RHNA letter from Zachary Omstead, Deputy

Director of CA Dept of Housing & Community Development, to Kim Kawanda Chief

Dep Exec Director, SANDAG:

“Pursuant to Gov. Code section 65584(d), the methodology to prepare SANDAG's RHNA
plan must be consistent with the following objectives:

(1) Increasing the housing supply and mix of housing types, tenure, and affordability

(2) Promoting infill development and socioeconomic equity, protecting environmental and
agricultural resources, and encouraging efficient development patterns

(3) Promoting an improved intraregional relationship between jobs and housing

(4) Balancing disproportionate household income distributions”

My concerns are as follows:

1. It does not equitably distribute high density affordable throughout San Diego.

Instead, it does a disservice to those of a lower income bracket and those living in

lower- and lower middle-class communities by densifying areas with thousands of

rental units. This does not create a community or afford those in need a better way of

life. Rather, it segregates the poor into the poorer areas and keeps wealthier

communities isolated.

2. It does not encourage a variety of housing types and affordability in all areas of
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San Diego. Conversely, it intentionally keeps areas with low-density, sprawling, single

family plan areas—areas without workforce housing—void of rental housing or a mix.

And the same for purchasing options: it innately prohibits purchase opportunities for

young families, lower income persons, and first-time buyers by reducing the amount

of single-family land use. 

3. It bypasses environmental protections. Shocking to believe a city, or state, that has

instituted such a tremendous amount of environmentally conscious codes and CEQA

would now reverse its approach and allow a free pass for developers to build without

constraint.

4. It does not adequately address infrastructure, like schools and fire protection. If the

city is going to load specific communities with density, infrastructure must be
upgraded before density is added. If a fire like any of the last three major fires in

California strikes one of these under-staffed fire areas, like Clairemont, it will kill

thousands of residents. If amendments like this are to be instituted, then developers,

the county, and city should all contribute to specific, extra infrastructure bonuses for

those areas.

5. Transportation must be in place prior to densification. If city planning continues to

instigate high-density development in targeted areas without the funding, planning, or

even a commitment from SANDAG to remedy transportation-related issues, all of the

county will be an absolute nightmare to live or commute. The direction and

relationships currently with SANDAG are not confidence-building. With a list of

incomplete projects tax payers have already funded, an amendment like this asks that

we continue to fund apparently inept project management to the tune of billions of

dollars.

6. It removes the voice of a community. Good planning is about creating better

communities, not muzzling them. I understand the city is under pressure from the

state to add dwelling units, but irrational planning moves create long-term problems.

This may be a gentler way to establish an SB50 type policy for our locality, but

removing the public’s voice for the sake of government’s convenience is not a strong
policy to grow on.

I understand the community engagement aspect of current CEQA guidelines is

tiresome. I have been to many meetings where the public is uninformed and

sometimes, frankly, obnoxious. However, public voice and input is the essence of our

system of government and necessary to maintain a republic. Furthermore, community

participation is essential for good growth, buy-in, trust, cohesion, and better solutions

to name a few. 

The City of SD needs to keep income-generating families in town and in the state: it

needs tax payers to stay in California to pay for entitlements, pensions, and a rapidly

growing aging population. If the city and state continue to create extreme, permanent

planning decisions in an attempt to remedy a temporary housing situation, they will

incur permanent losses by way of decreasing revenue from tax-generating families

and businesses. 



Keep families and businesses in San Diego by offering better solutions. Spread the

density out so that 8-10 communities don’t have to bear the brunt of it all.

Development ideas like YIGBYism, pocket developments, and crate building can

better distribute housing, expedite the processes, and incredibly reduce costs.

Thank you for your time and including my commentary in the PEIR.

Sincerely,

Lisa Johnson

5449 Burford St

San Diego, CA 92111

 



From: Jennifer Mayer
To: PLN_PlanningCEQA
Subject: STOP trying to change Height limits and sneaky rezoning
Date: Wednesday, June 26, 2019 11:10:54 AM

To you folks who are supposed to represent San Diego residents and NOT developers:
 
I’m so tired of our “representatives” trying to constantly change height restrictions!  You clearly do
not care about our property values or parking and traffic issues.  It all comes down to the mightly
dollar for you.  STOP messing with our height restrictions and keep them at 30 feet and stop trying
to rezone!  We’ve voted on this over and over and had to fight your sneaky petitions and back door
voting.  This has got to STOP!  You need to represent me and my neighbors who pay your salary for
once.
 
Signed and extremely ticked off TAX PAYER, San Diego resident for OVER 20 YEARS,
Mary Jennifer Mayer
1344 Monitor Rd, 92110
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From: Jan Keaf
To: PLN_PlanningCEQA
Subject: Mayor’s density plan
Date: Wednesday, June 26, 2019 11:55:43 AM

My husband and I have been residents of pacific Beach for 46 years. We own our home.  We are very much against
any plan that makes exceptions to the 30 ft height limit or eliminates the need for parking spaces or refines
residential areas.

Max and Janice Keaffaber
San Diego 92109
Sent from my iPhone
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From: michael dwyer
To: PLN_PlanningCEQA
Subject: Transit Priority Area Housing and Infrastructure Inventive Program
Date: Friday, July 05, 2019 4:25:28 PM

At the June 26 public scoping meeting your office requested public input
to help prepare a Program Environmental Impact Report.  However I
noticed several different lists of suggested topics.

Specifically the list on the screen from the slide show was different
from the list provided in the Notice of Preparation, which was different
from the chart beside the screen and all of them were different from the
list included in the comment sheet handed out at the end of the meeting.

Since each of these 4 lists contained a different set of items, how is
the public to know which list is correct to know which topics on which
prepare a response?

Michael Dwyer
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From: michael dwyer
To: PLN_PlanningCEQA
Subject: Transit Priority Area Housing and Infrastructure Incentive Program
Date: Friday, July 05, 2019 4:56:21 PM

Here are some of my input items from the scoping meeting in preparation
of a Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR). In no particular order.

Since the map distributed in the Notice of Preparation of PEIR of June
5, and the map chart included in the public scoping meeting of June 26
were not very clear regarding the exact location of areas affected by
this Program, please provide a scalable on-line map of Transit Priority
Area and multi-family housing authorized areas in the city so the public
can better review affected neighborhoods by this new Program.

Utilities - list the water and sewer infrastructure upgrades needed in
each neighborhood for the maximum planned new population.

Air Quality - List the air quality hazards of demolition of older
buildings which is needed before building new, multi story structures. 
This includes lead and asbestos abatement. Also list the hazards of new
construction on these sites.

Energy - List the additional electrical power that will be needed for
each affected neighborhood for the new population and concomitant impact
of undergrounding the new utilities using such parameters as noise, air
quality, debris removal, storm water prevention, etc.

Water Quality - List the storm water prevention practices that will be
used during construction especially in winter weather to protect storm
water drains.  Include practices to mitigate run-off water from dust
mitigation if water spraying of construction debris is used as a control
measure for flagrant dust.

Noise - Describe expected noise levels of demolition and construction in
each neighborhood.

Transportation - Describe the current levels of road traffic in each
neighborhood and expected increase from the additional population after
the housing is built out.  Describe improvements in traffic mitigation
to major streets and arteries to accommodate vehicular traffic caused by
more housing units.  Describe whether the  traffic in these
neighborhoods can be mitigated by adding buses and/or more frequent
buses/trolleys to increase ridership especially since the City of San
Diego does not provide bus/trolley service.  Describe expected temporary
traffic congestion during demolition and construction of the new housing
in all of the affected neighborhoods.

Recreation - Describe what additional parks and recreation facilities
will be required for each affected neighborhood and where they might be
located.

Public Services - Describe the additional police, fire and library
services which will be needed for the additional population in each of
the affected neighborhoods.  Describe how the city will provide
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additional school services for the additional population.

Michael Dwyer



From: michael dwyer
To: PLN_PlanningCEQA
Subject: Transit Priority Area Housing and Infrastructure Incentive Program
Date: Friday, July 05, 2019 4:59:02 PM

Please add my email address (dwyerm@san.rr.com) to the mailing list for
future updates on the status of the Transit Priority Area Housing and
Infrastructure Incentive Program, such as the review period on the draft
Program Environmental Impact Report.

Michael Dwyer

4734 Mount Saint Helens Drive

San Diego, CA 92117
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From: Nicole Dietz
To: PLN_PlanningCEQA
Subject: Disapproval / Feedback - Transit Priority Area Housing and Infrastructure Incentive Program
Date: Tuesday, July 02, 2019 9:41:26 AM

Hello,

My name is Nicole Dietz and I am the Vice President, Controller at a local San Diego

Company located in the UTC/La Jolla area.  I moved to Clairemont Mesa in

September of 2007 and my husband/family and I purchased a home in Clairemont

Mesa on Mount Harris Drive in November of 2012.  Since then, we have invested a

significant amount of money into our home with a 2nd story remodel and investing in

the area as we fell in love with the community of Clairemont Mesa and wanted to

invest in a future here.  I am appalled by the Transit Priority Area Housing &

Infrastructure Program being proposed for our community.

The intent of this e-mail is to express my disapproval of the Transit Priority Area

Housing and Incentive program for the following reasons:

1) It is violates the nature of our country by not allowing public input or involvement in

the planning process.  We pay significant dollars in taxes in the area and are

significant contributors to the schools and community in Clairemont.  Taxaxtion

without representation is in direct violation of our rights as home owners and tax

payers.

2) This program does not adhere to the state's RHNA numbers, implementation or

types of housing.

3) This program segregates poor into lower (poorer) areas with high density and

predominantly rental housing.  How does this fix the issue?  What about equitable

distribution?

4)  Lastly, this program bypasses CEQA, aka environmental protections,

infrastructure and service upgrades (like police and firefighters).  As it is, the

Community does not have enough police officers and fire fighters recommended for

the current density, how will this program address this?

Thank you and please confirm receipt of this e-mail along with passing to the

appropriate representatives.

Nicole Dietz, CPA

mailto:planningceqa@sandiego.gov
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From: R
To: PLN_PlanningCEQA
Subject: Transit Priority AreaHousing and Infrastructure IncentiveProgram
Date: Wednesday, June 26, 2019 5:46:46 PM

I couldn't make it to the meeting today to express my opposition to having
my zoning changed.

I bought my home in a quiet neighborhood where everyone had enough space to
park their cars. Traffic was rare.

I see the zoning change as a degradation of the current residents'
quality-of-life, dishonoring the promise the zoning guaranteed us when we
bought our homes.

I don't want tall and/or multi-story buildings in my neighborhood,
especially if they don't have adequate parking.

Residents on my street only park in front of their own homes. There is
always parking in front of my home for guests. That will be gone once
thousands of units are built in the area without adequate parking space.

Balboa Avenue near Moraga already has bumper-to-bumper traffic for a short
while most late afternoons. I can avoid those hours and enjoy low-traffic at
other times. I won't be able to do that after thousands more residents
arrive.

If these projects go through, I hope the sellers will inform the prospective
buyers that the property is on or near the Rose Canyon Fault, which is
overdue for an earthquake. Whoever owns and/or resides in those properties
at that time has a high probability of suffering property damage at a
minimum.

My preference is to keep the zoning as it is now. If it must be changed, my
preference is to keep the height limit to 30' and retain the off-street
parking space requirements for new construction as they are now.

I do not believe builders need "incentives" to develop properties in this
area.

Sincerely,

Rick Kamen
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From: robertosalinas48
To: PLN_PlanningCEQA
Subject: It is totally unacceptable that you hold meetings of such importance when you know most people are working. I

oppose any further efforts to change, alter, or modify any major densifixation on Morena, Clairemont, and Linda
Vista.

Date: Tuesday, July 02, 2019 3:12:56 PM
Importance: High

Sent via the Samsung Galaxy Note8, an AT&T 4G LTE smartphone
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Rancho Bernardo Community Planning Board 
12463 Rancho Bernardo Road #523, San Diego, CA 92128 

www.rbplanningboard.com 

  
July 5, 2015 

 

Mr. Oscar Galvez 

Environmental Planner, City of San Diego Planning Department 

9485 Aero Drive, MS 413 

San Diego, CA  92123 

 

RE:   Notice of Preparation of a Draft Program Environmental Impact Report for the Transit Priority Area 

Housing and Infrastructure Incentive Program Citywide in Transit Priority Areas 

 

Dear Mr. Galvez: 

 

The Rancho Bernardo Community Planning Board (Planning Board) appreciates the opportunity to review 

and provide input on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the draft Program Environmental Impact Report 

(PEIR) for the Transit Priority Area Housing and Infrastructure Incentive Program Citywide in Transit 

Priority Areas (Program). The proposed ordinance would implement the City of San Diego’s General Plan 

City of Villages Strategy and Climate Action Plan with the intent of achieving the City’s Regional Housing 

Needs Allocation by facilitating construction of the General Plan’s planned densities focused in the City’s 

Transit Priority Areas (TPAs). The proposed ordinance would apply Citywide within TPAs in zones that 

allow multi-family housing. The proposed ordinance would allow qualifying projects to be approved through 

a ministerial approval process in exchange for new development providing onsite affordable housing units 

and neighborhood-serving infrastructure improvements. The proposed ordinance would allow additional 

building square footage and height beyond what is otherwise allowed in the zone.  

 

Analysis of the issues to be addressed in the PEIR are of interest to the Rancho Bernardo community because 

of the potential for regional and local short- and long-term effects related to the lag between the construction 

of housing units at densities beyond what is allowed by existing zones and planned for in approved 

community plans and the provisions of needed infrastructure and public services and facilities to support new 

and current residents in areas affected by the Program.   

 

Environmental Effects – The Planning Board requests that the list of potential significant adverse 

effects listed in the NOP be expanded to include to following: 

 

1. According to the NOP, “The proposed ordinance would allow qualifying projects to be approved 

through a ministerial approval process in exchange for new development providing onsite affordable 

housing units and neighborhood-serving infrastructure improvements.” The description of the 

proposed Program in the PEIR should include an explanation of how agreements to provide 

neighborhood-serving infrastructure improvements can be accomplished when the development will 

be approved through a ministerial approval process that is not set up to include or enforce such 

agreements. Without assurances that infrastructure improvements will be provided at the time of 

need, this statement cannot be used to make the determination that impacts to public facilities and 

service will be adequately addressed through the Program. 
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2. In assessing the impacts related to transportation/circulation, air quality, and greenhouse gas 

emissions (GHG), the draft PEIR should include an analysis of how timing of implementing the new 

ordinance, including incentives for additional housing units, will be phased with the availability of 

adequate transit to meet the travel needs of the new residents. If housing is developed before 

adequate transit is provided, travel trips on local roadways and the regional highway system will 

increase along with increased congestion, air pollution, and GHG emissions. The PEIR should 

described and quantify these interim effects, as well as evaluate how these effects could impede the 

City’s ability to achieve its GHG goals in the short term. The PEIR should also indicate what if any 

measures could be incorporated into the Program to minimize these interim effects, such as limiting 

the number of units that can be developed in transit-deficient Transit Priority Areas until adequate 

transit is available to accommodate new residents.  

 

3. The impacts to parking availability for both residential areas and to businesses should be evaluated in 

the PEIR, as inadequate parking could adversely affect existing land uses and increase GHG 

emissions as drivers search for available parking spaces.  

 

4. The availability of adequate stormwater facilities, sewer connections, public services, and park 

facilities vary throughout the City. The PEIR must address the current capacity limitations on an area 

by area basis in order to fully evaluate the effects of the current proposal. A broad-brushed analysis 

of the impacts of increasing development on these facilities and services will not adequately evaluate 

the long-term potential effects of increased development in the various communities throughout the 

City. The analysis of the effects on facilities and services should be followed with measures that 

could be implemented to mitigate these effects. 

 

5. The proposed ordinance would allow building heights for new development that exceed those 

permitted in the zone, potentially resulting in new buildings casting shadows on existing 

development that conforms to existing zoning. Therefore, the PEIR should address the potential 

impacts of shading on adjacent properties, including effects on existing solar facilities and 

landscaping, particularly trees. Measures, such as a discretionary review process for projects that 

exceed a certain height, should be incorporated into the Program to ensure that the impacts of 

shading on adjacent properties are minimized. 

 

6. The PEIR should evaluate the development standards in the new ordinance to determine how new 

development could affect the availability of greenspace throughout the City, including trees meant to 

assist in meeting the City’s Climate Action Plan goals. Additionally, an evaluation of the effects of 

any reduction in greenspace on runoff and the City’s ability to meet current stormwater quality 

objectives should be included.  

 

Thank you again for the opportunity to provide our comments. The Planning Board requests that it be 

notified when the draft PEIR is made available for public review and comment.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

Robin Kaufman 
 

Robin Kaufman  

Chair, Rancho Bernardo Community Planning Board 
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cc:    Councilmember Mark Kersey, District 5 



From: Roxanne Constandse
To: PLN_PlanningCEQA
Subject: Transit Priority Area Housing and Infrastructure Incentive Program
Date: Wednesday, June 26, 2019 1:24:32 PM

Roxanne Constandse
6940 Forum St.
San Diego, CA 92111
roxanneconstandse@gmail.com
June 26, 2019

Oscar Galvez
Environmental Planner
City of San Diego Planning Department
9485 Aero Drive, MS 413
San Diego, CA 92123

Dear Oscar Galvez:

I know we are in a housing crisis and need more affordable housing, but I am opposed to
requiring zero parking for new high density housing within the 1/4 mile of a major transit stop.
I think this will create many problems for the surrounding communities. I think new housing
should be required to provide at least some parking.

I am also opposed to proposed legislation that would prohibit cities from creating new parks or
open spaces.

Sincerely,
Roxanne Constandse
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From: Seth Senecal
To: PLN_PlanningCEQA
Subject: Transit Priority Area Housing and Infrastructure Incentive Program
Date: Friday, July 05, 2019 12:42:25 PM

Good afternoon,

    I am writing to share my views on the plans to increase housing density in the Clairemont
region specifically, and in the Greater San Diego Area generally.

    Simply put, it will not work. The root of the housing affordability problem in this region is
simple: Housing in San Diego is not about housing, it is about maximizing someone else's
profits. Our housing market is flooded with big developers looking to build more "luxury
apartments," foreign investors, speculators, flippers, and private individuals looking to cash in
on the feeding frenzy. Actual San Diegans simply cannot compete because most are simply
looking to buy a place to live at a reasonable price in a reasonable area, and do not have the
large quantities of ready cash that the for-profit crowd have. 

     Increasing density, removing height restrictions, and all the other proposed actions will
only make things worse by throwing more residents into the juicer to be squeezed for all they
are worth. Our entire region is already overdeveloped, overtaxing our infrastructure and local
resources. Our city leaders seem inexplicably obsessed with trying to turn our lovely area into
another Los Angeles or New York City, both of which are little more than hideous blights on
their landscapes, horribly overcrowded, and still outrageously expensive places to live. 

   With regards to the proposed lack of requirements for on-site parking for new developments,
it is dangerously naive to believe that incoming residents will not bring enormous amounts of
new vehicles to their neighborhoods, and they will create extreme amounts of new traffic to
already-overburdened areas, and they will flood the streets with parking problems. To give a
simple example, I have personally seen 1 family bring no fewer than 8, count them, EIGHT
cars to their street. No matter the proximity of public transit or shopping, people will still bring
cars, and lots of them. We have far too many examples of areas that have been ruined by such
measures, Pacific Beach being just one.

    Lastly, developers have demonstrated time and again that they have no interest in improving
the affordability of housing in San Diego. They always simply buy out of the requirement, and
pile still-more over-expensive units. What our city needs to do is take very real steps to change
the nature of housing. Most San Diegans rent, and are held over a barrel by their landlords:
Their rent is ratcheted up like clockwork, not because property owners are hurting financially,
but because they can. The entire situation and system has become exploitative, and it needs to
be rolled back. We do not have a free-market housing situation; the haves are in complete
control over the have-nots, and it is only getting worse. What we need are incentives to sell to
homebuyers, and not to speculators, flippers, and the like who are just trying to make a buck at
the expense of hard-working families. We need to hold landlords accountable to provide
decent conditions at decent rates, instead of treating tenants simply as resources to be drained
and then cast aside when they can no longer afford the next rate hike. We have PLENTY of
places to live here, the problem is that prices and rates have been allowed to spiral out of
control, and so many places are sitting empty. Write-offs need to be restricted or eliminated,
and loopholes closed so that owners must make good-faith efforts to put their properties to
good use, rather than allowing them to sit empty and useless.
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    Inclosing, I would like to restate that all efforts to address the housing problem in our region
that I have seen so far are doomed to fail because they do not address the true nature of the
problem. Again: Removing height limits, increasing density, and above all, allowing
developers so much freedom of movement, will do nothing other than further burden the area
and its citizens, while further enriching the very people and entities that are ultimately
responsible for the very problem they claim to be trying to solve. 

    I am at your disposal to discuss the matter in greater depth, and to contribute what
viewpoints, understanding, and ideas that I may have to the larger efforts.

              Sincerely,

                    -Seth A. Senecal, Ph.D
                     (858) 560-5177

  













From: Sue Rogers
To: PLN_PlanningCEQA
Subject: Changing 30’height limit and changing zoning
Date: Wednesday, June 26, 2019 1:34:02 PM

Dear planning committee,
It’s tough to be at your meetings in the mid day, but I wanted to add my opinion to the mix.  I live in Bay Park. I
saved for many years to afford to live in this wonderful area.   Please don’t change the height limit of 30 ft! I paid
extra to have a view! No one here wants additional height or density .  The freeway is already packed at our on
ramps. And no the trolley will not be the only transportation for all these people you are planning .  San Diego
doesn’t have the infrastructure of trolleys and subways to survive without a car.  So planning new houses without
parking is a horrible idea that will impact our neighborhood streets! Please don’t ruin our sweet neighborhood. 
Where do you live? Maybe put the building beside your house?
This undesired cramming of crazy ideas down our throats is not acceptable!
You were hired by the people to represent us! Listen loud and clear- NO THANK YOU!!!
SIncerely, Sue Rogers
Bay Park Resident

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Thomas Stephens
To: PLN_PlanningCEQA
Cc: CouncilMember Chris Cate; JeRae.Bailey@sdcounty.ca.gov; Yolanda.Calvo@sdcounty.ca.gov
Subject: Transit Priority Area Housing and Infrastructure Incentive Program: Response to June 26 scoping meeting
Date: Friday, June 28, 2019 12:15:47 PM

Sirs,

I want to register my firm opposition to the various stated plans at the scoping meeting, including:

-- Rezoning of our neighborhoods
-- Eliminating the 30' ht. limit
-- Allowing developers to BYPASS COMMUNITY INPUT if they follow certain "rules" before starting to
build 
-- Allowing optional 0 parking for new high-density housing

The result of the above actions, if adopted, will enable certain out-of-scale and poorly conceived projects
(eg, the County Crime Lab redevelopment at Genesee and Mt Etna) that will have a huge negative impact
on the immediate area, and likely destroy the character of the nearby neighborhood, of which I am a home
owner. I also object to the city/county’s ramrod planning and scheduling process (evidenced by the scoping
meeting itself) which seems designed specifically to circumvent proper review and input from the
community.

For over 40 years, I have observed this city’s leaders allowing the basic infrastructure to degrade. In its
present state, it will take decades of effort (and billions of $) to restore fundamental services to reasonable
standards (underground pipes, roads/sidewalks, etc.). And that’s just to support the present population, not
the denser added development that the city/county is promoting. 

The moniker “America’s Finest City” has become an embarrassing joke. Our leaders need to get serious
about getting the fundamentals right, before piling new development on existing neighborhoods. Our mayor
styles himself a YIMBY; if so, he needs to lead by example: Apply all the above zoning changes to HIS
Point Loma neighborhood. Then I’ll be impressed.

Respectively yours,
 
Thomas Stephens 4475 Mt Henry Ave San Diego, CA 92117
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UPTOWN UNITED 
325 W. Washington St. #2251 

San Diego CA 92103 
UptownUnited3@gmail.com 

619-889-5626 
 
July 5, 2019 

 
City of San Diego Planning Dept. 
Attn:  Oscar Galvez 
9485 Aero Drive 
San Diego CA 92123 
 
Re:   Scope of PEIR for the Transit Priority Area  

Housing and Infrastructure Incentive Program.   
 
 
We are concerned that the proposed program is based on faulty premises, and is 
poorly defined.  This makes it difficult or impossible to anticipate what should be 
included in the scope and contents of the PEIR.   
 
The City’s analysis will need to answer these questions, among others: 
 
1.  Housing shortage.  

a.  City literature states that there’s a “housing shortage” and a need to 
“increase supply”.  What evidence is there for an overall “housing shortage” in the 
city?   
     b.  Is there an assumption that when population grows at a faster rate than 
housing units, a shortage is created?   
     c.  Will the PEIR analyze demographic trends which could account for 
population and housing units growing at different rates?   These trends would 
result in a variation in “household size”.  The trends could include an increase in 
multi-generation households, and trends in which young people live at home longer.   
 
2.  Increasing supply. 
If one of the project goals is to “increase supply”,  will this be defined?  This will be 
necessary in measuring the effectiveness of the program.  
 
3.  Improving affordability.  
Will specific targets for affordability be defined?  An example would be a decrease in 
average rent by 1% or 5%.   
 
 



 
Uptown United 
Page 2 
 
4.  Exchange of benefits to developers and new requirements.  
The Project Description states that developers would get something and give 
something.  As described, this aspect of the program is faulty from the start.  
 a.  Developers will get a simpler review process (ministerial rather than 
discretionary), and waivers of existing zoning requirements for building square 
footage and height.   
 b.  “In exchange” developers will be required to provide “on-site affordable 
housing units  and neighborhood-serving infrastructure improvements”.  
 
The problem is that developers will be required to give little or nothing, 
beyond current requirements.    

• First, the city has an Inclusionary Housing ordinance, requiring the inclusion 
of rent-restricted units or payment of an in-lieu fee. The City Council is 
endeavoring to increase the in-lieu fee, to a level at which it is equivalent to 
the cost of providing inclusionary housing units on-site. At that point, a 
developer will give up nothing by providing on-site affordable housing.  

• Secondly, the Community Plans and other city planning documents already 
require adequate infrastructure.  These plans include parks, recreation  
centers, libraries, fire stations, and transportation improvements.  It is 
already city policy to require Development Impact Fees which are adequate 
to offset the impacts of new development, to “make growth pay for itself”.   

 
5.  Growth inducement. 
Will the PEIR forecast the “growth inducement”?   If there is an increase in housing 
supply, beyond what would be built without the new program, how much of the new 
housing supply will be offset by additional people moving into the city? 
 
6.  Land value.  
Will the PEIR analyze the reality that incentives to developers tend to increase land 
values?  It is well known that when city ordinance increase the potential for 
development, the market reacts with higher land prices.  This is a major limitation 
of development incentives.  
 
 
Thomas Mullaney 
Executive Director 
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