From: Ferri Landin <cpsfc@san.rr.com>

Sent: Friday, August 2, 2019 10:30 AM

To: Litchney, Seth <Seth.Litchney@sandag.org>

Subject: SANDAG RHNA Methodology - Public Comments

SANDAG - RHNA METHODOLOGY - PUBLIC COMMENTS
August 1,2019

TO: Seth.litchney(@sandag.org

FROM: Coronado Public Safety First Collaborative (CPSFC)
RE: SANDAG Regional Housing Needs Assessment Methodology (RHNA) Public Comments
To Whom it May Concern:

Please consider these comments in your evaluation of the Regional Housing Needs Assessment Methodology for the City
of Coronado.

REASONABLE PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT — NOT OVERDEVELOPMENT

e Overdevelopment: An amount of development (for example, the quantity of buildings or intensity of use) that is
excessive in terms of demands on infrastructure and services, or impact on local amenity and character.

CONSIDER
Overdevelopment creates unhealthy environments.

e Coronado city streets are already burdened with traffic and congestion from its residents, thousands of vehicles
daily crossing the SD-Coronado Bay bridge to access military facilities located here, visitors to our community,
delivery vehicles and employees who work in business establishments on the island, tour buses, etc.

e In addition, our city services and public safety personnel are stretched to capacity to provide a safe environment
for all who occupy the island. With further government mandated density requirements, this burden becomes
overwhelming. The question then becomes how will this change be managed, and who is responsible for the cost

to secure additional public safety personnel, facilities and equipment to accommodate the increase in density?

The Coronado Public Safety First Collaborative is an all-volunteer network whose purpose it is to serve as advocates to
ensure that Coronado’s public safety and resources are not compromised by overdevelopment.

We urge your due diligence in balancing the needs of the community with regard to the RHNA Methodology.
Respectfully,
CORONADO PUBLIC SAFETY FIRST COLLABORATIVE (CPSFC)

114 C Avenue #296, Coronado, CA 92118 — Email: CPSFC@san.rr.com




ENDANGERED HABITATS LEAGUE

DEDICATED TO ECOSYSTEM PROTECTION AND SUSTAINABLE LAND USE

July 29, 2019

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL

Chairperson Steve Vaus

San Diego Association of Governments
401 B St Suite 800

San Diego CA 92101

RE: Draft Regional Housing Needs Assessment Methodology — Support
Dear Chairperson Vaus and Board Members:

Endangered Habitats League (EHL) strongly endorses the draft RHNA
methodology. For your reference, EHL has been a stakeholder in San Diego planning
initiatives since 1993 and is dedicated to ecosystem protection and sustainable land
use.

It is a truism that effective planning must align transportation and land use, yet
regional jobs-housing imbalances and punishing commutes remain the order of the
day. The RHNA methodology is an essential step in fixing this. By assigning
housing allocations based upon jobs and transit — along with an equity adjustment — it
lays a new and sound foundation for regional planning. Increased housing
affordability due to lower household transportation budgets, as well as reduced
greenhouse gas emissions, are co-benefits.

The draft RHNA methodology makes a historic shift to support SANDAG’s
forward-looking transportation infrastructure investments with the patterns of
development they need to succeed. We urge its adoption.

Yours truly,
S
Dan Silver

Executive Director

8424 SANTA MONICA BLVD SUITE A 592 LOS ANGELES CA 90069-4267 % WWW.EHLEAGUE.ORG ¢ PHONE 213.804.2750



From: Mary Scyocurka <mscyocurka@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 13, 2019 6:11 PM

To: Litchney, Seth <Seth.Litchney@sandag.org>
Subject: Public Commentary on the RHNA Methodology

TO ALL SANDAG BOARD MEMBERS,

Re: REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT DRAFT METHODOLOGY

Dear SANDAG Board Members,

As a constituent, | am deeply concerned by the flawed Draft Methodology that has been put forth for public
comment. It does not take into account particular issues that each of the cities will face.

It does not take into account the environmental factors that the Coastal Commission will need to assess
before coastal regions are further developed.

It does not take into account market forces. The jurisdictions only met 45% of their current cycle obligations.
The proposed numbers are unachievable.

It does not take into account current density. State law requires SANDAG to consider constraints to
development, such as sufficient infrastructure and availability of suitable land.

It does not take into account cities with lower populations, who may receive special consideration.

It does not take into account on-base military housing. It does not make sense to obligate a city to provide a
home for a service member, who already has one.

It does not take into account tribes on Indian Reservations.

Reject the Methodology and send it back to the Subcommittee for further consideration.

Do not put an unachievable number on a piece of paper just to appease Sacramento! Citizens want our tax
dollars to go to our cities and not allow the State to withhold our funds.

Don’t punish your voters!

Mary Scyocurka



From: Deborah Warriner <dswarriner.sd@gmail.com>

Sent: Saturday, August 17, 2019 10:35 AM

To: Litchney, Seth <Seth.Litchney@sandag.org>; Toni Atkins <toni.atkins@sd39.senate.ca.gov>
Subject: Comments regarding Regional Housing Needs Assessment draft

Please forward my comments for consideration at the Sept. 3rd hearing. While | agree, in principle, with the idea of
increasing the number of affordable housing units in California's urban centers (infilling vs. sprawl), it is unrealistic to
create an arbitrary formula for assigning a number of such units to each municipality in the State without regard to the
existing zoning, built characteristics, topography, and health and safety concerns unique to each. My following
comments are specifically in regard to the city of Coronado in San Diego County.

Coronado is approximately 2.2 square miles in size, has a population of 26,000, is adjacent to two major Naval installions
(Naval Amphibious Base/Seal Team and North Island Naval Air Station), is a peninsula (surrounded by water on three
sides), and lies only 9.8 feet above sea level at it's highest point. There are only two means of access in or out of town - a
bridge or a two-lane road (each way) down the Silver Strand (a narrow spit connecting Coronado to the city of Imperial
Beach). There is an earthquake fault line (the Rose Canyon fault) which runs down the San Diego Bay under the one
bridge and bisects the Silver Strand. In a major earthquake, the town could easily be cut off completely from the
mainland; in an accompanying tsunami, the town would be completely flooded/destroyed. In either case, evacuation
would be extremely difficult for the existing population, never mind the additional resident of 1001 units.

The formula for determining the units each city is to provides currently counts the transitory population of Naval
personnel assigned to ships, creating an inflated number of "residents". These people are housed aboard ship and do
not require land-based housing while on assignment. Additionally, abundant military housing is provided for personnel
within the city limits (on the Silver Strand and North Island). Are these units currently counted as part of the available
affordable units in Coronado?

Coronado's residential parcels are currently fully developed. There is room in the existing zoning to allow for an increase
in density in the multi-family zones, and the replacement of single-family homes with multi-unit buildings has been
encouraged and takes place daily. There is no additional land available, which means that market forces keep the prices
high, even for the multi-family units. The largest tracts of open space (currently used for recreational purposes) are
under the jurisdiction of the Port Authority, not the City of Coronado. Is the Port Authority subject to increasing
affordable housing units?

The only public transit in Coronado is a single bus route (#901) connecting the city with San Diego and Imperial Beach,
and an in-town shuttle (#904). Additionally, there is a pedestrian-only ferry to connect with San Diego. There are no
other transit routes/connections.

The location of the Naval Air Station means that there is an aviation overlay which covers the residential zones along the
ocean-side of the city.

Building heights and unit density must be considered for future development due to the increased risk presented by
aircraft flight paths.

| believe these unique conditions warrant review of the assignment of an additional 1001 housing units for the City of
Coronado.

Deborah S Warriner
633 Alameda Blvd.
Coronado, CA 92118



From: art Wynn <artwynn@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 15, 2019 4:19 PM

To: Litchney, Seth <Seth.Litchney@sandag.org>
Cc: editor@eaglenewsca.com

Subject: HOUSING ISSUE

In the Summer of 1992 we fell in love with Coronado when we attended a seminar at the Del and decided that we would
spend our retirement years in one of the quaint little houses in the village. We are late bloomers like the Island of
Coronado taking our time to grow and expand our potential. My husband was a Los Angeles Public Defender, his fourth
career but only four years on the job in that capacity. He loved his job. Not ready for retirement. The Realtor tried to
get us to buy in the Cays, " a bigger house for less money better value". No, we wanted a little house surrounded by
other little houses across from the public bus and walking distance to every inch of this paradise. A month after the
seminar we bought our little house at the corner of E and 4th and it became a rental for young Navy personnel.

In the Spring of 2001 newly retired we downsized to our little house and discovered that the house was shaking off its
foundation from the 80,000 cars that passed each afternoon. A few climbed our property to avoid a collision because
they were going too fast or not paying attention. We changed the windows, fixed the foundation, build up the front
lawn with a small rock wall and bushes to prevent cars from climbing onto our land. We lived surrounded by little
houses with air space and limited views but you could see the fireworks most weekend in all directions from our
property but we could take a pleasant ride around the Village or walk along the Bay, sit at the park with unobstructed
views of sky, water and nature. We were content.

It is the Summer of 2019 and we have watched our little house get dwarfed by the larger two story plus structures built
in our area. All wider lots got divided into two narrow long lots. Three small houses with air and space around them
replaced by six buildings with no parking available to accommodate the many additional vehicles. | understand last
traffic survey reported above 125,000 cars pass our little house each afternoon. We are lucky because we have a corner
house and still have air space on one side even if it's filled with exhaust emissions during late afternoon traffic. But, we
are still content.

West Coast Arborists, Inc. were awarded the contract to prune the parkway tree. They are here today to do the trees
on E. Inthe last ten years trees have been changed a lot on our street because the new buildings replacing little houses
sold required scorched earth removal of everything living or not. To dig down and pound the earth to stabilize the
sand/dirt of our Island lots to provide deep foundations to hold the two plus stories that block the air and sunin a
complete 360 degree.

Today, we watched the process and we marveled at the unexpected results We could see from inside our living room
window across the street to the few little houses remaining on our block. Living trees can be planted, pruned or
removed completely and they do give beauty and shade. They take nothing away from us as residents of this Island or
from future generations. " Imposing a housing density mandate on "built out" cities, such as Coronado" in our view is
not only ludicrous on all levels pertaining to safety, visual beauty and overwhelming congestion added to our daily

life. We live in a community of hard working citizens who call this their home and not just a great place to

vacation. Coronado is a tourist attraction but it should not come at the expense or sacrifice of it's residents or to
destroy the beauty of natural shoreline of water, sand, parks, trees and free space for more buildings for the sake of
density. Another word for density is crowdedness.

Arthur & Elaine Wynn
Content Residents



From: Mary Scyocurka

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: Public Comment on the RHNA Draft Methodology
Date: Sunday, July 28, 2019 8:45:23 AM

TO ALL SANDAG BOARD MEMBERS,

Re: REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT DRAFT METHODOLOGY

Dear SANDAG Board Members,
As a constituent, | am deeply concerned by the flawed Draft Methodology that has been put
forth for public comment. It does not take into account particular issues that each of the cities

will face.

It does not take into account the environmental factors that the Coastal Commission will need
to assess before coastal regions are further developed.

It does not take into account market forces. The jurisdictions only met 45% of their current
cycle obligations. The proposed numbers are unachievable.

It does not take into account current density. State law requires SANDAG to consider
constraints to development, such as sufficient infrastructure and availability of suitable land.

It does not take into account cities with lower populations, who may receive special
consideration.

It does not take into account on-base military housing. It does not make sense to obligate a
city to provide a home for a service member, who already has one.

It does not take into account tribes on Indian Reservations.

Reject the Methodology and send it back to the Subcommittee for further consideration.

Do not put an unachievable number on a piece of paper just to appease Sacramento! Citizens

want our tax dollars to go to our cities and not allow the State to withhold our funds.

Don’t punish your voters!

Mary Scyocurka


mailto:mscyocurka@hotmail.com
mailto:ClerkoftheBoard@sandag.org

From: Jared Mason

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: RHNA proposal
Date: Friday, August 2, 2019 3:35:37 PM

Sir or Ma'am,

I soundly disagree with the proposal to increase Coronado's RHNA quota from 808 to 1,000
units. [ am a long time resident and fear that the extra units would create further strain on the
local communities infrastructure.

Coronado is fully built up as Mr. Sandkes overhead photo showed during the latest gathering.
Where will you put these homes? Have you considered that there is no room for these units
without demolishing 100s of historic buildings and impacting Coronado's already heavy traffic
flow?

The counties of Marin, Napa, Sonoma, and Santa Cruz are not contributing to this requirement
despite having more usable land. If they did it would lower the burden of nearly 200k units
that SD county is required to commit to. Why are the bill's proponents not required to meet
such obligations in their districts?

I feel this RHNA process is totalitarian in nature and unevenly places a burden on my small
community.

I urge you to reconsider this proposal and lower or even eliminate the number of units
Coronado is required to build. There is simply not enough room in this 2.2 square mile island
community.

Thank you in advance.
Sincerely,

Jared B. Mason
Coronado Resident since 2005


mailto:budnik29@gmail.com
mailto:ClerkoftheBoard@sandag.org
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8/20/19

TO: SANDAG Chair, Steve Vaus
SANDAG Vice Chair, Catherine Blakespar
SANDAG Executive Director, Hasan tkhrata

| am writing as a concerned resident of Coronado regarding this
discussion of adding another 1000 housing units to our community. This
would not only add to our already crowded population by a minimum of
2000 more people, but, put an increased strain, that we already have, on
our traffic, parking and infrastructure problems. Our streets are paralyzed
already with these issues with the Navy bases being here, tourists visiting
and there are only two ways of entering or exiting our town. Our
residential streets do not have enough parking for our residents, let alone
the visitors and tourists that come here. We are not an urban community
and for years they have been STUDYING the traffic and parking problems.
To date, there doesn't seem to be a solution to these problems due to
lack of land to expand 3™ and 4™ Ave. We are looking for rationale as to
why there is the need to add more housing units; adding to our daily
traffic/parking Issues?

More units would increase the demand on our sewers, water lines,
electricity, police force, firefighters, hospital, etc. It would threaten the
safety and health of people who gather for public events in our parks. We
are seeing larger events due to corporate conferences at the Hotel del
Coronado; tourists use our median strip to sit and have lunches, or even
just relax. This in itself is a red flag as to the impact of congestion and
affects our traffic safety.

Continued traffic mitigation studies will be necessary for the increase in
density. We would appreciate data that demonstrates the last five years
of traffic counts and how our town has been impacted by the increase in
building more hotel rooms, more housing units, etc. Has a study been
done to demonstrate where these units would be constructed, height
and dwelling units per acre? Perhaps there are other concerns that
came out of the study such as taxing our water and sewer infrastructure?

Coronado is a TOWN! We do not have large industry that would generate
revenues to pay for additional public infrastructure, programs, amenities
due to Increased densities. We are a residential, tourist, navy town. Our
beaches are predominately owned by the government with limited public
access. Coronado has already had a new Navy Seal complex built that
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has brought more traffic to our town (this is understandable) and should
be taken in to consideration for additional densities. At present, trying to
get from our home to the hospital, which took little time, has become a
nightmare. God help us if we get sick and need emergency care and
can’t get medical assistance due to increased traffic.

People who live here are being driven away from our town for not being
able to venture out for the daily needs as traffic is out of control, We have
become a mega restaurant town catering to increased hotel rooms and
residential units. We were once an affordable town with local
neighborhoods supporting local businesses. Currently, we have increased
residential densities and hotel conferences drawing in twice as many
tourists and the local businesses are being driven out! Additional
residential units would only add to the problem(s). Coronado is not
urban due to our geographic location and land use nature. Limited
vehicle access, residential, small business and a tourist destination.

|, respectfully, request you reevaluate your proposal. You will be driving
lifelong, current and future residents away from this area due to TRAFFIC
impacting public health and safety! Proper Town Planning is necessary
and only Coronado professionals understand the complexities of any
future growth.

Respecfully,

Dr. and Mrs. J. Marcarelli

_:D,a.,ﬁ?y\kw QW;




From: Ferri Landin

To: Clerk of the Board

Cc: rbailey@coronado.ca.us; bsandke@coronado.ca.us; mdonovan@coronado.ca.us
Subject: SANDAG RHNA Methodology - Public Comments

Date: Thursday, August 1, 2019 3:26:01 PM

RE: SANDAG RHNA Methodology - Public Comments

August 1, 2019

TO: Clerk@sandag.org - Board of Directors Chair - Hon. Steve Vaus - Board of
Directors Vice Chair Hon. Catherine Blakespear, SANDAG Executive Director -
Hasan Ikhrata

CC: C(City of Coronado - Hon. Richard Bailey, Mayor, (A) Hon. Bill Sandke,
Councilmember, (A) Hon. Mike Donovan, Councilmember

FROM: Coronado Public Safety First Collaborative (CPSFC)

RE: SANDAG RHNA Methodology — Public Comments

To Whom it May Concern:

Please consider these comments in your evaluation of the Regional Housing Needs
Assessment Methodology for the City of Coronado.

REASONABLE PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT — NOT OVERDEVELOPMENT

¢ Overdevelopment: An amount of development (for example, the quantity of buildings
or intensity of use) that is excessive in terms of demands on infrastructure and services,
or impact on local amenity and character.

CONSIDER

Overdevelopment creates unhealthy environments. Coronado city streets are already
burdened with traffic and congestion from its residents, thousands of vehicles daily crossing
the SD-Coronado Bay bridge to access military facilities located here, visitors to our
community, delivery vehicles and employees who work in business establishments on the
island, tour buses, etc.

In addition, our city services and public safety personnel are stretched to capacity to provide a
safe environment for all who occupy the island. With further government mandated density
requirements, this burden becomes overwhelming. How would this be managed and who is
responsible for the cost to secure new facilities and additional personnel?

The Coronado Public Safety First Collaborative is an all-volunteer network whose purpose it
is to serve as advocates to ensure that Coronado’s public safety and resources are not
compromised by overdevelopment.


mailto:cpsfc@san.rr.com
mailto:ClerkoftheBoard@sandag.org
mailto:rbailey@coronado.ca.us
mailto:bsandke@coronado.ca.us
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mailto:Clerk@sandag.org
http://www.coronado.ca.us/

We urge your due diligence in balancing the needs of the community with regard to the
RHNA Methodology.

Respectfully,

CORONADO PUBLIC SAFETY FIRST COLLABORATIVE (CPSFC)
114 C Avenue #296, Coronado, CA 92118 — Email: CPSFC@san.rr.com


mailto:CPSFC@san.rr.com

From: Robert Eddy <balloonbob70@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, August 9, 2019 10:00 AM

To: Litchney, Seth <Seth.Litchney@sandag.org>
Subject: Density requirements for Coronado

Mr. Litchney

As a full time resident of Coronado, | am writing to protest the requirement for Coronado to build
1001 dwellings on the island. Irrespective of your methodology of how this has been determined,
where do you propose that these units be built? There is no land available on which to build such a
large number of units.

City resources are already stretched to service the existing permanent population, not to mention the
tourists who visit this city on a continual basis. Traffic is a major problem, as well as overcrowding
everywhere. There is not sufficient parking to accommodate 1001 units. Undoubtedly the rents that
would have to be charged would be unattainable for most individuals, irrespective of how you have
classified the income levels for which certain numbers of dwellings have to be built.

It would be irresponsible of government entities to impose a housing density mandate on "built out"
cities (such as Coronado) that are already stretched to capacity and struggling to support existing
aging infrastructure and public safety needs. Chula Vista is already experiencing negative effects of
overdevelopment and there is more space in that city than in Coronado.

The island is inundated by more than 75,000 cars crossing the bridge each weekday. Should
Coronado experience a true emergency or disaster situation that would require a mass evacuation or
other emergency response, how do you propose to evacuate potentially another 2000 people? One
only has to look at the "everyday" traffic congestion for an answer to that question.

This is not a NIBY response-Coronado is a nice place to live and if housing is already available
newcomers are welcome; however, raising the height limit to provide for additional development is
not the answer, as Naval aircraft frequent the airspace over the island. This is a safety issue as well.

There is no more space to develop such a large number of dwellings on Coronado.

| respectfully request that SANDAG revisit the housing density requirement and develop a more
realistic level of development for Coronado.

Thank you

Bob Eddy
1220 1st Street Unit 302
Coronado, CA 92118



From: Peg and Bob Eddy <mdeddy2027 @gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 8, 2019 9:49 AM

To: Litchney, Seth <Seth.Litchney@sandag.org>

Subject: Unrealistic housing density requirements for Coronado

As a full time resident of Coronado, | am writing to protest the requirement for Coronado to build 1001 dwellings on the
island. Irrespective of your methodology of how this has been determined, where do you propose that these units be
built? There is no land available on which to build such a large number of units.

City resources are already stretched to service the existing permanent population, not to mention the tourists who visit
this city on a continual basis. Traffic is a major problem, as well as overcrowding everywhere. There is not sufficient
parking to accommodate 1001 units. Undoubtedly the rents that would have to be charged would be unattainable for
most individuals, irrespective of how you have classified the income levels for which certain numbers of dwellings have
to be built.

It would be irresponsible of government entities to impose a housing density mandate on "built out" cities (such as
Coronado) that are already stretched to capacity and struggling to support existing aging infrastructure and public safety
needs. Chula Vista is already experiencing negative effects of overdevelopment and there is more space in that city than
in Coronado.

The island is inundated by more than 75,000 cars crossing the bridge each weekday. Should Coronado experience a true
emergency or disaster situation that would require a mass evacuation or other emergency response, how do you
propose to evacuate potentially another 2000 people? One only has to look at the "everyday" traffic congestion for an
answer to that question.

This is not a NIBY response-Coronado is a nice place to live and if housing is already available newcomers are

welcome; however, raising the height limit to provide for additional development is not the answer, as Naval aircraft
frequent the airspace over the island. This is a safety issue as well.

There is no more space to develop such a large number of dwellings on Coronado.

| respectfully request that SANDAG revisit the housing density requirement and develop a more realistic level of
development for Coronado.

Thank you

Peggy Eddy



Subject: RE: Comments on regional housing needs assessment

From: hokansons@gmail.com <hokansons@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 10:43 AM

To: Litchney, Seth <Seth.Litchney@sandag.org>

Subject: Comments on regional housing needs assessment

Dear Seth,

| want to go on record as objecting to the State-mandated premise that it is our responsibility to provide housing for
everyone who wants to live in the San Diego area. The U.S. is already at or near the lowest population density of any
economically developed nation. | don’t agree with the premise that people have a “right” to live wherever they want,
and that we have to change the nature of our communities to accomplish this diktat. Our government has failed to
establish a rational or even legal immigration policy, nor a rational policy towards homelessness, most of which is a
result of addictions or mental illness. Perhaps support would be greater if our elected representatives would lead by
example. One more point: putting people near transit doesn’t help unless the transit goes where people actually want to
go. If you want to triple ridership on the Coaster, create a stop right at the airport (not downtown with the 990 transfer
which few use). What modern city that believes in rapid transit doesn’t have a direct airport stop?

| know this goes nowhere — but thanks for letting me vent!

Neil Hokanson

P.O. Box 1224

Cardiff by the Sea, CA 92007
hokansons@gmail.com
(619) 890-NEIL (6345)




From: Therese Pallares

To: Clerk of the Board

Subject: “NO"to 1000 mandated Housing in Coronado
Date: Wednesday, August 7, 2019 9:20:55 AM

1 vote No!

Thank you

Therese Pallares
Ascent Real Estate
BRE#01923092

Sent from my iPhone


mailto:therese92118@gmail.com
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From: Steve Toth

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: 1000 high density housing units in Coronado
Date: Tuesday, August 6, 2019 12:44:36 PM

Has anyone who voted for this taken a look at the aerial photos of Coronado? Where would the units be built.
There is no mass transit in Coronado except for one bus line and I would challenge any of the people who voted for
this to come to Coronado during rush hour and note the lack of riders on these busses. Pipe dreams of people taking
mass transit are just that, pipe dreams. Coronado is crowded enough as it is. Somebody needs to stand up to he
lunacy coming out of Sacramento.

Steve Toth

76 Half Moon Bend

Coronado.

Sent from my iPad


mailto:stoth45138@aol.com
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From: Eileen Miller

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: 1000 more homes in Coronado?
Date: Tuesday, August 6, 2019 11:04:48 AM

You have to be crazy.

On what land will these be built?

I can already spit into my neighbors bedroom from mine - we are that closely packed already.

Where will you park all those new cars?

The local Von'’s is already too small to serve the community - you can’t pass 2 shopping carts in the same aisle.
What about water and utilities for all those extra people?

Please count my very strong vote AGAINST more development in Coronado.


mailto:eileenmiller0118@gmail.com
mailto:ClerkoftheBoard@sandag.org

From: Tina Elder

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: Additional housing in Coronado
Date: Tuesday, August 6, 2019 9:32:07 AM

Dear Sir/Madam,
I oppose additional housing units built in Coronado. The city of Coronado is already over crowded and traffic is

at a standstill.

There is just no land in Coronado in which to build additional housing units.
Thank you, Tina & Steve Elder

226 Orange Ave #302

Coronado, Ca 92118
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From: Gayle Lorenc

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: Affordable Housing in Coronado
Date: Wednesday, August 7, 2019 6:36:27 AM

For your consideration: the sensible solution to affordable housing in Coronado is to build that
housing on North Island -- even if that means eliminating part or all of the golf course. There
are ample services already available.

The three major hotels should also provide housing for their employees. My father worked at
the Hotel del when they provided dormitories.

These are comprehensive solutions; and a better use of time and resources versus the lawsuits
that will inevitably arise out of an attempt to force much higher density than is already
underway.

Thank you,
Gayle A. Lorenc
Grew up in Coronado / Live in Encinitas

galorenc@gmail.com
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From: Steel, Rita (08910)

To: Clerk of the Board

Cc: Chuck Steel (chucksteel21@gmail.com); madisonsteel100@gmail.com; Marla Steel (marlasteel726@gmail.com)
Subject: Coronado High Density housing requirement

Date: Tuesday, August 6, 2019 9:45:34 AM

To whom it may concern:

I am writing to you as a concerned citizen, homeowner and business leader. 1
have never written to an agency prior to this letter however I find that it is
important to take time from my very busy business proceedings to address this
absurd process that SANDAG is looking to instill on the City of Coronado. I find
this process another stunning blatant misuse of time and energy without
thought and regard for our city. We don’t get all the school funding like other
cities in SD county, therefore we have to raise more money to fund our school
programs. We pay more property taxes per capita in this city than 90% of the
other cities in SD county. We pay for all of the city services we must provide
for beaches, streets, parades which are enjoyed by many-no problem.
However, now you are looking to require Coronado to find land on which to
build 808 high density housing units, to an increased 1,000 new units. Your
stunning reversal came after many speakers rose to discuss and explain why
the current RHNA Methodology is seriously flawed. Our pleas were dismissed.
The Board decided that the lower number allotted to Coronado (the original
1800 had been reduced to 808) due to thousands of Navy jobs, was not fair to
larger communities within SANDAG, even though those communities do have
much more buildable land to work with than Coronado’s built out 2.2 square
miles. You call that fair! Your problematic Methodology to build high density
units was overly reliant upon rapid mass transit that does not exist. Is this fair
that the high density housing proponent State Senator Scott Weiner’s (D) Marin
County, Senator Mike McGuire’s (D) Napa, Sonoma, as well as Santa Cruz, and
Santa Barbara Counties are exempt. Please explain the fairness here. If these
wealthy, northern California Counties had not been omitted from the State’s
RHNA allotment, the 171,685 units assigned to San Diego County might have
been significantly lower. Why are you trying to ruin our community without any
thought or regard for our kids who go to school here, our families that work
hard on island and off island to meet a number imposed by some flawed
methodology that does not take into consideration the density of our 2.2 miles
of land. ( The Navy base is not our land.) Can you explain how we will be able
to build 1000 more units on 2.2 miles of land which is already very dense, with
traffic issues we must face daily with our bridge ingress and egress, with the
thousands of Navy employees working on island, with the lack of funding for
our schools etc, etc.

Or do you just impose your authority, quickly vote on an issue and say good
luck folks, see you next year for more fun and exciting developments?

I understand that SANDAG Executive Director, Hasan Ikhrata did not agree with
the residents of Coronado, or Coronado Councilman Sandke or the Mayor or
San Diego regarding the discussion to reduce the number of high density
housing units. At the prior meeting Ikhrata had stated they must agree upon a
number acceptable to Sacramento, regardless of local residents’ needs.

I had to look up who SANDAG is and here is what I came up with....SANDAG
is the San Diego Association of Governments, a regional agency that leads
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planning and transportation efforts for the region, and conducts research on
issues like population growth. Its leaders are elected officials throughout the
county. As elected officials you are representing the local resident’s needs every
day. Thatis your job. We need you to listen and represent the population and
resident’s of Coronado in a fair and just fashion and not just worry about a
number that is acceptable to Sacramento.

I look forward to your immediate response.

Rita Steel
Concerned Citizen
925-963-5612



From: Clarice Perkins

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: Coronado home density
Date: Tuesday, August 6, 2019 10:47:59 AM

As residents of Coronado, we strongly oppose the addition of 800 new units let alone 1,000 new units. There is
simply no room to put these units. Coronado is a finite land mass and it is already maxed out. Residents suffer
through over 80,000 vehicles a day coming and going through our community to work on the Naval base. Even if
more units were built, those workers could not afford to live in them. Thus, even more people would generate more
traffic. Take a look at an aerial view and be rational. No land is available to build.

Sincerely,

William and Donna Perkins

1128 First St, Coronado 92118

Sent from my iPad
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From: marie roeder

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: Coronado housing requirements
Date: Tuesday, August 6, 2019 9:19:58 AM

My husband and I who are permanent residents of Coronado retired and my husband is a Navy veteran. We are in
opposition of the required 1000 new housing units here in Coronado.. Where do you propose to put this in the very
limited space that we have still available? It is totally ridiculous

Marie and Bernard Roeder

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Barb Schmelzer

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: Coronado Housing
Date: Friday, August 9, 2019 6:59:01 AM

To the Board of Directors of SANDAG:

What are you thinking? | thought that your agency was formed for the good of the people
you represent, an agency that was respected for your wise decisions. | was wrong.

Have you been to Coronado? Have you driven the streets of our 2.2 square mile island? Have
you found any vacant lots?

There are some older and run- down apartment buildings that are currently in the
renovation process of bringing them up to code, newly remodeled and available for housing.

To tell us that we must put 1800 or 800 or 1000 new homes here is as stupid as demanding
that 1800 or 800 Or 1000 new homes be put on the moon.

Either be a reasonable agency working for the good and positive actions for the people you
represent or resign!

Barbara Schmelzer

1099 First Street, Unit 404
Coronado, CA 92118
Phone: 619-437-4578


mailto:barbschmelzer@gmail.com
mailto:ClerkoftheBoard@sandag.org

From: John Sexton

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: Coronado is Overbuilt
Date: Friday, August 9, 2019 5:55:09 AM

Please reconsider the demand for more low income housing in Coronado.
It would be valuable for the decision-makers to experience the traffic gridlock that happens even more frequently

than twice each workday.
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From: Michael Allan Lutz

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: Coronado
Date: Tuesday, August 6, 2019 9:40:56 AM

I oppose any proposal to force more housing onto Coronado!
Michael

Michael Lutz

1770 Avenida del Mundo Unit 904
Coronado, CA 92118
michaelallanlutz@gmail.com
619-346-2277
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From: Suzanne Ware

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: Density in Coronado
Date: Tuesday, August 6, 2019 10:40:42 AM

Sometimes I get the feeling that you just don’t like Coronado! Exactly where do you propose we build? Maybe tear
down my home and put an apartment building.

Perhaps cargo containers could be stacked and turned into apartments.

I just do not understand your reasoning at all. Perhaps each of you should take public transportation which you tout,
and take a stroll around our streets.

Please reconsider your vote.

Suzanne Ware

Sent from my iPhone
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From: LoriPSmith

To: Clerk of the Board

Cc: Scott Smith; Brenda Ayoub; Kelly Kindorf
Subject: Density in Coronado

Date: Tuesday, August 6, 2019 10:25:32 AM

To Whom it may concern,

The quaint, neighborhood-feel that Coronado is known for is slowly disappearing. My family has been visiting The
Crown City for 34 years and been a property owner since 2001. Small homes are being demolished putting 4 in it’s
place. They are “stack-a-shack”, cookie cutter homes. It is unimaginable that there is property available in which to

build 808 high-density dwellings, let alone the revised 1000. I urge the powers-that-be to rethink their position so
that our idyllic community has a fighting chance in preserving why residents call it “Heaven on Earth”!

Regards,
Lori P Smith

Sent from my iPhone
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From: rorya@aol.com

To: Clerk of the Board

Cc: rbailey@coronado.ca.us; bsandke@coronado.ca.us; wbenzian@coronado.ca.us; mdonovan@coronado.ca.us;
mheinze@coronado.ca.us

Subject: density proposed for Coronado

Date: Friday, August 9, 2019 2:46:48 PM

Dear Board,

It is very troubling that aerial views of Coronado compared to that of your board members' locations show
that the members are not making fair decisions regarding additional density to Coronado. Coronado is
already densely populate because the community has steadily added units for decades. But the free
space and larger lots of the board members' areas demonstrate a disturbing and severe prejudice against
the people of Coronado.

This lack of fairness needs to be corrected at once.

Regards,
Rory Hutchison
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From: Monica Flynn

To: Clerk of the Board

Subject: Do your Job

Date: Tuesday, August 6, 2019 9:24:32 AM
Dear SANDAG,

The RHNA Draft Methodology is not properly thought through. Jamming 1000
units into an already crowded City like Coronado is ridiculous. As it goes the
Navy traffic alone changes the traffic patterns in the City to an almost crippling
restrictions for movement 6 hours a day. Now add 20% more residents into a
place that has no space? What are you thinking? WHERE do you propose they
build? NO ROOM!

Stop being puppets of Sacramento and stand up for our County! WRONG!

Monica Flynn

Monica M. Flynn
Principal Owner

arightplaceforseniors.com/san-diego

619.980.2051
Facebook | Twitter | LinkedIn

mflynn@arightplaceforseniors.com
3636 Fifth Ave. Suite 102

San Diego. CA 92103
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From: Wendy Wolfe

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: Draft Methodology
Date: Monday, July 29, 2019 6:20:53 PM

Attn: ALL SANDAG BOARD MEMBERS
Re: REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT DRAFT METHODOLOGY

Dear SANDAG Board Members:

As a constituent, | am deeply concerned by the flawed Draft Methodology that
has been put forth for public comment. It does not take into account particular
issues that each of the cities will face.

It does not take into account the environmental factors that the Coastal
Commission will need to assess before coastal regions are further developed.

It does not take into account market forces. The jurisdictions only met 45% of
their current cycle obligations. The proposed numbers are unachievable.

It does not take into account current density. State law requires SANDAG to
consider constraints to development, such as sufficient infrastructure and
availability of suitable land.

It does not take into account cities with lower populations, who may receive
special consideration.

It does not take into account on-base military housing. It does not make sense
to obligate a city to provide a home for a service member, who already has one.

It does not take into account tribes on Indian Reservations.

Reject the Methodology and send it back to the Subcommittee for further
consideration.

Do not put an unachievable number on a piece of paper just to appease Sacramento! Citizens
want our tax dollars to go to our cities and not allow the State to withhold our funds.

Don’t punish your voters!
Sincerely,

Wendy Wolfe
Rancho San Diego Resident
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From: Brenda Arnold

To: Clerk of the Board

Subject: Draft RHNA - Concerned Coronado resident
Date: Sunday, August 11, 2019 3:34:45 PM
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SANDAG Board,

My name is Brenda Arnold, I am a Coronado resident and I am contacting you
to communicate my opposition to the allocated 808 RHNA number.

I am very concerned about the allocation of over 1000 new housing units
to Coronado in the draft RHNA. Outside of the Navy facilities, there simply
is no buildable land in the City. Modest increases to density in a mix of
housing types and income levels consistent with the draft are certainly
possible and desirable.

However, the number proposed by the draft would drastically change the
character of the community and, I would argue, be inconsistent with the
statute’s requirement that increasing the supply and mix of housing be
allocated within the region in an equitable manner.

Section 65584 of the Government Code cites the State’s goals as to ensure
a mix of housing and incomes in each community to decrease long driving
distances and greenhouse gases. The most effective way to accomplish
this in Coronado is to locate additional housing on the Navy facilities that
are the primary job centers and possess available land. I recognize this
will require cooperation of the Navy, but the long history of respect and
cooperation between the Navy and the City of Coronado makes me
optimistic of a productive result.

I urge you to reduce the number of units assigned to Coronado. We have
2.2 square miles of land that can be developed with residential properties;
and that land is already one of the highest density cities in the county.

Respectfully,

Brenda Arnold

Brenda Arnold
1041 Pine Street
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From: Sheryl Munning

To: Clerk of the Board

Subject: Draft RHNA - Concerned Coronado resident
Date: Sunday, August 11, 2019 4:26:48 PM
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SANDAG Board,

My name is Sheryl Munning, I am a Coronado resident and home owner. I am
contacting you to communicate my opposition to the allocated 808 RHNA
number.

I am very concerned about the allocation of over 1000 new housing units
to Coronado in the draft RHNA. Outside of the Navy facilities, there simply
is no buildable land in the City. Modest increases to density in a mix of
housing types and income levels consistent with the draft are certainly
possible and desirable.

However, the number proposed by the draft would drastically change the
character of the community and, I would argue, be inconsistent with the
statute’s requirement that increasing the supply and mix of housing be
allocated within the region in an equitable manner.

Section 65584 of the Government Code cites the State’s goals as to ensure
a mix of housing and incomes in each community to decrease long driving
distances and greenhouse gases. The most effective way to accomplish
this in Coronado is to locate additional housing on the Navy facilities that
are the primary job centers and possess available land. I recognize this
will require cooperation of the Navy, but the long history of respect and
cooperation between the Navy and the City of Coronado makes me
optimistic of a productive result.

I urge you to reduce the number of units assigned to Coronado. We have
2.2 square miles of land that can be developed with residential properties;
and that land is already one of the highest density cities in the county.

Respectfully,

Sheryl Munning
225 H Avenue
Coronado, CA 92118
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From: Karen Strouse

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: Feedback on Draft Methodology
Date: Wednesday, August 7, 2019 10:56:00 AM

TO ALL SANDAG BOARD MEMBERS

Re: REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT DRAFT METHODOLOGY

Dear SANDAG Board Members,

As a constituent, I am deeply concerned by the flawed Draft Methodology that has been put
forth for public comment. It does not take into account particular issues that each of the cities
will face.

It does not take into account the environmental factors that the Coastal Commission will need
to assess before coastal regions are further developed.

It does not take into account market forces. The jurisdictions only met 45% of their current
cycle obligations. The proposed numbers are unachievable.

It does not take into account current density. State law requires SANDAG to consider
constraints to development, such as sufficient infrastructure and availability of suitable land.

It does not take into account cities with lower populations, who may receive special
consideration.

It does not take into account on-base military housing. It does not make sense to obligate a city
to provide a home for a service member, who already has one.

It does not take into account tribes on Indian Reservations.
Reject the Methodology and send it back to the Subcommittee for further consideration.

Do not put an unachievable number on a piece of paper just to appease Sacramento! Citizens
want our tax dollars to go to our cities and not allow the State to withhold our funds.

Don't punish your voters!
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From: Carol Adams

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: FEEDBACK TO SANDAG BOARD
Date: Thursday, August 8, 2019 8:35:05 AM

I would like to join those who are urging the SANDAG Board to reconsider the RHNA motion
being voted upon on August 23, 2019. As a citizen of Coronado, I feel that the current motion
is unfair and destructive to our city.

The reality is that Coronado has virtually no land available for development, and is already
one of the most dense areas of the county. We appreciate and are proud of our Navy
neighbors, but also feel that there are factors that should be taken into account because of their
unique impact on our city. I would urge you to reconsider the methodology that counts the
thousands of military jobs but not the available base housing.

Especially in view of the fact that some counties are exempt from the RHNA requirements, for
these requirements to be imposed on Coronado seems grossly unfair. With the increased
density and traffic, the unreasonably high requirements for additional housing units would
greatly damage the quality of daily life in our already dense community.

Please reconsider.
Carol Adams

645 1 Avenue
Coronado, CA 92118
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From: PAUL & JOANNE

To: Clerk of the Board

Subject: FIRMLY OPPOSE the SANDAG HOUSING
Date: Thursday, August 8, 2019 9:57:02 AM
Importance: High

The addition of this number of homes will have a negative impact on the current residents of the
City, in our opinion. In addition to greatly reducing the quality of life, we have grave concerns for the
safety of the residents of the Coronado in the event of catastrophic event and/or evacuation.

G. Paul Hoefer and Jo Anne Vaughn Hoefer
Coronado Beach Resort Residents, multiple units
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From: Steff

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: Housing Density Coronado
Date: Tuesday, August 6, 2019 11:58:17 AM

| am trying to understand how SANDAG can expect the City of Coronado to increase our
housing density by 1,000?! Can you please tell me exactly where these 1,000 housing units
are going to be placed in our already cramped, overbuilt 2.2 mile area in Coronado? The
traffic is horrible and we are already crammed in here like sardines. There is no parking and
the public transportation here for those without cars if not suffcient. All there is available is
the public bus which requires a slow ride and transferring several times to get to work in San
Diego. And the very expensive ferry, which is very slow and expensive.

| have been a resident here and owned our home since 1988. We are surrounded by multiple
houses built on one lot, numerous garage apartments crammed with people and the renters
are loud and park illegally and block garages as there is NO parking. How can more residents
be added to this mob scene? | understand the new state rules to build an ADU but the
Coronado city laws prevent this as the allowed FAR is so low most of us cannot get permission
to add an ADU, nor do we have the money to pay for that construction.

Please explain and we stand on record that this requirement for the City of Coronado to add
1000 more housing units is preposterous and unfair to a tiny city that is already bursting at the
seams with housing density and traffic from the Navy and constant toursim.

Thank you.
Steffenie and Peter Andreasen

753 C Avenue
Coronado, CA 92118
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From: crown town

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: Housing Density Demands on Coronado
Date: Tuesday, August 6, 2019 10:56:46 AM

| am writing to express my concern and confusion as to why the SANDAG Board of Directors would vote
to require Coronado to find land on which to build over 800 high density housing units. With no available
land upon which to build, this is an unrealistic mandate. The methodology used to calculate the RHNA is
seriously flawed. Coronado already suffers from one of the highest densities in the county. | urge the
SANDAG Board to use calculate RHNA using sense, not simply to placate Sacramento.

Marion Phelps
crowntownmom@yahoo.com
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From: Betty Schulman

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: Housing density
Date: Tuesday, August 6, 2019 11:55:06 AM

Reality versus number requirements. Topography limits housing unit requirements in Coronado. A State agency
asserting unrealistic building requirements is inviting litigation which will serve to impair and denigrate its goals
and mission.

Sent from my iPad

BETTY
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From: JACKIE HOYLE JONES

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: Housing in Coronado
Date: Tuesday, August 6, 2019 7:41:17 PM

There is no land available to build 100 houses much less 1,000. Get real Sandag
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From: LYNN CIHAK

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: Housing numbers in Coronado
Date: Tuesday, August 6, 2019 2:38:26 PM

Please register my objection to the proposed absurd number of increased housing proposed for Coronado. Are you
kidding??? Where would you propose placing 1000 housing units? Shipping containers stacked on the median on
Orange avenue? While you are still in the planning process, might I suggest adding a bit of logic and practicality to

the process.
~Lynn Cihak, Coronado resident
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From: Gay Salo

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: HOUSING PROPOSAL
Date: Sunday, July 28, 2019 4:00:56 PM

Attn: ALL SANDAG BOARD MEMBERS
Re: REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT DRAFT METHODOLOGY

Dear SANDAG Board Members:

As a constituent, | am deeply concerned that the proposed housing plan does
not take into account particular issues that each of the cities will face.

It does not take into account the environmental factors that the Coastal
Commission will need to assess before coastal regions are further developed.

It does not take into account market forces. The jurisdictions only met 45% of
their current cycle obligations.

It does not take into account current density.

It does not take into account cities with lower populations, who may receive
special consideration.

It does not take into account on-base military housing. It does not make sense
to obligate a city to provide a home for a service member, who already has one.
This especially affects my area.

It does not take into account tribes on Indian Reservations.
Please reject and send it back to the Subcommittee for further consideration.

Thank you for doing the right thing and representing us!

Sincerely,
Gay Salo

La Jolla, CA
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From: Lynn Hamilton

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: Housing requirements for Coronado
Date: Tuesday, August 6, 2019 8:31:36 AM

As a relatively new resident in Coronado, | would like to add my voice to the community
objection to an additional 1000 housing units.

| would invite all the voting members to visit Coronado and see how very dense this 2.2 square
miles is. We have open space such as the Tidelands

Park and the Golf Course that are enjoyed by people from all over San Diego for leisure
activities.

However, the residential units are compact, with most lots built to the maximum. | live in a
condo so have already subscribed to the land efficiency effort.

Would it be possible to approach the Naval Base and ask them to allow additional housing?
We have literally thousands of cars traveling

through the residential streets each day going in and out of the base. This would be a win-win,
providing nearby, "walkable" housing for the many employees

there and helping to satisfy the SANDAG requirement.

Thank you for your thoughtful consideration.

Lynn Hamilton
1220 1st St. #305

Lynn LaBreche Hamilton
Hamilton Residential Realty
DRE License #01265662
858-761-1113

www.lynnhamilton.com


mailto:llbhamilton@hotmail.com
mailto:ClerkoftheBoard@sandag.org
http://www.lynnhamilton.com/

From: Tom Angioletti

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: Housing
Date: Tuesday, July 30, 2019 4:34:58 PM

To Whom it may concern, I have lived in Coronado for the past 23 years. Small bungalows are
bring replaced with multi-dwelling units & lots are being divided so 4 units can be built on
them. But now it is coming to the point that no more land is available to be built on. Sandag
must take this into account with each city before assessing the city with the required number
of new units that need to be built. I am asking the board members to reassess the needs of each
city by looking at the number of residents, the density of the city & the amount of land
available. This is the fair way to assess for each city.

Thank you.-

Tom & Barbara Angioletti
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From: Jan Clark

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: Fw: I reject the methodology in Coronado
Date: Friday, August 9, 2019 4:20:11 PM

TO ALL SANDAG BOARD MEMBERS

Re: REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT DRAFT METHODOLOGY

Dear SANDAG Board Members,

As a constituent, | am deeply concerned by the flawed Draft Methodology that has been put
forth for public comment. It does not take into account particular issues that each of the
cities will face. The proposed numbers for Coronado are unfair.

It does not take into account the environmental factors that the Coastal Commission will
need to assess before coastal regions are further developed.

It does not take into account market forces. The jurisdictions only met 45% of their current
cycle obligations. The proposed numbers for Coronado are unachievable.

It does not take into account current density. State law requires SANDAG to consider
constraints to development, such as sufficient infrastructure and availability of suitable land.

It does not take into account cities with lower populations, who may receive special
consideration.

It does not take into account on-base military housing. It does not make sense to obligate a
city to provide a home for a service member, who already has one.

It does not take into account tribes on Indian Reservations.

Reject the Methodology and send it back to the Subcommittee for further
consideration.

Do not put an unachievable number on a piece of paper just to appease Sacramento!
Citizens want our tax dollars to go to our cities and not allow the State to withhold our
funds.

Don't punish your voters!
Janet Clark
344 A Ave.
Coronado. CA
92118
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From: Kitty S

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: I reject the methodology in Coronado
Date: Thursday, August 8, 2019 10:38:37 AM

TO ALL SANDAG BOARD MEMBERS

Re: REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT DRAFT METHODOLOGY

Dear SANDAG Board Members,

As a constituent, | am deeply concerned by the flawed Draft Methodology that has been put
forth for public comment. It does not take into account particular issues that each of the
cities will face.

It does not take into account the environmental factors that the Coastal Commission will
need to assess before coastal regions are further developed.

It does not take into account market forces. The jurisdictions only met 45% of their current
cycle obligations. The proposed numbers are unachievable.

It does not take into account current density. State law requires SANDAG to consider
constraints to development, such as sufficient infrastructure and availability of suitable land.

It does not take into account cities with lower populations, who may receive special
consideration.

It does not take into account on-base military housing. It does not make sense to obligate a
city to provide a home for a service member, who already has one.

It does not take into account tribes on Indian Reservations.

Reject the Methodology and send it back to the Subcommittee for further
consideration.

Do not put an unachievable number on a piece of paper just to appease Sacramento!
Citizens want our tax dollars to go to our cities and not allow the State to withhold our
funds.

Don't punish your voters!
Kitty Sexton

1099 1st St Unit 306
Coronado, CA 92118
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From: Susie

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: Increase Housing in Coronado
Date: Tuesday, August 6, 2019 4:54:40 PM

Please note, Neil and Susan Sloman are opposed to the increase of additional
housing in Coronado.

Thank you!

Susan H. Sloman

Neil W. Sloman

1770 Avenida Del Mundo #106
Coronado, Can. 92118
619.437.6667
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From: Ella Denn

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: Increased density!
Date: Monday, August 5, 2019 11:13:24 AM

Sent from my iPad we do not need increased density in our neighborhoods, military personnel already have housing
and assistance pay, there is toooooo much new affordable housing being built and housing people who are
destroying the character of older established neighborhoods..your ideas stink!
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From: Karen

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: Letter to SANDAG Board of Directors
Date: Sunday, July 28, 2019 6:24:53 AM

Attn: ALL SANDAG BOARD MEMBERS
Re: REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT DRAFT METHODOLOGY

Dear SANDAG Board Members:

As a constituent, | am deeply concerned by the flawed Draft Methodology that has been put forth for
public comment. It does not take into account particular issues that each of the cities will face.

It does not take into account the environmental factors that the Coastal Commission will need to assess
before coastal regions are further developed.

It does not take into account market forces. The jurisdictions only met 45% of their current cycle
obligations. The proposed numbers are unachievable.

It does not take into account current density. State law requires SANDAG to consider constraints to
development, such as sufficient infrastructure and availability of suitable land.

It does not take into account cities with lower populations, who may receive special consideration.

It does not take into account on-base military housing. It does not make sense to obligate a city to provide
a home for a service member, who already has one.

It does not take into account tribes on Indian Reservations.
Reject the Methodology and send it back to the Subcommittee for further consideration.

Do not put an unachievable number on a piece of paper just to appease Sacramento! Citizens want our tax
dollars to go to our cities and not allow the State to withhold our funds.

Don’t punish your voters!

Sincerely,
Karen Dale
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L. William Huck
720 Glorietta Boulevard
Coronado, CA 92118

SANDAG Board
410 B Street, Ste. 800
San Diego, CA 92101

Re: Draft RHNA

I am very concerned about the allocation of over 1000 new housing units to
Coronado in the draft RHNA. Outside of the Navy facilities, there simply is no
buildable land in the City. Modest increases to density in a mix of housing types
and income levels consistent with the draft are certainly possible and desirable.
However, the number proposed by the draft would drastically change the
character of the community and, I would argue, be inconsistent with the
statute’s requirement that increasing the supply and mix of housing be allocated
within the region in an equitable manner.

Section 65584 of the Government Code cites the State’s goals as to ensure a
mix of housing and incomes in each community to decrease long driving
distances and greenhouse gases. The most effective way to accomplish this in
Coronado is to locate additional housing on the Navy facilities that are the
primary job centers and possess available land. I recognize this will require
cooperation of the Navy, but the long history of respect and cooperation
between the Navy and the City of Coronado makes me optimistic of a
productive result.

I urge you to reduce the number of units assigned to Coronado. We have 2.2
square miles of land that can be developed with residential properties; and that
land is already one of the highest density cities in the county.

Respectfully,
L. William Huck



From: Dianne Plaisted
To: Clerk of the Board
Date: Sunday, July 28, 2019 11:09:43 AM

Attn: ALL SANDAG BOARD MEMBERS
Re: REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT DRAFT METHODOLOGY

Dear SANDAG Board Members:

As a constituent, | am deeply concerned by the flawed Draft Methodology that has been put forth
for public comment. It does not take into account particular issues that each of the cities will face.

It does not take into account the environmental factors that the Coastal Commission will need to
assess before coastal regions are further developed.

It does not take into account market forces. The jurisdictions only met 45% of their current cycle
obligations. The proposed numbers are unachievable.

It does not take into account current density. State law requires SANDAG to consider constraints
to development, such as sufficient infrastructure and availability of suitable land.

It does not take into account cities with lower populations, who may receive special
consideration.

It does not take into account on-base military housing. It does not make sense to obligate a city to
provide a home for a service member, who already has one.

It does not take into account tribes on Indian Reservations.
Reject the Methodology and send it back to the Subcommittee for further consideration.

Do not put an unachievable number on a piece of paper just to appease Sacramento! Citizens
want our tax dollars to go to our cities and not allow the State to withhold our funds.

Don’t punish your voters!

Sincerely,
Your name
Dianne Plaisted

District Deputy
Juniper Serra Council 9498
San Diego, Ca 92108
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From: Susan Anderson

To: Clerk of the Board

Cc: Richard Bailey; bsandke@coronado.ca.us; mdonovan@coronado.ca.us; wbenzian@coronado.ca.us;
mheinz@coronado.ca.us

Subject: Objection to the increase of high density housing units in Coronado

Date: Tuesday, August 6, 2019 1:21:51 PM

To whom it may concern,

I am writing to voice my concern that at the Friday, July 26, 2019 SANDAG Board of Directors Meeting on
RHNA (Regional Housing Needs Assessment) the Directors voted 10/8 to reverse their previous decision requiring
Coronado to find land on which to build 808 high density housing units, to an increased 1,000 new units. I believe
the current RHNA Methodology is seriously flawed.

Why doesn’t SANDAG’s RHNA methodology include available land and current density in its criteria?
- The Navy’s North Island Naval Air Station is twice as big as the city of Coronado.
- Coronado only has 2.2 square miles of land that can be developed with residential properties.
- Coronado is currently one of the highest density cities in San Diego county.
- Finally, during the last RHNA cycle, Coronado was one of only four cities that exceeded its goal.

I believe the above factors should be taken into consideration in formulating the current methodology. 1 would
encourage all voting members of the SANDAG Board of Directors to visit Coronado with the specific purpose of
determining where they would locate land on which to build the proposed low income housing. FYI, the height
restriction on new builds in Coronado is 40 feet.

Sincerely, Susan Anderson
1105 G Avenue

Sent from my iPad
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From: Jill Esrock

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: oppose methodology for housing increase in Coronado
Date: Tuesday, August 6, 2019 1:58:28 PM

I oppose the RHNA Draft Methodology that requires Coronado to increase
housing. We already have a high density of traffic due to Navy personnel and
tourists (that also support the City of San Diego and surrounding areas) as well
as limited parking spaces. ]

Please reconsider this unsustainable housing/density increase.

Thank you for considering our opposition.

Jill and Bernard Esrock
1000 Adella Ave
Coronado, CA 92118
619 435 0725

@ | Virus-free. www.avg.com
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From: Emily Bernardo

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: Oppose REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT DRAFT METHODOLOGY
Date: Sunday, July 28, 2019 6:34:32 AM

Attn: ALL SANDAG BOARD MEMBERS
Re: REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT DRAFT METHODOLOGY

Dear SANDAG Board Members:

As a constituent, | am deeply concerned by the flawed Draft Methodology that
has been put forth for public comment. It does not take into account particular
issues that each of the cities will face.

It does not take into account the environmental factors that the Coastal
Commission will need to assess before coastal regions are further developed.

It does not take into account market forces. The jurisdictions only met 45% of
their current cycle obligations. The proposed numbers are unachievable.

It does not take into account current density. State law requires SANDAG to
consider constraints to development, such as sufficient infrastructure and
availability of suitable land.

It does not take into account cities with lower populations, who may receive
special consideration.

It does not take into account on-base military housing. It does not make sense
to obligate a city to provide a home for a service member, who already has one.

It does not take into account tribes on Indian Reservations.

Reject the Methodology and send it back to the Subcommittee for further
consideration.

Do not put an unachievable number on a piece of paper just to appease
Sacramento! Citizens want our tax dollars to go to our cities and not allow the
State to withhold our funds.

Don’t punish your voters!

Sincerely,

Emily Bernardo
92117
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From: Candy Tyler

To: Clerk of the Board

Subject: Opposing higher density

Date: Tuesday, August 6, 2019 9:32:46 AM
SANDAG

San Diego City Council
To whom it may concern:

I’'m now at the point of being sarcastic. Would you like to build in my courtyard? Do you
members live in the areas that have much more room to build than we do here in Coronado but you
don’t want your community to be more crowded? | would like all of you proponents to come spend
a week, at your expense, exploring Coronado Proper from NASNI to the San Diego-Glorietta Bay -

from 1°¢ Street to the Hotel del. You show me the areas where we can logically put 1000 units. |
would be more than happy to host you at a meet-and-greet with our City representatives,
contractors that are now building in Coronado and our planning commission.

With respect, | would expect to hear back from everyone listed below.

Best regards,

Candace Tyler

1427 5% Street, Coronado 92118
(619)888-6173

Georgette Gomez
Alejandro Sotelo-Solis
Mayor Mary Salas
Catherine Blakespear

Most notably, high density housing proponent State Senator Scott Weiner’s (D)
Marin County, Senator Mike McGuire’s (D) Napa, Sonoma, as well as Santa
Cruz, and Santa Barbara Counties are exempt. If these wealthy, northern
California Counties had not been omitted from the State’s RHNA allotment, the
171,685 units assigned to San Diego County might have been significantly
lower.

SANDAG Executive Director, Hasan Ikhrata did not agree. At the prior meeting
Ikhrata had stated they must agree upon a humber acceptable to Sacramento,
regardless of local residents’ needs.
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From: akivlehan@aol.com

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: Opposition to Coronado"s obligation to build new housing units
Date: Friday, August 9, 2019 5:24:26 PM

SANDAG Representative,

| am opposed to Coronado's obligation to build 1001 new low income/affordable housing units. Except for
the Ferry Landing area that is under the control of the Port of San Diego, there is no available land to
build new housing units or units for any purpose.

Yes it would actually be advantageous for new housing units to be built just for the military families who
are stationed at the NASNI and NAB bases in Coronado. | would support that as these service members
are risking their lives for our Nation and deserve to have priority in affordable housing. The military has
ordered these service members to serve in Coronado, and as such, affordable housing should be
provided as there is not sufficient housing on base. We owe it to our service members. However,
unfortunately, as stated earlier, there is no available land to build new housing units.

Thus, it seems quite unfair and unreasonable to put a quota on building new housing units when it is an
obvious fact that there is no land left to build upon.

Respectfully submitted,
Anne M. Hill

1033 Isabella Avenue
Coronado, CA 92118
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From: Scott Ferguson

To: Clerk of the Board

Subject: Opposition to RHNA

Date: Wednesday, August 7, 2019 7:43:05 AM
To Whom it May Concern,

I am a resident of Coronado and oppose the ridiculous number of housing units in SANDAGs RHNA proposal.
Have any of you in SANDAG actually driven through our city? Where do you propose we put the 1000 extra
homes in this already built-out city? This is a perfect example of government entities not using good judgement and
are just trying to appease Sacramento and meet a numbers goal. You should all be ashamed for making such an
inane decision. If the leaders and members of SANDAG cannot use common sense, you should find something else
to do to occupy your time.

Scott Ferguson
Coronado
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From: blossom sanger <blossom@san.rr.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 14, 2019 4:49 PM

To: Litchney, Seth <Seth.Litchney@sandag.org>; Gonzales, Jessica <Jessica.Gonzales@sandag.org>
Cc: blossom sanger <blossom@san.rr.com>

Subject: Fwd: Planned low and moderate housing in Coronado

To Jessica--in accordance with the Sandag policy of public participation , please forward to Steve Vaus,Catherine
Blakespear and Hasan lkhrata. | note that no emails are on your site for input from the public.

To Seth Litchney, | would love to see some visionary intelligent
thoughtful useful and helpful moves by our region leaders. Please
read this carefully.

Thank you, Blossom Sanger,M.D.

> As a resident of sixty years in Coronado who lives on the bay front, |

> have witnessed shrinking “sandy beach front” over the years. Turning
> a blind eye to the inevitability of the rising

> waters in the bay does not make the reality disappear. But why

> not grasp this great opportunity to avoid the "managed retreat " of

> the housing needing to be built NOW,and BUILD THE HOUSING WHERE

> Isn’t it obvious that planned increase in ANY housing should be away

> from the coast??? This should be applied to all the housing that

> Sandag is looking at around the county.

And especially to Coronado where there is no retreat possible.

Coronado is attached to the mainland by the low lying Strand vulnerable to flooding and a high flying bridge over an
earthquake

fault under the bay. Not too farfetched with the anticipated

increasing powerful rainstorms is an impassable flooded Strand and an accident on the bridge---NO WAY OUT.
>

>

>  Your decisions need to be rational and visionary and not just

> churned out numbers, but based on safety and our precarious

> geology here in Coronado and in all of San Diego county and on the

> certainty of rising ocean heights.

> Please consider these important decisions intelligently. Blossom
> Sanger 515 1st street Coronado
>



From: Chris Toogood

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: Please consider a different approach to increasing homes in San Diego.....
Date: Tuesday, August 6, 2019 3:21:05 PM

I'm disheartened and discouraged that we are again getting bossed around and told what to do from
Sacramento. PLEASE do not force Coronado and San Diego to add so many more homes in already
dense areas. It is ridiculous and would ruin Coronado completely.

Why should we do anything Sacramento asks when they make their favorite little areas exempt!! It is
completely unfair that Marin County' Napa, Sonoma, as well as Santa Cruz, and

Santa Barbara Counties are exempt.
THAT IS UNFAIR AND OUTRAGEQUS.

WE SHOULD NOT MAKE ANY DECISIONS UNTIL ALL OF CALIFORNIA IS CONSIDERED for
INCREASED HOUSING.

Sincerely Chris Toogood
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From: eric kleymann

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: Quality of life
Date: Wednesday, August 7, 2019 7:44:06 AM

Consider the quality of life for those who live in Coronado’s community. I have worked hard and sacrificed much to
live here. It’s been worth it. Now we risk it being destroyed by greed. Density creates Getos.

Need more housing?

1. Build housing on North island. No rules there. But, build another bridge or tunnel from north island to the
mainland.

2. Consider the number of undeveloped properties in the R3 and R4 areas. Example 3rd and orange. 3 lots in a row
with single family homes. These will eventually be developed. Just a mater of time. These areas will create more
housing eventually. What’s the hurry? Greed?

Our town is packed. The military bases have expanded to 5 times the population it was in the 70’s. Hard to find
parking. Streets are dangerous.

People from Chula Vista, Otay lakes, IB. Etc use highway 75 to bypass the 5. Smog, noise, congestion... solve this
problem.

Politicians need to serve the the needs of the public not developers and realtors. Quality of life of the citizen is job

#1. No one benefits from density but the developers.
There is plenty of affordable housing east of I 5, sorry it’s not in CORONADO, Jolla or Del Mar.

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Tom Mercer

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: Reconsideration of RHNA Quota for Coronado
Date: Thursday, August 8, 2019 9:17:17 PM

Reconsideration of RHNA Quota for Coronado

In Coronado, building of 1000 low-cost housing is impossible!
1. City owns almost no vacant residential property not already built out.

2. There are no large privately owned lots left upon which to build. Even small

individual vacant lots are exorbitantly priced (over $1M) . Low cost housing could
not be built there.

3.Primary purpose of policy is to provide affordable housing near jobs in the city.
Nearly all commuting hours traffic in Coronado is to/from the Navy bases.
Considerable low-cost housing already exists on the bases and vacant land is
available on the bases to build additional housing for its workers.

Recommendation:

SANDAG pressure the Navy to build more housing on base for military and
Civil Service employees that work on the base, There is a precedence on several
bases in California where low cost military housing has been built by civilian
contractors. If the military and/or Civil Service personnel do not occupy a high
percentage of the homes, it is made available for civilian rental

4. We have limited mass transit in Coronado, but those who work in the vicinity
of Orange Avenue (only really one city business street) can easily transit by bus.
Few people, it was discovered, even use the bus. More “water taxi’service
to/from Pacific Gateway and the Navy bases on Coronado needs to be explored
to make housing on base more feasible, both ways.

5. No one is guaranteed to live in a highly sought-after, already congested,
beach community. We are middle class citizens and bought and sold modest
homes wherever the Navy sent us, and finally saved a down payment to live in a
modest home in Coronado, in order to be near aging parents during their
retirement, and later, ours. Owning in Coronado is a earned privilege, not a right,
and we have worked for it, and commuted long distances during our working
years when the jobs required.

Thomas and Delta Mercer, Coronado Residents
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From: Lynn Payette

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: REGIONAL HOUSING ASSESSMENT DRAFT METHODOLOGY
Date: Monday, July 29, 2019 1:39:56 PM

Attn: ALL SANDAG BOARD MEMBERS

Dear SANDAG Board Members,

As a constituent, | am deeply concerned by the flawed Draft Methodology that
has been put forth for public comment. It does not take into account particular
issues that each of the cities will face.

It does not take into account the environmental factors that the Coastal
Commission will need to assess before coastal regions are further developed.

It does not take into account market forces. The jurisdictions only met 45% of
their current cycle obligations. The proposed numbers are unachievable.

It does not take into account current density. State law requires SANDAG to
consider constraints to development, such as sufficient infrastructure and
availability of suitable land.

It does not take into account cities with lower populations, who may receive
special consideration.

It does not take into account on-base military housing. It does not make sense
to obligate a city to provide a home for a service member, who already has one.

It does not take into account tribes on Indian Reservations.

Reject the Methodology and send it back to the Subcommittee for further
consideration.

Do not put an unachievable number on a piece of paper just to appease
Sacramento! Citizens want our tax dollars to go to our cities and not allow the
State to withhold our funds.

Don’t punish your voters!

Sincerely,

Lynn Payette
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Lynn Payette

lynnpayette2002@gmail.com
H: 619-276-4766
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From: David McCarthy

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: Regional Housing Needs Assessment Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 7, 2019 8:29:38 PM

TO ALL SANDAG BOARD MEMBERS

Re: REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT DRAFT METHODOLOGY

Dear SANDAG Board Members,

As a constituent, I am deeply concerned by the flawed Draft Methodology that has been put forth for public
comment. It does not take into account particular issues that each of the cities will face.

It does not take into account the environmental factors that the Coastal Commission will need to assess before
coastal regions are further developed.

It does not take into account market forces. The jurisdictions only met 45% of their current cycle obligations. The
proposed numbers are unachievable.

It does not take into account current density. State law requires SANDAG to consider constraints to development,
such as sufficient infrastructure and availability of suitable land.

It does not take into account cities with lower populations, who may receive special consideration.

It does not take into account on-base military housing. It does not make sense to obligate a city to provide a home
for a service member, who already has one.

It does not take into account tribes on Indian Reservations.
Reject the Methodology and send it back to the Subcommittee for further consideration.

Do not put an unachievable number on a piece of paper just to appease Sacramento! Citizens want our tax dollars to
go to our cities and not allow the State to withhold our funds.

Don't punish your voters!
David & Rosie McCarthy

1099 1st St. Unit 307
Coronado, CA 92118
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From: Christopher Clements

To: Clerk of the Board

Subject: Regional Housing Needs Assessment Coronado
Date: Tuesday, August 6, 2019 8:33:18 AM

Good Morning,

As a local resident of Coronado for over 20 years I wanted to voice my opinion regarding the
current RHNA debate. Aside from growing up in Coronado I am fortunate enough to live and
work on the island today. Over the past decade I have been one of the leading realtors on the
island selling almost $1 billion dollars in homes on the island. I am more familiar then most on
development, new construction, zoning, lot sizes...etc and even ourselves develop new homes
on the island over the years. When considering the addition of over 800 new units to the island
based on a State formula the question should be responded to by logic.

In many places in San Diego county you can build large apartment buildings, new
developments in east county, and build mid-rise condos all within the current zoning.
Coronado however is an island and the entire island has been developed over the last 125
years. We often joke about how Coronado real estate is sold by the square inch because
frankly its true. All members of the community in Coronado enjoy daily tourist and visitors
who spend money in our local economy and its not a question of preserving our town or
keeping it for ourselves. Look at a map of Coronado Village from above, where do you
logically construction 800 units? There might be 5 vacant empty lots on the island, 10 parks, a
golf course, and roads....everything else is maxed out developed properties with 3 foot
setbacks on each side.

Aside from the obvious, the economics behind that scale of a development do not make sense.
The cost of land in Coronado is exponentially higher then most areas, cost of construction an
all time high, sales prices all time high, rents all time high. Who would be able to afford to
build these 800 units and once constructions who can afford to live in the units?

While we all support California growing and the demand for housing is real, Coronado and
other coastal Cities cannot be squeezed into a category that is supposed to fit every
incorporated City across the state.

An island needs to be looked at differently and the question should be what is possible? What
are the local and economical impacts? It is up to us as residents and tax payers of our local
Cities to preserve our coast and what makes San Diego special.

Sincerely,

Christopher L Clements, local Coronado Resident and Business owner.
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From: Jane Kehr

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT DRAFT METHODOLOGY
Date: Sunday, July 28, 2019 8:38:20 AM

Attn: ALL SANDAG BOARD MEMBERS
Re: REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT DRAFT METHODOLOGY

Dear SANDAG Board Members:

As a constituent, | am deeply concerned by the flawed Draft Methodology that
has been put forth for public comment. It does not take into account
particular issues that each of the cities will face.

It does not take into account the environmental factors that the Coastal
Commission will need to assess before coastal regions are further developed.

It does not take into account market forces. The jurisdictions only met 45% of
their current cycle obligations. The proposed numbers are unachievable.

It does not take into account current density. State law requires SANDAG to
consider constraints to development, such as sufficient infrastructure and
availability of suitable land.

It does not take into account cities with lower populations, who may receive
special consideration.

It does not take into account on-base military housing. It does not make
sense to obligate a city to provide a home for a service member, who already
has one.

It does not take into account tribes on Indian Reservations.

Reject the Methodology and send it back to the Subcommittee for further
consideration.

Do not put an unachievable number on a piece of paper just to appease
Sacramento! Citizens want our tax dollars to go to our cities and not allow the
State to withhold our funds.

Don’t punish your voters!

Sincerely,
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Jane Kehr

Jane Kehr
949-636-0514



From: Mary Ericson

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: Regional Housing Needs Assessment Methodology (RHNA Methodology)
Date: Tuesday, August 13, 2019 7:04:45 PM

Please forward to the SANDAG Board of Directors.

The RHNA methodology purporting to add 1000 additional housing units on Coronado, CA is based upon faulty
assumptions and would result in inequities for Coronado. It is a work product which is inconsistent with the
fiduciary duties and responsibilities of the Board of Directors.

It would now behoove the SANDAG Board of Directors to step back and reassess this spurious methodology, or in
the alternative, be met with total resistance from many different perspectives and means from the citizens of
Coronado.

Sincerely,
Mary Ericson

1810 Avenida del Mundo
Coronado, CA 92118


mailto:mericson44@icloud.com
mailto:ClerkoftheBoard@sandag.org

From: Chelsea Gastelum

To: Clerk of the Board

Subject: Regional Housing Needs Assessment
Date: Wednesday, August 7, 2019 2:28:05 PM
To Whom It May Concern,

I am a resident homeowner in Lemon Grove, CA and I wanted to give my voice to the current
SANDAG plan of Lemon Grove taking on more low income housing. I have several views on
this.

The first is that currently the City of Lemon Grove is extremely short on accessible law
enforcement. I do not feel we are ready to take on even more housing projects until we can
get adequate law enforcement. It is hard to get them to react now, and it is very, very, very
rare to see any patrol vehicles. We are under the jurisdiction of the San Diego County sheriff's
office, but there is not enough presence in our area as it is right now.

Second, many other cities in our county are not taking on their fair share of the affordable
housing burden. They fix up their cities/neighborhoods, want a higher caliber of people and
refuse to take on more affordable housing units. They could increase the allotted percentage
of low income units up from only 10%. If Sacramento wants Lemon Grove to take on more
housing it should come in and give us a lot more financial support to fix up infrastructure
problems our small city faces. Our streets are in bad condition and many areas don't even
have sidewalks. And again, more money should go into law enforcement.

California does need a lot of help with affordable housing. I know the Section 8 wait list is
long. I know people that benefit from low income housing. I am not trying to be cruel to
people who need affordable housing. It is just that the shared cooperation of all cities in the
county is a must, and others need to take on their fair share, or we need a lot more money and
improvements so we can handle it in a better way.

Our mayor is also not the best and doesn't always listen to the people. She is supposed to be
our SANDAG advocate and instead she is passing it along to us citizens to direct our
comments to you, so [ am. Please realize that we are the ones who have to live in our little
city on the day to day basis, and making a decision from a far away location is easier to do
than for us to live with the fallout of what is decided for us. We are a small city that keeps
losing businesses, not gaining them. The ones that want to go in are the ones that cater to low
income people; i.e. loan companies, smoke shops, liquor stores and dispensaries. We would
like to see our city improve like other areas of the county. We would like a safe place for
children to play. We would like clean areas to walk around in. Just putting in more housing
before other issues are dealt with will keep us stuck. Plus we have already taken on more than
our fair share of units.

Please consider these talking points and greatly reduce the expected number of low income
housing units while making sure other parts of the county take on their fair share.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,
Chelsea Gastelum


mailto:chelsea.gastelum@gmail.com
mailto:ClerkoftheBoard@sandag.org

Resident of Lemon Grove



From: margy barr

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: Regional housing
Date: Sunday, July 28, 2019 1:01:45 PM

Sent from my iPhone

Attn: ALL SANDAG BOARD MEMBERS

Re: REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS

ASSESSMENT DRAFT METHODOLOGY

Dear SANDAG Board Members:

As a constituent, I am deeply concerned by the
flawed Draft Methodology that has been put forth
for public comment. It does not take into account

particular issues that each of the cities will face.

It does not take into account the environmental
factors that the Coastal Commission will need to

assess before coastal regions are further developed.


mailto:wyomargy@earthlink.net
mailto:ClerkoftheBoard@sandag.org

It does not take into account market forces. The
jurisdictions only met 45% of their current cycle
obligations. The proposed numbers are

unachievable.

It does not take into account current density. State
law requires SANDAG to consider constraints to
development, such as sufficient infrastructure and

availability of suitable land.

It does not take into account cities with lower

populations, who may receive special consideration.

It does not take into account on-base military
housing. It does not make sense to obligate a city to
provide a home for a service member, who already

has one.

It does not take into account tribes on Indian

Reservations.

Reject the Methodology and send it back to the

Subcommittee for further consideration.

Do not put an unachievable number on a piece of

paper just to appease Sacramento! Citizens want



our tax dollars to go to our cities and not allow the

State to withhold our funds.

Don’t punish your voters!

Sincerely

Margy Barr
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From: s seeright

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: Requirement for Coronado new housing
Date: Wednesday, August 7, 2019 5:34:40 AM

Dear members of the committee,

We object to the State requirements for the large number of additional housing for the city of
Coronado. A city of our size should not have to meet criteria set by our State government
without a clear understanding of the impact this would have on the environment, military
presence, and lack of land available for such buildings.

We urge that you reconsider our community's situation..
Sincerely,
James and Sondra Seeright

1099 First St., Unit 403
Coronado, CA 92118


mailto:slshoa1099@gmail.com
mailto:ClerkoftheBoard@sandag.org

From: William McSwain

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: The RHNA substitute motion for increased housing density in Coronado
Date: Friday, August 2, 2019 4:09:20 PM

SANDAG Board of Directors,

The decision of the SANDAG Board of Directors to increase the required

high density housing units to be built in Coronado from 808 to 1000 is
preposterous! Building 1,000 new housing units in Coronado where there

is no more land to build upon is laughable. Building 100 units is a HUGE ask;

but if if you are intent on doing crazy, why don’t you pass a housing “demand”

for 10,000 units for our tiny community! The Boards reasoning is as outrageous,
as it is pathetic. Decisions like this are why politicians are respected about as much
as used car salesmen.

Have a nice day!
William S. McSwain


mailto:williammcswain@me.com
mailto:ClerkoftheBoard@sandag.org

From: Karen

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: RHNA Draft Methodology Public Comment Extension
Date: Tuesday, August 13, 2019 7:02:00 PM

Dear SANDAG Board Members:

Thank you for the update regarding cancellation of the August 23 meeting re the 6th Cycle RHNA draft

Methodology and the subsequent
scheduling of a special Executive Committee Meeting for September 6.

| also appreciate the extension of the public comment period re the draft Methodology to September 4. It
seems more
in keeping with standard procedures.

Thanks again,

Karen Dale


mailto:karend2010@earthlink.net
mailto:ClerkoftheBoard@sandag.org

From: Katie

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: RHNA for Coronado
Date: Tuesday, August 6, 2019 9:47:49 AM

| oppose the methodology that has resulted in the recommendation that Coronado
be required to construct 1000 new housing units. Specifically, the inclusion of the
personnel assigned to the Naval Base in the methodology is not appropriate. Naval
Base Coronado occupies a huge area of the island, compared to the very small and
already build-out area of the city of Coronado. Naval Base Coronado should

be strongly encouraged to provide housing for their employees/military members
stationed there, if indeed that is a pressing need. To force the small town of
Coronado to absorb 1,000 housing units will change the character of the town and

strain the local services.

Thank you for your time.
Kate Dunn

416 C Ave.

Coronado, CA 92118


mailto:katieherself@san.rr.com
mailto:ClerkoftheBoard@sandag.org

From: idunni@san.rr.com

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: RHNA HOUSING NUMBER
Date: Tuesday, August 6, 2019 4:35:10 PM

| am a resident of Coronado and | believe strongly that the efforts to place forced
housing construction goals on Coronado is wrong from a policy perspective and
flawed for one very simple reason. Basing the number of required homes on a
calculation that involves the headcount of people who work at North Island is
absolutely wrong. No doubt you have heard this from others, but the simple fact is
that the 80,000 cars coming over the bridge daily headed for North Island are not
filled with permanent residents. | most strongly urge you to correct the numbers
ASAP.

As you can surely tell, this issue is producing a rapidly growing sense of concern
and perhaps outrage over the heavy handedness of the entire idea of force housing
construction and over the way the numbers are calculated.

Thank you for the opportunity to voice my opinion on this issue.

[van Dunn
416 C Ave
Coronado, CA


mailto:idunn1@san.rr.com
mailto:ClerkoftheBoard@sandag.org

From: Michelle Brakke

To: Clerk of the Board

Subject: Comments on RHNA methodology for public comment
Date: Thursday, August 8, 2019 3:31:50 PM

Dear SANDAG,

I’m writing to express concern over the methodology used for the regional housing needs assessment, specifically
for the City of Coronado. While there are multiple reasons Coronado can not possibly handle an additional 1,000
housing units in the next 9 years, I specifically worry about the transportation implications. I implore you to
consider the infrastructure limitations of our roads and bridge when you consider how many new housing units our
city can handle. We already have major backups on our roads and regular traffic issues on the Coronado bridge, we
can’t handle an additional 2000+ trips a day. 1,000 units with two adults going to work is at least an additional
2,000 trips a day on the bridge because there is not enough employment on this island for all of these people. The
bridge can not possibly handle that. In addition, there is virtually no way that a second bridge could be built or the
existing one widened within the 9 year timeframe the housing must be implemented.

When I look at other areas, it seems like you made rational decisions with how many housing units they are required
to add, specially Del Mar and Imperial Beach, and neither of these communities are as transportationally challenged
as Coronado is. Please consider our infrastructure limitations, both transportation infrastructure and public utilities,
our land use limitations, our schools, and our community. I urge you to reconsider our allotted numbers. 1,000 units
is just not feasible for our community.

Sincerely,
Michelle Brakke


mailto:michellemarie6483@gmail.com
mailto:ClerkoftheBoard@sandag.org

From: Julianna Faulkner

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: RHNA
Date: Wednesday, July 31, 2019 10:40:38 AM

| am totally against 1,001 new housing units being built in Coronado between the years of
2019 & 2029.

Please make my comment known to all the board members.

Thank You

Bill Lunt

1770 Ave Del Mundo

Coronado


mailto:JuliannaF16@hotmail.com
mailto:ClerkoftheBoard@sandag.org

JULIA VIERA
563 Alameda Boulevard
Coronado, California 92118

To: Steve Vaus-SANDAG Chair, Catherine Blakespear-SANDAG Vice Chair, and Hasan Ikhrata-Ex. Director
401 B Street, Suite 800, San Diego, CA 92101

RE: The move to force 1,001 low and moderate income units on Coronado island.

FROM: lulia Viera, 91-year Islander, property owner, retired residential realtor, irate citizen.

SUBIJECT: Atyour 21 August meeting please respond to the following issues:

1. Since when is it prudent to require urban development that is economically infeasible?
Calling for 1001 low and moderate rate rental units to be imposed on a built-out
municipality like Coronado Island can never make financial sense. For many years any new
construction here has required tearing down an existing structure—usually a single-family
residence. So do the math: eminent domain purchase (by law at market rate) of a standard
Coronado residential block with about 34 parcels which easily would have average
appraisals of about $2 million each, means an initial investment of 568 million—before
demolition, before permits, design and legal fees—before construction. 1001 units probably
would require 2 residential blocks. And legal fees because Coronado citizens will not take
this assault lying down.

2. How is it that SANDAG planners do not feel required to observe the local zoning and height
requirements by city statute required of ANY new development?

3. Why are the hundreds of units of Navy housing located within Coronado city limits not
considered when counting the number of existing low cost and moderate income rental
units? One quite new North Island building, for example, has 500 units for enlisted
personnel on sea duty assigned to Navy ships in port. Add those to the numerous modern
barracks buildings, and the hundreds of family quarters for enlisted and officer active duty
personnel. Then, what about active duty personnel who receive extra pay, known as “Basic
Allowance for Quarters” added to their regular income, according to the cost of living index
where assigned ? That alone covers hundreds of Coronado rentals, effectively making them
“moderate income units.”

SANDAG leadership owes explanations to Coronado, and the 8 other member governments that did not
vote for this imposition--explanations for what is effectively a senseless assault on private property
rights. Not only ill advised, but un-American.

Julia Viera, 619-435-44
UL&@_,

Copy to Coronado Eagle newspaper



From: Jerry Winter

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: RHNA
Date: Friday, August 9, 2019 5:33:58 PM

Subject: Objection to the increase of high density housing units in Coronado
To whom it may concern,

| am writing to voice my concern that at the Friday, July 26, 2019 SANDAG Board of Directors
Meeting on RHNA (Regional Housing Needs Assessment) the Directors voted 10/8 to reverse their
previous decision requiring Coronado to find land on which to build 808 high density housing units, to an
increased 1,000 new units. | believe the current RHNA Methodology is seriously flawed.

Why doesn’t SANDAG’s RHNA methodology include available land and current density in its criteria?
- The Navy’s North Island Naval Air Station is twice as big as the city of Coronado.

- Coronado only has 2.2 square miles of land that can be developed with residential properties.

- Coronado is currently one of the highest density cities in San Diego county.

- Finally, during the last RHNA cycle, Coronado was one of only four cities that exceeded its goal.

| believe the above factors should be taken into consideration in formulating the current methodology.
| would encourage all voting members of the SANDAG Board of Directors to visit Coronado with the
specific purpose of determining where they would locate land upon which to build the proposed high
density housing. FYI, the height restriction on new builds in Coronado is 40 feet. Where would we put
these additional homes that you say we must build by 2029?77?77 Perhaps with the wisdom of the Port
you can dictate which houses must destroyed to make room for another 1000 homes!!!!

| am also concerned about potential addition of a 350 room hotel and Commercial office space on the
waterfront on 1st Street. It is already crowded and certainly will not be an addition to the Coronado
image. It seems as though instead of being Stewards of the Port land, you are more interested in just
bringing more money to the Port.

We wish to maintain the charm and character of Coronado and not become just another overcrowded
City on the bay!!

Jerome and Jo Lynn Winter
1101 First St. #407
Coronado, CA 92118


mailto:jwinter800@aol.com
mailto:ClerkoftheBoard@sandag.org

From: BRUCE MACKIE

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: RNHA. Coronado
Date: Tuesday, August 6, 2019 8:20:36 AM

Coronado does not have space to accommodate 800 additional units and I have a hard time understanding why
communities that could accommodate units wouldn’t want the development in there cities.

Sent from my iPad
Bruce 1-916-416-8351


mailto:bmackie777@aol.com
mailto:ClerkoftheBoard@sandag.org

From: Herb Zoehrer

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: SANDAG Housing Density
Date: Wednesday, August 7, 2019 5:26:33 PM

TO ALL SANDAG BOARD
MEMBERS 8/7/19

Re: REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT DRAFT METHODOLOGY

Dear SANDAG Board Members,

As a constituent, I am deeply concerned by the flawed Draft Methodology that has been put
forth for public comment. It does not take into account particular issues that each of the cities
will face.

It does not take into account the environmental factors that the Coastal Commission will need
to assess before coastal regions are further developed.

It does not take into account market forces. The jurisdictions only met 45% of their current
cycle obligations. The proposed numbers are unachievable.

It does not take into account current density. State law requires SANDAG to consider
constraints to development, such as sufficient infrastructure and availability of suitable land.

It does not take into account cities with lower populations, who may receive special
consideration.

It does not take into account on-base military housing. It does not make sense to obligate a city
to provide a home for a service member, who already has one.

It does not take into account tribes on Indian Reservations.
Reject the Methodology and send it back to the Subcommittee for further consideration.

Do not put an unachievable number on a piece of paper just to appease Sacramento! Citizens
want our tax dollars to go to our cities and not allow the State to withhold our funds.

Don't punish your voters!
Concerned residents,
/s/
Herb and Margaret Zoehrer
1099 1st St #101
Coronado, CA 92118


mailto:hzoehrer@san.rr.com
mailto:ClerkoftheBoard@sandag.org

From: Rosetta Keck

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: SANDAG REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT (RHNA)
Date: Monday, July 29, 2019 11:05:46 AM

July
2019
Attn: ALL SANDAG BOARD MEMBERS
Re: REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT DRAFT METHODOLOGY
Dear SANDAG Board Members:

As a constituent, | am deeply concerned by the flawed Draft Methodology that has been put
forth for public comment. It does not take into account particular issues that each of the cities
will face.

It does not take into account the environmental factors that the Coastal Commission will need
to assess before coastal regions are further developed.

It does not take into account market forces. The jurisdictions only met 45% of their current
cycle obligations. The proposed numbers are unachievable.

It does not take into account current density. State law requires SANDAG to consider
constraints to development, such as sufficient infrastructure and availability of suitable land.

It does not take into account cities with lower populations, who may receive special
consideration.

It does not take into account on-base military housing. It does not make sense to obligate a
city to provide a home for a service member, who already has one.

It does not take into account tribes on Indian Reservations.
Reject the Methodology and send it back to the Subcommittee for further consideration.

Do not put an unachievable number on a piece of paper just to appease Sacramento! Citizens
want our tax dollars to go to our cities and not allow the State to withhold our funds.

Don’t punish your voters!

Sincerely,
Rosetta and Duane Keck

2103 Mendocino Blvd
San Diego, CA 92107
Rosetta A. Keck
Rkeck201 icl .com

(619) 997-4284 — cell


mailto:rkeck2015@icloud.com
mailto:ClerkoftheBoard@sandag.org
mailto:Rkeck2015@icloud.com

(619) 224-4284 — home

(619) 546-0436 - fax



From: Mary Ericson

To: Clerk of the Board

Subject: Sandag RNHA

Date: Tuesday, August 6, 2019 10:44:14 AM
SANDAG Board,

Your draft methodology for housing increases on Coronado is fraught with inaccurate assumptions and inequities
and unworthy of a responsible Board.

Mary Ericson
1810 Avenida del Mundo, Coronado, CA 92118

Sent from my iPad


mailto:mericson44@icloud.com
mailto:ClerkoftheBoard@sandag.org

From: Janice Howard

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: Stop the flawed SANDAG Proposal!
Date: Sunday, August 11, 2019 10:39:58 PM

4 days ago
Aug 07, 2019 3:02
pm

TO ALL SANDAG BOARD MEMBERS

Re: REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT DRAFT METHODOLOGY

Dear SANDAG Board Members,

As a constituent, | am deeply concerned by the flawed Draft Methodology that has been
put forth for public comment. It does not take into account particular issues that each of
the cities will face.

It does not take into account the environmental factors that the Coastal Commission will
need to assess before coastal regions are further developed.

It does not take into account market forces. The jurisdictions only met 45% of their
current cycle obligations. The proposed numbers are unachievable.

It does not take into account current density. State law requires SANDAG to consider
constraints to development, such as sufficient infrastructure and availability of suitable
land.

It does not take into account cities with lower populations, who may receive special
consideration.

It does not take into account on-base military housing. It does not make sense to
obligate a city to provide a home for a service member, who already has one.

It does not take into account tribes on Indian Reservations.

PLEASE reject this Methodology and send it back to the Subcommittee for
further consideration.

Do not propose an unachievable number on a piece of paper without making sure it is
achievable.

Janice Howard McElroy
Owner/Innkeeper

Mobile: 619.405.7500
CORONADO CARRIAGE QUARTERS


mailto:janice.hhinc@gmail.com
mailto:ClerkoftheBoard@sandag.org

From: sandiegoruby@reagan.com

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: The RNHA Methodology
Date: Sunday, July 28, 2019 9:49:04 AM

Attn: ALL SANDAG BOARD MEMBERS
Re: REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT DRAFT METHODOLOGY

Dear SANDAG Board Members:

As a constituent, | am deeply concerned by the flawed Draft Methodology that
has been put forth for public comment. It does not take into account particular
issues that each of the cities will face.

It does not take into account the environmental factors that the Coastal
Commission will need to assess before coastal regions are further developed.

It does not take into account market forces. The jurisdictions only met 45% of
their current cycle obligations. The proposed numbers are unachievable.

It does not take into account current density. State law requires SANDAG to
consider constraints to development, such as sufficient infrastructure and
availability of suitable land.

It does not take into account cities with lower populations, who may receive
special consideration.

It does not take into account on-base military housing. It does not make sense
to obligate a city to provide a home for a service member, who already has one.

It does not take into account tribes on Indian Reservations.

Reject the Methodology and send it back to the Subcommittee for further
consideration.

Do not put an unachievable number on a piece of paper just to appease
Sacramento! Citizens want our tax dollars to go to our cities and not allow the
State to withhold our funds.

Don’t punish your voters!

Sincerely,


mailto:sandiegoruby@reagan.com
mailto:ClerkoftheBoard@sandag.org

Ruby Caldwell

home owner and space renter at

8301 Mission Gorge Rd, Space 272, Santee, CA 92071
and also homeowner of

4226 Mt Voss Dr, San Diego, CA 92117



From: Fred Eckert

To: Clerk of the Board

Cc: Fred Eckert; Richard Bailey

Subject: The SANDAG housing demand for Coronado
Date: Tuesday, August 6, 2019 2:47:35 PM

I would ask where in Coronado, SANDAG expects to put 1000 additional housing units. Are
Accessory dwelling units included in the plan? We have a limited - fixed number of acres to
build on & with one of the most dense population counts in the county. I noticed that all
democrats voted in favor of the additional burden on the City of Coronado. I also noted that
none of the, in favor crowd, used public transportation - which equates to “do as we say, not as
we do”. The words, moronic idea, come to mind.

Fred Eckert


mailto:supmanx@gmail.com
mailto:ClerkoftheBoard@sandag.org
mailto:supmanx@gmail.com
mailto:richard.patrick.bailey@gmail.com

From: First Last

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: your flawed demands for coronado
Date: Tuesday, August 6, 2019 9:46:48 AM

i have lived in Coronado for 30 years. My wife was raised in Coronado. We have seen our once quiet peaceful town
already destroyed by single family homes being demolished so 4 or more 3 story homes can be built on the same
square footage.

We sigh and shake our heads as we walk around Coronado. The “feel” of the city has been, and is still being,
destroyed by this new trend of increased density.

There would have to be mass destruction in Coronado to find space for 1,000 new high density units.

i suggest the SANDAG committee members give up on their unrealistic math formula and simply walk around
Coronado for an afternoon to determine how flawed their system is.

There is simply no place to build 1,000 new units in Coronado unless you start taking people’s homes away from
them and forcing them to move elsewhere.


mailto:maurer.mac@gmail.com
mailto:ClerkoftheBoard@sandag.org

From: Stephanie Kaupp <skauppl@san.rr.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 8, 2019 10:30 AM

To: Litchney, Seth <Seth.Litchney@sandag.org>
Subject: DRAFT RHNA Methodology

Dear Seth:
In order for me to comment on the RHNA methodology, | need more information on which to base my comments.
Coronado, CA

* What data and methodology were used to determine 1,000 new housing units have been allocated to Coronado in
order to meet the regional housing need among the region’s 19 jurisdictions.

* What data and methodology were used to determine that military housing in Coronado was not considered in the
equation, even though the military is the largest employer in our jurisdiction.

* What data and methodology were used to determine that all land areas in Coronado were considered suitable for
urban development even though FEMA documents indicate certain areas in Coronado have a high potential for flooding
and sea level rise which would place restrictions on building permits and transit options.

* What data and methodology were used that recognized Caltrans (not Coronado) controls the Coronado Bridge and SR-
75 and all traffic plans and mitigation measures are their responsibility (and not the City’s).

* What data and methodology were used to determine if the transit system in Coronado would facilitate shorter
commutes considering SANDAG's regional mass transit plan is not a viable system that facilitates shorter commutes in
and out of Coronado to job sites scattered throughout the San Diego Region.

* What data and methodology were used to determine the health and safety impacts caused by increased urban
development and traffic/congestion/safety/air quality to Coronado and our neighbors in Barrio Logan, Imperial Beach,
Nestor, and National City.

Please ask your staff to provide information on the above before the public comment period closes on August 21, 2019.

“State housing element law requires SANDAG to provide a discussion of the draft methodology that includes the data
and assumptions relied upon, and an explanation of how information about local government conditions and how each
of the factors required by laws was used to develop the draft methodology (See Government Code Section
65584.04). SANDAG must also describe how the draft methodology would further the five objectives in Government
Code Section 65584. This document is meant to provide the information required by the statute to assist the public in
understanding the basis for the draft methodology."

Thank you very much.
Sincerely,
Stephanie S. Kaupp

1133 1st Street
Unit #418



Coronado, CA 92118

Email: skauppl@san.rr.com
Cell: (619) 992-6436




August g, 2019

SANDAG

Attn: Steve Vaus, Chairman
401 B Street, Suite 800

San Diego, CA 92101

Dear Mr. Vaus:
| wish to voice my opposition to the proposed SANDAG and Port of San Diego low and

moderate income housing and hotel additions being forced upon the City of Coronado.

Coronado is fundamentally an island, and a heavily developed and populated one at that. We
cannot build on the water surrounding us. The addition of 1,001 (a strange number) low and
moderate income housing units does not consider the real limitations of the island. There is
insufficient land to build that number of units. Therefore, a high-rise building would be required
that would violate existing and long-standing zoning. Those zoning laws are, in effect, a
contract between the current residents, and the city. You are forcing the city to violate that
contract.

Moreover, theisland lacks the infrastructure, in the form of water supply, sewerage, electrical
service, emergency services, parks, public services and streets to support the addition of 3,000
to 4,000 full-time residents resulting from this additional housing. Additionally, as a island, the
cost of land and construction here will be much greater than in other locations.

Coronado does not have an employment need for such people. There are simply not that many
jobs here.

With the vast amounts of unused land in the county, why not place those units where they can
utilize underutilized land, instead of forcing them into an area which cannot support the units,

whose residents oppose the units and which will significantly deteriorate the excellent services
the City of Coronado provides to its tax payers.

It is this kind of regulatory high-handedness, linked to a failure to recognize the realities of the
proposal that generates such widespread animosity toward agencies like SANDAG.

Sincerely,

Martin M. Dresser  cc: Catherine Blakespear; Hasan Ikharata

MARTIN M. DRESSER | 333 ORANGE AVENUE, UNIT 27 | CORONADO, CA 92118



From: Stephanie Kaupp <skauppl@san.rr.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 14, 2019 10:01:39 AM

To: Stackwick, Victoria <Victoria.Stackwick@sandag.org>

Subject: SANDAG DRAFT RHNA Methodology - Extension of Public Review Period

Dear Victoria:

DRAFT RHNA Methodology - Extension of Public Review Period

Is SANDAG going to publish the change in date for public comments and the Special Board of Directors meeting in local
newspapers, on TV, or in other public information sources?

| live in a community with a high percentage of senior citizens, many of whom do not have a computer (or are not
computer literate).

| just learned that | needed to sign up on the SANDAG website (which | just did) in order to receive notices/updates from
SANDAG.

Luckily I have a computer (and am somewhat computer literate) so in the future | hope to be better informed on what’s
going on in my region.

Further, for true public input, SANDAG should hold community-wide meetings in each jurisdiction so that the publicis
better informed, prior to the end of the public comment period.

Thankfully due to a few active citizens who had the time and means to attend some of the SANDAG meetings, more
residents became better informed of SANDAG's proposed methodology for allocating housing and the detrimental
impacts it will have on our beautiful city.

Thank you for the consideration.

Best regards,

Stephanie Kaupp

Coronado, CA
skauppl@san.rr.com




From: Deborah Dawson

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: SANDAG adding 1,000 units to Coronado
Date: Tuesday, August 6, 2019 10:33:37 AM

I am against forcing 1,000 additional housing units to be built in Coronado.

I challenge the board members that approved this to study a map of Coronado, come drive around Coronado, and
find available space. I can say confidently that they won’t find it.

And the mass transit available? Beyond a bus route and an expensive ferry ride, it doesn’t exist.
Therefore, I consider their reasoning for their vote to be flawed and uninformed.
Thank you for your consideration.

Debbie Dawson
317 C Avenue


mailto:debbiedawson10@icloud.com
mailto:ClerkoftheBoard@sandag.org

From: Candy Tyler <missc65@san.rr.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 13, 2019 7:50 PM

To: Porcella, Audrey

Cc: ‘Richard Bailey'

Subject: RE: Board of Directors Meeting Cancellations

Thank you Audrey,

I’'m printing the report and will work on muddling through it. Just from overview | don’t see where SANDAG can justify
1001 new units on Coronado. We have no university or college. We have no rapid transit...only bus stops and they are
only on Orange Avenue, 3™ and 4% Streets. The congestion on these streets, due to the bridge, is massive already
without adding more. When considering military presence, | suggest the military work with SANDAG on this part of the
equation. The area of open space on NASNI is certainly appropriate for added housing units for military members. The
amount of days the bridge is closed for any length of time due to accidents or suicide attempts is greater than any other
freeway closure in the County, thus burdening even more people trying to get on/off the Island. Consideration of
Coronado for added housing units needs to go back to the drawing board.

Please share my comments with all SANDAG members.

Best regards,

Candace Tyler

From: Porcella, Audrey [mailto:Audrey.Porcella@sandag.org]
Sent: Tuesday, August 13, 2019 6:14 PM

To: Porcella, Audrey

Cc: Litchney, Seth

Subject: FW: Board of Directors Meeting Cancellations

Good evening,
Please see the message below from the Clerk of the Board.
Thank you,

Audrey Porcella
Associate Regional Planner

SANDAG

(619) 699-1961
401 B Street, Suite 800, San Diego, CA 92101

(sANDAG

Facebook | Twitter | YouTube | Instagram
SANDAG offices are open Tuesday-Friday and every other Monday from 8 a.m.-5 p.m.

From: San Diego Association of Governments <clerk@sandag.org>
Sent: Tuesday, August 13, 2019 3:17 PM

To: Porcella, Audrey <Audrey.Porcella@sandag.org>

Subject: Board of Directors Meeting Cancellations



Board of Directors

The Board of Directors meetings originally scheduled for

August 23 and September 13, 2019, have been AUGUST 2019
cancelled. A Special Board of Directors meeting has been

scheduled for Friday, September 6, 2019, at 9 a.m.

As a result, the Draft 6th Cycle Regional Housing Needs
Assessment Methodology public review period has been
extended. Public comments received prior to 5 p.m. PST
on September 4, 2019, will be provided to the Board of

Directors at its meeting on September 6, 2019, as part of
the public hearing regarding the Draft 6th Cycle Regional

Housing Needs Assessment Methodology that day. A Special Board of

To review the draft methodology and information on how Directors meeting

to submit comments, please visit sandag.org/rhna has been

scheduled for
Friday, September
6, 2019, at 9 a.m.

View the cancellation notice:

Cancellation Notice

& sandag.org §  sanDAGregion W sANDAG I3 SANDAGregion @ SANDAGregion

Si desea obtener informacion en espafiol, por favor comuniquese al (619) 699-1950 o pio@sandag.org.

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), this document is available in alternate formats by contacting the
SANDAG ADA Coordinator, the Director of Administration, at (619) 699-1900 or (619) 699-1904 (TTY).

Forward this email to a friend. Want to change how you receive these emails?
You can update your preferences or unsubscribe apo@sandag.org from this list.

Copyright © 2018 SANDAG, All rights reserved.
San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG)
401 B Street, Suite 800, San Diego, CA 92101
clerk@sandag.org | sandag.org | (619) 699-1900



From: kathy wileman <kdw2053@yahoo.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 14, 2019 3:55 PM

To: Litchney, Seth <Seth.Litchney@sandag.org>

Subject: Coronado's Affordable Housing Unit Goal of 1001

To Whom It May Concern:

My name is Katherine Wileman and | have lived in Coronado at The Landing Condominiums for 16 years. |am truly
shocked and dismayed at SANDAG's revised affordable housing unit goal for our city. Moreover, | question the formula
from which this number came and the knowledge of the members of the board who voted for this revised number.
Perhaps a field trip to our city by the members of SANDAG would help not only to enlighten them in regards to available
land here in Coronado but allow them to explain to our city’s residents exactly where this land exists.

As a peninsula, we have very definitely limits and boundaries to our city. Moreover, we face the very threatening issue
of a rising bay and ocean level. Did anyone at SANDAG consider this?

I would like to understand why some cities are exempt. | would also like to know why five jurisdictions in San Diego
county have lower new housing unit levels than Coronado.

Finally, Coronado’s density is high. Over the last twenty years and more, normal sized lots have been turned into two
lots and built upon. Lots a bit larger, have had 4 homes built upon them. During the summer, we the citizens of
Coronado, pay for a free shuttle so tourists can park their cars in our city or opt to ride the bus. We ride the bus as to
allow parking for visitors. This year, we paid for a free shuttle during the Winter holidays.

Coronado is not insensitive. Our community supports a hospital that services a multitude of San Diego county residents
who cannot afford medical care and do not live in Coronado. Our schools welcome students from many other cities in
the region. Our parks and beaches are open to all to enjoy. Just this last 4™ of July, over two hundred thousand people
spent the day and into the night in Coronado. Our city was bursting at the seams. Nevertheless, we provided extra
security, portable bathrooms, extra trash pick ups, etc.

It is time for SANDAG to sit down at the table again and realistically discuss an affordable housing unit number for
Coronado that makes sense, is equitable and attainable.

Sincerely,
Katherine D. Wileman

Sent from Mail for Windows 10



Subject: RE: County RHNA

From: Borre Winckel <Borre@biasandiego.org>

Sent: Thursday, August 1, 2019 3:09 PM

To: Litchney, Seth <Seth.Litchney@sandag.org>

Cc: Matt Adams <Matt@biasandiego.org>; Angeli Calinog <Angeli@biasandiego.org>; Mike McSweeney
<MMcSweeney@biasandiego.org>

Subject: County RHNA

Seth,

The shockingly low (!) RHNA number proposed for the unincorporated County area is of great
concern to us. We pose the following questions and respectfully ask for answers before the
public comment period is over. This allows us to provide timely comments to the SANDAG
Board. The largest landowner in the SANDAG region, with the largest inventory of lands
suitable for housing cannot be let off the hook during one of the worst housing crisis in
modern times.

Land scarcity elsewhere and the resulting high land costs is a major driver behind the high cost
of housing. The direct consequence of low housing production in the County (politically
underpinned by the low number) will be even more housing cost misery spread throughout
the Region. This is not supported by the Governor and will not be supported by HCD. High
housing costs will facilitate setting us up for the next failure to meet our RHNA obligation
region wide, and it could all be as the result of allocating far too few units to the
unincorporated area. Can you please address these questions:

Can you confirm that no housing unit value was assigned to the lands adjoining the I-15,
because the transportation value of the I-15 is not covered by the “transit”
methodology definition?

Will the County’s low number accommodate its net population growth?

Would the unmet housing demand in the County, for its own resident population, not
result in unmitigated GHG impacts as folks drive longer distances?

Has SANDAG done a County model run based on a 50/50 Transit /Jobs split? If not, we
request that it be done. We think that a jobs-to-housing balance methodology is more
important than a model which weighs transit at double its value. The next point is
related.

How much RHNA housing allocation was lost because of the limits imposed by the
County’s jurisdictional boundaries? We would be concerned if jobs centers are located
in any of the cities, who have insufficient property for housing, while right across the
County border, greater housing opportunities might exist. GHG impacts do not stop at

1



boundaries. People do not typically live in the same place where they work. Has
SANDAG looked at any such occurrences when based on actual jobs and jobs growth is
close to future housing access in “cross border” situations? We bring this up because
this scenario, if real, should lead to a refinement of the numbers. Wouldn’t it be a
tragedy if during a housing crisis RHNA under-allocates to one jurisdiction, because it
happens to be on the wrong border side of an adjacent jobs center(s), which can’t
accommodate housing?

e What is this month’s public comment deadline?

Thanks Seth,

Ui DeMG INDULTRY
ALTOCLATIDS OF
SAN DGO COUNTY

Borre Winckel
President & C.E.O.

9201 Spectrum Center Blvd. #110
San Diego, CA 92123
Office: 858-450-1221

Read Borre’s Right on Articles
Check Out: www.biasandiego.org
www.nahb.org/ma

Concerned about San Diego’s Housing Crisis?
Click logo to get involved.

SN
HOUSING



From: The Truth Shall Set You Free

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: RHNA
Date: Sunday, July 28, 2019 7:33:29 AM

Attn: ALL SANDAG BOARD MEMBERS
Re: REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT DRAFT METHODOLOGY

Dear SANDAG Board Members:

As a constituent, | am deeply concerned by the flawed Draft Methodology that
has been put forth for public comment. It does not take into account particular
issues that each of the cities will face.

It does not take into account the environmental factors that the Coastal
Commission will need to assess before coastal regions are further developed.

It does not take into account market forces. The jurisdictions only met 45% of
their current cycle obligations. The proposed numbers are not achievable.

It does not take into account current density. State law requires SANDAG to
consider constraints to development, such as sufficient infrastructure and
availability of suitable land.

It does not take into account cities with lower populations, who may receive
special consideration.

It does not take into account on-base military housing. It does not make sense
to obligate a city to provide a home for a service member, who already has one.

It does not take into account tribes on Indian Reservations.

Reject the Methodology and send it back to the Subcommittee for further
consideration.

Do not put an unachievable number on a piece of paper just to appease
Sacramento! Citizens want our tax dollars to go to our cities and not allow the
State to withhold our funds.

Don’t punish your voters!

Sincerely,

Mrs. Lin Metzner


mailto:19genevieve60@gmail.com
mailto:ClerkoftheBoard@sandag.org

Lin Metzner

3rd Vice President - Ways and Means

Republican Women of California San Diego County - Clairemont
email: 19genevieve60@gmail.com

phone: 858 900 4106


mailto:19genevieve60@gmail.com

From: Mark Scannell

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: RHNA housing numbers
Date: Friday, August 2, 2019 9:04:55 PM

The methodology used to calculate housing numbers needs to be looked at by adults. Apparently, there is a shortage
of adults on the SANDAG board. Half of the members appear incapable of critical thinking.

How can a city with 2.2 square miles of land (already with the highest density of housing) build another 808, 1000
or 1,800?

May I point out that the Empire State Building is 102 stories high. If we assume ten low income apartments per
floor, we would need to build a 180 story high rise to accommodate the 1800, 100 stories to accommodate the 1000
or 81 stories to build the 808. Of course that is if you could find the land to build.

Why should San Diego County agree to this tyranny being forced on San Diegans at all? We don’t have an
obligation to bow to tyranny. Tell Sacramento to stop openly inviting millions of illegal entries and we would have

this problem. How does building even more dense housing fit with the position on climate change?

Why do the wealthy counties in NorCal get exemptions from the RHNA housing assignments? Oh, because the
Democrat politicians that support this delusion live in those counties.

Do the right thing! Lower the Coronado number to 8 new housing units. Or better yet tell Sacramento to go stick it.

Sent from my iPhone


mailto:mark@scannell.net
mailto:ClerkoftheBoard@sandag.org

C|TY OF SOLANA BEACH www.cityofsolanabeach.org
635 SouTH HIGHWAY 101 ® SOLANA BEACH, CA 92075 ° (858) 720-2400 ® Fax (858) 720-2455

August 8, 2019

SANDAG Board of Directors

Attn.: Seth Litchney, Regional Planner
401 B Street, Suite 800

San Diego, CA 92101

RE: SANDAG RHNA Methodology — City of Solana Beach Comments
Dear SANDAG Board of Directors and Staff,

The City of Solana Beach (Solana Beach) appreciates the difficult task that SANDAG
must complete as part of the Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) process.
While the proposed RHNA allocation methodology attempts to use good planning
principles to identify where housing should be planned for in the future, it fails to consider
geographic boundaries, service area of train stations, and jurisdictional size. The City of
Solana Beach had previously raised some of these concerns in a letter dated May 16,
2019, however, the methodology remains unchanged.

As you are aware, at approximately 3.4 square miles, Solana Beach is a small jurisdiction.
Of the 19 jurisdictions in San Diego County, we are the 2" smallest jurisdiction in both
size and population and the smallest jurisdiction with a train station. While Solana
Beach'’s train station serves the Coaster and Amtrak, the current RHNA methodology fails
to recognize that this train station serves a much wider geographic region and a greater
commuter population than Solana Beach alone.

In May 2018, a Coaster Survey Analysis (Survey) was conducted for the North County
Transit District (NCTD), which included an onboard survey of Coaster passengers. The
Survey collected various data, including time traveled to each Coaster Station by
passengers and distances traveled by passengers from their respective starting points to
the Coaster Station. The Survey found that 62% of Coaster passengers commute via
vehicle (42% car, 13% Uber/Lyft/taxi, & 7% carpool/vanpool) to their respective Coaster
Station destination.

The Survey also showed that 40% of passengers travel 10 minutes or less and 42% of
the passengers travel 10-20 minutes to Coaster Stations. As an extremely conservative
estimate, if the passengers’ average travel speed to the Coaster Station was 10 miles per
hour (mph), 40% of them travel less than 1.7 miles, and 42% of the riders travel between
1.7 and 3.3 miles to the Coaster Station. Another 9% of passengers traveled up to 30
minutes meaning that 51% of the passengers travel between 1.7 to 5 miles to get to a
Coaster station (also assuming an average speed of 10 mph). This is significant because
the Solana Beach train station is in close proximity to four other jurisdictions; the Cities of



August 9, 2019
SANDAG RHNA Methodology Comments
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Dei Mar and Encinitas are within 1 mile of the train station and the City and County of San
Diego are within 2 miles. Based on this Survey, more than 80% of the Coaster passengers
that use the Station in Solana Beach are from jurisdictions outside Solana Beach city

limits.

This data supports the argument that the Solana Beach train station serves a much larger
geographic area than just Solana Beach itself. The travel distance information collected
demonstrates that between 48% and 74% of the passengers surveyed travel 2 miles or
greater to get to their Coaster Station. For all Coaster Stations combined, the Survey
determined that 63% of the passengers travel 2 miles or further to use the Coaster with
between 16% and 35% traveling further than 5 miles to get to their Station. Two miles in
any direction from the Solana Beach station is well beyond Solana Beach city limits. The
regional nature of our train station is further proven by the requirement placed on the One
Paseo project in the City of San Diego to provide for shuttle service to the Solana Beach
train station which is just under 5 miles from the station.

The current RHNA methodology allocates all of the units for a train station to the
jurisdiction in which the station resides. While this is likely a reasonable approach for
larger jurisdictions, the data above demonstrates that for Cities as small as Solana Beach,
this creates a significant outsized impact which is further exacerbated due to the large
number of units assigned to a train station. The formula should clearly be adjusted to
accommodate the impacts imposed on small jurisdictions and the above data would
indicate that for a city the size of Solana Beach 48%-74% of the units assigned for transit
should be placed in surrounding jurisdictions.

The City also still has concerns with the employment numbers that are within the
proposed RHNA methodology. The proposed methodology is using 9,151 jobs as the
factor for Solana Beach. This is significantly higher than any other SANDAG growth
forecasts or employment numbers that the City has been able to verify. According to
SANDAG's 2050 Regional Growth Forecast for 2020, Solana Beach is estimated to have
7,823 jobs. According to the California Employment Development Department (EDD),
Solana Beach has an annual employment of 8,285. Additionally, the City is further
confused by a recent email from SANDAG staff that stated that, although the EDD data
that SANDAG is using is “restricted,” there are 7,912 civilian wage and salary jobs, 692
self-employed jobs and 517 government jobs for a total of 9,121 jobs in Solana Beach.
This number is different than the 9,151 jobs that are contained within the proposed RHNA
Toolkit and is approximately 10% (using 8,285 jobs from EDD) to 17% higher (using 7,823
jobs from SANDAG's 2020 Regional Growth Forecast) than any information that our staff
has been able to confirm. Using 9,151 jobs for Solana Beach results in 34 to 58 more
units than otherwise would be using the range of jobs numbers noted above. Iif's
important to have an independently verifiable jobs data source so that each jurisdiction
understand how this number is generated which would likely result in a 10% to 17%
reduction in Solana Beach's units based on the jobs factor in the RHNA Toolkit.

The outsized impact of the current RHNA formula on our small City is further evident by
comparing the unit allocations for Solana Beach to the other Cities in our sub-region.
Given Solana Beach’s geographic size (3.4 square miles) in relation to our current
proposed RHNA allocation of 876 units, Solana Beach would need to accommodate 260
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housing units per square mile. Compared to our North County coastal neighbors, the
next closest to this average is Oceanside at 130 units per square mile followed by
Carlsbad (100 units per sg./mi.), Del Mar (93 units per sq./mi.) and Encinitas (81 units per
sq./mi.). This clearly points to an inequitable distribution of units particularly considering
that Solana Beach is largely built out and has very little vacant land on which to build.
The State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) has recently
expressed a preference (if not an outright requirement) to identify vacant parcels on which
to allocate future housing unit development within a given jurisdiction. Within Solana
Beach’s muiltifamily residential and commercial land use areas, there are six
noncontiguous parcels with a total of only 3.31 acres of vacant, undeveloped land. Should
HCD require Solana Beach to identify only vacant parceils on which to accommodate our
RHNA allocation, we would be looking at developing 140 units per acre. This is simply
not possible.

While Solana Beach has specifically requested other adjusiments related to the Jobs-to-
Housing ratio in the proposed RHNA Methodology, the Rail & Rapid Transit vs. High
Frequency Transit ratio, the Transit/Jobs ratio, and Equity Adjustment, we believe that as
a small jurisdiction, the housing units being allocated to Solana Beach despite the
regional nature of the train station and the extraordinarily high jobs numbers is both unfair
and inequitable. Further consideration and revision to the proposed RHNA Methodology
must be made to adjust for these factors that are giving our jurisdiction an exorbitantly
high number of housing units that will prove impractical if not impossible to accommodate.

One promising approach was discussed during the last SANDAG Board Meeting where
it appeared that there may be some support for possible consideration of a “small city”
RHNA adjustment. Looking at city populations for San Diego County, there is a fairly
significant gap in population size between the City of Imperial Beach and the next largest
city. Solana Beach would support using the population of Imperial Beach as a maximum
threshold for the definition of a "small city" (consisting of a population of up to
approximately 28,000 (consideration could also be given to cities of no more than 5
square miles). If a jurisdiction met this criteria, consideration of a 50% reduction of the
number of units that are allocated to small cities based on the SANDAG RHNA Toolkit
could also be considered for reallocation to certain larger jurisdictions. Based on our
estimation, there are five (5) jurisdictions that meet this criteria within the San Diego
County region which would resulf in a reallocation of approximately 2,300 units. The
reallocation could then go to those jurisdictions whose newly proposed RHNA allocations
were reduced from the prior RHNA housing cycle. This would provide some linkage to
jurisdictional housing capacity since those jurisdictions’ last Housing Elements would
have been certified based on a higher number of units which would then avoid significantly
impacting any jurisdiction in this RHNA cycle.

The City of Solana Beach recognizes that there is a need for housing in our region and
we are willing to accommodate for our fair share of housing, however, the current
methodology is far from fair when considering the additional statistical and empirical
information outlined in this and our prior letter and our testimony before the SANDAG

Board.
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We respectfully request that SANDAG staff and the Board of Directors make further
adjustments to the proposed RHNA allocations to account for a small jurisdiction such as
Solana Beach. Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

h Lim, AICP
ommunity Development Director

Cc: Greg Wade, City Manager
Coleen Clementson, SANDAG Acting Department Director of Land Use and
Transportation Planning



From: Mary Lou Garcia

To: Clerk of the Board
Subject: Re: Coronado Eagle Article
Date: Wednesday, August 21, 2019 11:46:12 PM

Hi!Tessa,glad u found my response to Coronado Eagle Article for us residents to respond if we wanted.Tried to call
u this afternoon to give u my e-mail see if u could find my response then could read it. Thanks.I thought about .Our
City doing the right thing for Coronado residents.I did worry about getting in trouble for answering. We have a great
Mayor,City Council doing a great job.We need another bridge,traffic getting worse,weekends people like to come
drive on our Main Street Orange Avenue just because,really nothing to see,some want to go to the beach no parking
either. The Del working to improve more parking in their lot for visitors.Pray all works out for our City &
residents.I'm not a good writer I'm trying. Thanks Tessa for listening,Marylou

Sent from my iPad

>On Aug 21, 2019, at 5:47 PM, Clerk of the Board <ClerkoftheBoard@sandag.org> wrote:
>

> Thank you for your comments; these will be provided to the Board of Directors as part of the RHNA records.
tessa

>

> Tessa Lero, CAP, OM, TA, PM

> Clerk of the Board

> SANDAG

> (619) 595-5629 office

> (619) 405-9334 cell

> 401 B Street, Suite 800, San Diego, CA 92101

>

> From: Mary Lou Garcia <maryloutxca@gmail.com>

> Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2019 6:13 PM

> To: Clerk of the Board <ClerkoftheBoard@sandag.org>

> Subject: Coronado Eagle Article

>

>"To Whom It May Concern,"Lived in Coronado most of my life X-Military.We have three military bases & not
have military housing for our military. Traffic on bridge bumper to bumper,Orange Avenue traffic bumper to
bumper,Pollution environment not healthy,I have lots of allergies sure other residents do too.Word got around about
the affordable housing when first units opened up people from up in Riverside( lady from there spoke to me heard
about the apartments came to sign up ) the word got around list kept growing,maybe told them they would probably
have to wait,maybe told them to apply at other cities,most cities have lots more land around their cities,Coronado
small island no more room to expand.We are being choked with traffic & pollution.No jobs here either.Can't have
people piled on top of each other not healthy.Small school teachers are leaving can't handle forty kids in classes.My
sister retired School Principal her teachers never had more than 30 students.Those cities voted yes probably do have
the land to expand,I was out to C.V. Kohl store off main lots of land available driving there.Thank you Sandag for
your understanding for our little Coronado Island overly populated already.Sincerely,thanks for Coronado
residents.August 20,2019

>

> Sent from my iPad


mailto:maryloutxca@gmail.com
mailto:ClerkoftheBoard@sandag.org

From: Jim Stengel <jim@jimstengel.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 21, 2019 6:17 PM

To: Litchney, Seth <Seth.Litchney@sandag.org>

Cc: editor@eaglenewsca.com

Subject: Comment re low/moderate income housing in Coronado

Dear Mr. Litchney,
| would like to express my deep concern over the preposterous idea to add 1,001 new housing units in Coronado.

My wife, a San Diego native, and | have owned a home in Coronado for 20 years. We have recently sold that home, and
are now lovingly restoring a beautiful 1920s home in Coronado. | worked at Procter & Gamble for 25 years, as Global
Marketing Officer, and now run a thriving consulting practice and teach at the Kellogg School at Northwestern
University.

Of course | agree with the goal of providing affordable housing for Californians. The current approach just raises so
many questions for me.

And it begins with the reality that Coronado is an island--this is a defining characteristic versus other towns and

cities. There is simply no way to expand without appropriating military real estate, or changing Coronado's
zoning/height restrictions, which undermines the essence of the community, which is already fragile due to
overdevelopment. You know this data better than me: Coronado is one of most dense cities in California, and indeed in
all of the US. Our density is 1248% higher than the California average, and 3359% greater than the US average.

Beyond the overriding island/density issue, | wonder about so many other things:

--How is it even possible to build 1,001 units in 8-10 years in a community of 9,500 units? The builders | know who work
on the island are very stretched. Not to mention the noise, traffic, pollution that would come from such a disruptive,
unprecedented act.

--How do you know this will approach will meet the goal? What prevents this from being "hacked"? How will you
prevent someone buying the unit, and then renting it or setting up an AirBnB operation?

--Where will the new residents work? If it is not on the island (and there are very limited non-military jobs on the
island), what is the impact on an already dreadful traffic/bridge situation?

--If we have 1,001 new families, what are the other implications? Can our school handle it (I understand they are
already crowded)? What are the other infrastructure implications, like parking? What are precedents for a small island
community to increase its housing 11% in a short period of time?

--Finally, the economic model seems seriously flawed, as was clearly presented in the Julia Viera letter in the August 14
Eagle & Journal.

| am sorry | cannot make the August 23 hearing in person. There is nothing in the 20 years we have been in Coronado
that has triggered anything like this for me and my family. We feel Coronado is one of the gems of California and this
proposal threatens that. The risk is simply too high.

Best regards,

Jim Stengel

Jim Stengel, President/CEO
The Jim Stengel Company
The CMO Podcast | jimstengel.com | @jimstengel




Public Comment Received via telephone hotline
Date: August 22, 2019 at 12:04 p.m.
Voicemail Transcription:

Yes, this Christine and Tom Jeter, and we want to leave a comment on the housing issue. Coronado does
not need any more housing, and the traffic is terrible is as it is now and it will be worse. So it needs to
stop, now. Thank you.



August 27, 2019

Honorable Chairman Steve Vaus

San Diego Association of Governments
401 “B” Street, Suite 800

San Diego, CA 92101

BUILDING INDUSTRY ]
ASSOCIATION OF Dear Chairman Vaus:
SAN DIEGO COUNTY

The BIA submits this letter in follow up of our commentary made at your last RHNA-
CHAIRMAN subject related Board Meeting. It also augments our list of issues we formally raised in
Dave Hammar writing on August 1*. We support Staff’'s RHNA housing spread as shown on “Table 2:
Hunsaker & Associates San Diego  Estimated Allocation based on Request #1: Equal Weighting to Transit and Jobs
Component.” Table 2 responds to Board Member Requests — released by SANDAG on
August 23, 2019. For decades, the building industry has been required to adhere to
JeffO'Connor regulations that promoted a “jobs-to-housing balance.” Moving away from critically
HomeFed Corporation . R , . . . .

weighing the “jobs-to-housing balance” factor jeopardizes the key economic driver of our
TREASURER / SECRETARY regional economy. Transit by itself does not create jobs, while job growth always follows

VICE CHAIRMAN

Alex Plishner housing growth and housing is where jobs go to sleep at night. Besides, as your staff
Lennar critically notes, “Providing equal weighting to the transit and jobs components could meet
the objectives in state law as both the transit and jobs components can lead to reduced
PAST CHAIR , . ) ! .
i Brand greenhouse gas reductions, promote infill development, and provide a mix of housing
ita Brandin

Newland Real Estate Group types to all jurisdictions.
PRESIDENT & C.E.O. We, therefore, cannot support the estimated allocation per Table 1, which reflects a
Borre Winckel methodology that arbitrarily assigns a 2/3 weighting to Transit and only a 1/3 weighting
to Jobs. As we noted before, Board adoption of Table 1 would uniquely remove far too
many high potential housing units from the Unincorporated County area. We do not

AFFILIATES

believe it is equitable for the cities to absorb the unmet housing demand created by the
California Building County’s % Million residents. Adoption of Table 1 would result in more congestion on the
Industry Association I-15 freeway when County residents are forced into longer commutes to and from their
National Association County jobs. Our support for the Table 2 housing allocation - specifically the increased
of Home Builders allocation to the County - is provided, while observing that “8,855 units” is still far too low

to meaningfully dent the region’s overall housing need.

Finally, we hope that all of SANDAG’s member jurisdictions shall adopt the Table 2
housing allocation figures and make these their true housing goals for the 6™ RHNA
Cycle. Allow us to remind you that we are in a severe housing supply crisis, that the
SANDAG Region missed the current RHNA cycle allocation by well over 50% and that — as
a consequence — the State will not sit idly by to see this performance repeated.

Respegtfully,
=

Borre Winckel
President & Chief Executive Officer

cc: SANDAG Board of Directors
Hasan lkhrata, SANDAG Executive Director
Seth Litchney, SANDAG Regional Planner

Building Industry Association of San Diego County
9201 Spectrum Center Blvd., Suite 110, San Diego, CA 92123-1407
P 858-450-1221 F 858-552-1445 www.biasandiego.org



From: Lynn Hamilton <llbhamilton@hotmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, August 24, 2019 5:48 PM

To: Litchney, Seth <Seth.Litchney@sandag.org>
Subject: Allocation of housing

Seth,

| do not quite understand all the allocation studies. However, | believe you are basing Coronado's
housing requirement on jobs including those on the base. However, none of the housing can be built
on base, from what | understand. Thus the job count should just be those on the 2.2 square mile area
of Coronado-non-base.

We are the most densely developed City in all the County. We cannot create new land to build on.

Here's an idea...why not focus on areas that need redevelopment and use this initiative to improve those
neighborhoods? You would be a hero to the areas that are fully developed and the areas who most need
government assistance and guidance if you took this step.

Best,
Lynn

Lynn LaBreche Hamilton
Hamilton Residential Realty
DRE License #01265662
858-761-1113
www.lynnhamilton.com




From: Janice Howard <janice.hhinc@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, August 23, 2019 9:45 PM

To: Litchney, Seth <Seth.Litchney@sandag.org>
Subject: Coronado

If you are requiring more low income housing units are these in addition to the current housing
that we have?

How are we going to accommodate more traffic (1,000 new residents) on the Coronado Bridge
and in the City of Coronado which is already congested?

Please explain the remediation methods that you SANDAG would implement as to not increase
the burden onto our small city. Oh, and not to mention in addition to the new 250 hotel that the
Port is proposing...

I am all ears ! Traffic is already at a breaking point.

Janice Howard McElroy
Owner/Innkeeper

Mobile: 619.405.7500
CORONADO CARRIAGE QUARTERS



From: Crystal Ricks <crystal@excelhomehealth.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 9:21 PM

To: Litchney, Seth <Seth.Litchney@sandag.org>
Subject: SANDAG RHNA Methodology

To whom is may concern:
| am a long term Lemon Grove resident and and I’'m very appalled at the methodology SANDAG is using. Where do you

that have caused the city and residents major headaches not to mention they don’t fit with our small town esthetic and
are eyesores. Homeless people hang out in these apartments and hide in the parking garages to seek shelter while they
do drugs. | have seen it with my own eyes! My father and mother in law live in the cintronica senior apartment and it is
not safe! Since the freeway exit realignment took place they took all of the street parking away from the residence there
and do not allow for any visitor parking anywhere! We can’t even go see our seniors?!?! How is parking going to be
planned for these additional 1400 units???? The freeway exits and the redirection of traffic is a mess and is still not
complete. The addition of these apartments have increased traffic to our poorly kept streets. We don’t have a police
presence any longer since the Sheriffs station was built in Rancho SD. There is increased crime, homelessness, more
businesses leaving, and the businesses that are coming are smoke shops, liquor stores, and other less desirable
businesses. It is not safe to walk in Lemon Grove in the day and not especially at night. | fear for my mom when she
walks to our church in the evening.

We are being punished because we so happen to have two trolley stops. It’s not fair that other more affluent cities are
not having to conform to the methodology set by SANDAG. I’'m sure none of the cities you live in are being affected the
way Lemon Grove and others cities are. You should try living here before you make plans to add 1400 more units. The
point is to have workers live near their jobs but our businesses are closing and we have many commercial lots vacant so
who’s coming into Lemon Grove to work? Before anymore units are built here we need to work on our problems such as
no police presence and the homeless population.

| urge you to reconsider this proposal, there is simply no room in our small city and we don’t have the resources
available.

Sincerely,
Crystal Ricks

Sent from my iPhone
Crystal M. Ricks
Billing Coordinator
Excel Home Health
619-460-6622
619-460-6873 Fax



CITY OF I_EMO N G ROVE “Best Climate On Earth”

Office of the City Manager

August 26, 2019

SANDAG

Attn: Seth Litchney, Regional Planner
401 B Street, Suite 800

San Diego, CA 92101

SUBJECT: Regional Housing Needs Assessment Methodology

Mr. Litchney:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Regional Housing Needs
Assessment (RHNA) Draft Methodology (Methodology) that is currently under
consideration by the SANDAG Board of Directors. The City of Lemon Grove (City)
recommends the following refinements to the RHNA Methodology:

1. Rail Stations serving more than one jurisdiction should have their associated
housing units allocated to each jurisdiction.

2. The proposed equity adjustment should be refined to account for established
higher density small cities with low income populations higher than the region
average to prevent the displacement of low income families that rely on
transit services.

The City recommends refinements to the Methodology to take into consideration the
unique jurisdictional boundary issues associated with rail stations that serve multiple
jurisdictions. The City has two rail stations that serve populations in the City of San
Diego and the City of La Mesa within a 2 mile radius. The Methodology should
account for unique circumstances by allocating units to all jurisdictions within 2 mile
radius of a rail station.

The City also recommends refinements to the Methodology to address the equity
adjustment and the “affirmatively furthering fair housing” objective. As proposed, the
equity adjustment will only serve to displace existing low-income households in
existing higher density small cities. The Methodology indicates that allocating a
higher proportion of low-income housing units to jurisdictions with a lower share of
low-income income households in resource rich areas will provide opportunities for
people of all income levels, but this is unlikely to occur without inclusionary zoning
requirements. As proposed, the equity adjustment does not account for historical
patterns of development in low-income communities where residents rely on transit
services and will result in the displacement of low-income households, fail to
generate replacement low-income housing opportunities, and exacerbate the
housing crisis. The proposed equity adjustment should be refined to prevent the

3232 Main Street  Lemon Grove  California 91945-1705

619.825.3800 FAX: 619.825.3804 www.ci.lemon-grove.ca.us




displacement of low income families that rely on transit services in small cities with
low income populations higher than the region average.

Please feel free to contact Noah Alvey, Community Development Manager at
(619) 825-3812 or email at nalvey@lemongrove.ca.gov if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

3232 Main Street  Lemon Grove California 91945-1705

619.825.3800 FAX: 619.825.3804 www.ci.lemon-grove.ca.us



AR City of Imperial Beach, California

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
823 Imperial Beach Bivd.. Imperial Beach, CA 91932 Tel: (619) 423-8303 Fax: (619) 628-1395

August 28, 2019

SANDAG Board of Directors
401 B Street, Suite 800
San Diego, CA 92101-4213

RE: Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) Methodology

Honorable Board of Directors:

On behalf of the City of Imperial Beach, I would like to thank all of you, my colleagues, for your
dedication and commitment to the San Diego Region. It is that same sense of shared dedication and
commitment to the region that I on behalf of the City Council and Citizens of Imperial Beach offer the
following comments regarding the RHNA Methodology.

Issues/Concerns

1. Methodology: Perhaps the most notable methodological flaw is the definition of a major
transit stop which places 95% of all major transit stop housing units South of I-8 verses
5% of those located North of I-8.

2. GHG Emissions The major transit stop allocation of 26,504 housing units south of I-8
versus 1,395 housing units north of I-8 places disproportionate amount of GHG
emissions in the cities of Imperial Beach, National City, Chula Vista, and San Diego.

3. Disproportionate Increase from previous RHNA cycle: The previous RHNA cycle
allocated 254 units to Imperial Beach. The proposed Allocation is 1,375 units. This is a
541% increase and is practically unobtainable.

4. Disproportionate VMT south of I-8: Related to GHG emissions, the vehicle miles
traveled for residents south of I-8 will be disproportionately increased from those north of
I-8 relative to the major transit stop allocation.

5. Achievability: Based upon the 1,375 units allocated, Imperial Beach would need
approximately 172 housing units constructed each year. This yearly allocation is not
realistic based upon past units constructed and the fact that Imperial Beach is a “built out
City” with primarily redevelopment occurring as “greenfield” development is effectively
non-existent. For example, from 2013 through 2016, only 59 units were constructed or
approximately 15 per year. From 2017 to date, Imperial Beach has experienced its
largest residential development projects including one project with approximately 167
units resulting in 292 total units, or approximately 98 per year. Additionally, a funding
mechanism to assist with the achievement of the housing allocation is needed as a way to
incentivize housing development as the City currently does not have any financial
incentives to offer. Furthermore, based upon development trends and economics the
ability to realize the allocated units would appear unrealistic.

6. Mission Statement: The IB mission statement is as follows: “To maintain and enhance
Imperial Beach as “Classic Southern California”; a beach-oriented community with a
safe, small town, family atmosphere, rich in natural and cultural resources.” The 1,375
units allocated results in a land use form that is contrary to IB’s Mission Statement — See
Attachment A, which depicts a potential community form necessary to meet the RHNA

allocation.



B City of Imperial Beach, California

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
8235 Imperial Beach Bivd.. Imperial Beach, CA 91932 Tel: (619) 423-8303 Fax: (619) 628-1395

7. Funding/Penalties: Proposed and contemplated legislation has suggested that failure to
attain the RHNA allocation could result in transit funding being withheld and/or penalties
being levied. Imperial Beach cannot afford to lose funding or lose its general fund revenues
to pay for fines when it does not achieve its RHNA because it is unrealistic to attain.

8. Bus Route Changes: Since the publication of the methodology, City Staff has been
informed of MTS bus stop relocations, and consolidations and furthermore that 2 of the 6
Major Transit Stops are no longer existent. So, a recalculation based upon the constant
moving and elimination of bus lines will be necessary, or an inequitable allocation process
will exist.

SUMMARY

The intent of the proposed methodology is grounded in sound transportation and land
planning principles deployed successfully in many metropolitan areas across the country,
yet the result of the recommended methodology produces a result for Imperial Beach that
is inequitable, increases greenhouse gas emissions, is not achievable, and contrary to the
RHNA Subcommittee’s methodological priorities. Additionally, any methodology that
results in a disproportionate amount of trips South of I-8, which in turn increase traffic and
congestion on northbound I-805 and I-5 is a result that is patently flawed. A return to the
original major transit stop definition, would reallocate transit density amongst the
communities in the region from four Cities to 10 Cities, and while this would reduce
Imperial Beach’s allocation from 1,375 units to 569 units, 569 units, based upon Imperial
Beach’s historical growth, development trends, economic cycles, and the lack of any
funding mechanisms, is not likely.

Sincerely,

[LL

Serge Dedina
Mayor

CC: Hasan Ikhrata, SANDAG Executive Director
Seth Litchney, SANDAG Regional Planner

Enclosure: August 21, 2019 Imperial Beach City Council Staff Report



City of Imperial Beach, California

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
825 Imperial Beach Bivd.. Imiperial Beach, CA 91932 Tel: (619) 423-8303 Fax: (619) 625-1395
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AGENDA ITEM NO.

STAFF REPORT
CITY OF IMPERIAL BEACH

TO: HONORABLE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL
FROM: ANDY HALL, CITY MANAG]}R‘&‘D
MEETING DATE: AUGUST 21, 2019
ORIGINATING DEPT.: COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT%
SUBJECT: REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT (RHNA)
UPDATE/REPORT
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

An overview of the RHNA, the methodology, and the issues/impacts/concerns resulting from
the recommendation of the SANDAG Board of Directors’ July 26, 2019 meeting.

FISCAL ANALYSIS:

The impacts are unknown at this time. Failure to achieve RHNA production numbers could
result in loss of SB-1 transportation funds based on proposed state legislation.

RECOMMENDATION:

That the City Council receives this report and direct staff submit Council’s issues and concerns to
the SANDAG Board of Directors.

OPTION:

e Consider the information and do nothing at this time;



City of Imperial Beach Staff Report
Regional Housing Needs Assessment
August 21,2019

Page 3 of 4

lower than the regional percentage. For example, communities that have higher low
income units would receive less of those units allocated with this methodology.

ANALYSIS:

The RHNA Subcommittee determined the priorities for the methodology include increasing transit
use, improving the jobs and housing relationship, providing an equitable distribution, and reducing
greenhouse gas emissions. Recognizing the complexities of the RHNA allocation, the
methodology adopted by the Board of Directors does not appear to advance the priorities they
intended to achieve. For example, the redefinition of a major transit stop resulted in an allocation
0f 26,504 housing units south of I-8 compared to 1,395 housing units north of I-8. This redefinition
and resulting reallocation is contrary to improving the jobs and housing relationship, contrary to
providing an equitable distribution (95% v 5%), AND increases greenhouse gas emissions
disproportionately to the communities south of I-8.

IB ISSUES/CONCERNS

1. Methodology
Perhaps the most notable methodological flaw is the definition of a major transit stop which
places 95% of all major transit stop housing units South of I-8 verses 5% of those located
North of I-8.

2. GHG Emissions
The major transit stop allocation of 26,504 housing units south of I-8 versus 1,395 housing

units north of I-8 places disproportionate amount of GHG emissions in the cities of
Imperial Beach, National City, Chula Vista, and San Diego.

3. Disproportionate Increase from previous RHNA cycle
The previous RHNA cycle allocated 254 units to Imperial Beach. The proposed Allocation
is 1,375 units. This is a 541% increase and is practically unobtainable.

4. Disproportionate VMT south of I-8
Related to GHG emissions, the vehicle miles traveled for residents south of I-8 will be
disproportionately increased from those north of I-8 relative to the major transit stop
allocation.

5. Achievability
Based upon the 1375 units allocated, Imperial Beach would need approximately 172

housing units constructed each year. Roughly the number of units in the Bernardo Shores
development constructed every year. This yearly allocation is not realistic based upon past
units constructed and the fact that Imperial Beach is a “built out City” with primarily
redevelopment occurring as “greenfield” development is effectively non-existent. For
example, from 2013 through 2016, only 59 units were constructed or approximately 15 per
year. From 2017 to date, Imperial Beach has experienced its largest residential
development projects including one project with approximately 167 units resulting in 292
total units, or approximately 98 per year. Additionally, a funding mechanism to assist with
the achievement of the housing allocation is needed as a way to incentivize housing
development as the City currently does not have any financial incentives to offer.



Regional Housing Needs
Assessment (RHNA)




What3 Review of RHNA (Cycle 6)

Whyo To Understand the Potential Impacts Upon the City of Imperial Beach
associated with the RHNA Methodology

Receive Direction/Feedback to submit comments to the SANDAG Board of
Directors




Background/Overview

July 2018 — State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) determined need of 171,685
housing units needed for years 2021-2029

December 2018 SANDAG Board of Directors formed a RHNA Subcommittee

SANDAG Technical Working Group

Multiple Iterations

Redefinition of Major Transit Stops from High Frequency Transit




Proposed Methodology

65% of the total housing units should be allocated to jurisdictions with access to transit, including rail
stations, Rapid bus stations, and major transit stops.

Within the Housing units allocated for jurisdictions with access to transit, 75 percent of the units should
be allocated to jurisdictions with rail stations and Rapid bus stations and 25 percent should be allocated
to jurisdictions with major transit stops.

35 percent of the total housing units should be allocated to jurisdictions based on the total number of

jobs in their jurisdiction adjusted to account for military housing on bases.

. The allocation should apply an equity adjustment.




DRAFT Allocation Methodology for Discussion Purposes Only
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IB ISSUES/CONCERNS

Methodology

Perhaps the most notable methodological flaw is the definition of a major transit stop which places 95% of all major
transit stop housing units South of I-8 verses 5% of those located North of |-8.

GHG Emissions

The major transit stop allocation of 26,504 housing units south of -8 versus 1,395 housing units north of |-8 places
disproportionate amount of GHG emissions in the cities of Imperial Beach, National City, Chula Vista, and San Diego.
Disproportionate Increase from previous RHNA cycle

The previous RHNA cycle allocated 254 units to Imperial Beach. The proposed Allocation is 1,375 units. This is a 541%
increase and is practically unobtainable.

Disproportionate VMT south of I-8

Related to GHG emissions, the vehicle miles traveled for residents south of I-8 will be disproportionately increased from
those north of I-8 relative to the major transit stop allocation.

Achievability

Based upon the 1375 units allocated, Imperial Beach would need approximately 172 housing units constructed each
year.

Funding/Penalties

Potential withholding of funding/fines




High-Frequency TR [5illii(8 Major Transit Stops

Jurisdiction

HFT Stops

Percent HFT

Carlsbad

0

0%

Chula Vista

126

11%

Coronado

29

3%

Del Mar

0

0%

El Cajon

22

2%

Encinitas

0

0%
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0

0%
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2%
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7

1%
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0

0%

National City
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Oceanside
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4%

Poway

0

0%

San Diego

69%
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0

0%
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0

0%

Solana Beach

0

0%

Unincorporated

9

1%
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gl §

1%
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1,138

100%

Source: SANDAG transportation model, current year transit network
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Sourca: SANDAG transportation model, currant year transit network




Redefinition Result

569 Units to 1,375 Units
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POTENTIAL ACTIONABLE ASKS

The intent of the proposed methodology is grounded in sound transportation and land
planning principles deployed successfully in many metropolitan areas across the
country, yet the result of the recommended methodology produces a result for Imperial
Beach that is inequitable, increases greenhouse gas emissions, is not achievable, and
contrary to the RHNA Subcommittee’s methodological priorities. A return to the

original major transit stop definition (High Frequency Transit), which would lower
Imperial Beach’s allocation from 1375 units to 569 units is a needed change and is still
likely unobtainable based upon Imperial Beach’s historical growth, development
trends, economic cycles, and the lack of any funding mechanisms.




RECOMMENDATION:

That the City Council receives this report and direct staff to convey any issues/concerns to SANDAG.




+= CALIFORNIA =

NATIONAL CITY
-J ﬁc% R?Tﬂ?j h

August 29, 2019

Board of Directors

San Diego Association of Governments
401 B Street, Suite 800

San Diego, CA 92101-4231

RE: Regional Housing Needs Assessment Draft Methodology

Board of Directors,

The City of National City urges the Board of Directors to amend the draft RHNA methodology to
more fairly allocate housing units regionally and equitably adjust the allocation of lower income units
by incorporating the following three recommendations.

Recommendation 1 — Transit/Jobs Weighting: At least a 50% to 50% ratio should be applied to the
allocation between transit and jobs if not a greater ratio towards jobs, e.e. 65% to jobs and 35% to
transit.

The weighting of the allocation is too heavily skewed towards transit (65%). A primary purpose of
transit is to connect housing and jobs. However, housing in proximity to jobs is a more direct and
equitable approach of achieving this goal. Commuters may or may not use transit even if nearby.
Housing in closer proximity to jobs would reduce VMT related to these commutes. Therefore, a
greater weight should be placed on the allocation based on jobs.

Recommendation 2 — High Frequency Transit vs. Major Transit Stops: Use the original definition of
High Frequency Transit (HFT) instead of the definition of Major Transit Stops (MTS) to apply to the
allocation.

The definition of Major Transit Stops results in an inequitable distribution of the housing allocation.
Application of this definition would disproportionately impact lower-income communities that have a

Alejandra Sotelo-Solis, Mayor
1243 National City Boulevard, National City, CA 91950-4397
Office: (619) 336-4283 | Fax: (619) 336-4239 | www.nationalcityca.gov | Email: asotelosolis@nationalcityca.gov
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greater number of Major Transit Stops than more affluent communities. The original use of the
definition of High Frequency Transit is more reflective of the capacity of the transit system to
effectively connect housing and jobs since High Frequency Traffic stops are more evenly distributed
throughout the region and would result in a more equitable distribution of housing.

2

Recommendation 3 — Equity Adjustment: Revise the equity adjustment so that low- and very-low
income units are not allocated to jurisdictions with a greater concentration of lower income households
than the regional average.

An equity adjustment is required by State law to reduce the over-concentration of lower income
housing in those communities that currently have a greater proportion than the regional average.
However, the proposed equity adjustment does not go far enough to meet the State mandate. As the
most heavily-burdened community, National City has 61% of households that are lower income
compared to 41% county-wide. Any additional allocations in these income categories to cities with
higher concentrations of lower income households exacerbates the over-concentration of lower income
households. Even if National City received no further allocation in the very low income category, the
City would still exceed the current regional average of 24% for the category with 30% very-low
income households at the end of the next Housing Element cycle.

Impact on Lower Income Communities

The attached table illustrates the impact of changing the methodology’s use of High Frequency Transit
(HFT) on 5/13/19 to the use of Major Transit Stops (MTS) on 6/19/19. The data show a substantial
shift of the lower income housing allocation to lower income communities based on the draft
methodology’s emphasis on major transit stops, many of which tend to be located in lower income
communities to serve those populations.

Sincerely,

Mayor

Encl: Table.

Alejandra Sotelo-Solis, Mayor
1243 National City Boulevard, National City, CA 91950-4397
Office: (619) 336-4283 | Fax: (619) 336-4239 | www.nationalcityca.gov | Email: asotelosolis@nationalcityca.gov



City of National City Comment Letter — Attachment Table

Transit Jobs Total 5/13 Transit Jobs Total 6/19 Change %

Carlsbad 1,087 2,786 3,873 1,087 2,860 3,947 74 1.9%
Chula Vista 7,980 2,627 10,607 8,478 2,697 11,175 568 5.4%
Coronado 711 1,001 1,712 808 808 -904 -52.8%
Del Mar 163 163 167 167 4 2.5%
El Cajon 2,170 1,650 3,820 1,630 1,694 3,324 -496 -13.0%
Encinitas 543 1,011 1,554 543 1,038 1,581 27 1.7%
Escondido 7,609 1,998 9,607 7,609 2,051 9,660 53 0.6%
Imperial Beach 637 179 816 1,196 184 1,380 564 69.1%
La Mesa 2,889 1,080 3,969 2,717 1,109 3,826 -143 -3.6%
Lemon Grove 1,087 272 1,359 1,087 279 1,366 7 0.5%
National City 2,999 1,361 4,360 4,076 1,327 5,403 1,043 23.9%
Oceanside 4,810 1,639 6,449 3,804 1,683 5,487 -962 -14.9%
Poway 1,319 1,319 1,354 1,354 35 2.7%
San Diego 73,691 33,422 107,113 74,475 33,962 108,437 1,324 1.2%
San Marcos 1,630 1,486 3,116 1,630 1,526 3,156 40 1.3%
Santee 543 676 1,219 543 694 1,237 18 1.5%
Solana Beach 543 332 875 543 341 884 9 1.0%
Unincorporated 1,308 5,613 6,921 1,087 4,802 5,889 -1,032 -14.9%
Vista 1,357 1,474 2,831 1,087 1,514 2,601 -230 -8.1%
Region 111,594 60,089 171,683 111,592 60,090 171,682



Via email to Seth.Litchney@sandag.org

September 4, 2019

Seth Litchney
SANDAG

401 B Street, Suite 800
San Diego, CA 92101

Re: SANDAG Regional Housing Needs Assessment Allocation Methodology
COMMENTS

Dear Mr. Litchney:

The SANDAG Regional Housing Needs Assessment allocation Methodology Tool is
intended to assist SANDAG and member jurisdictions in equitable allocating RHNA units
in keeping with and furthering the objectives required by Cal Government Code § 65584

(d)

In general, 1 would agree with the principals that housing allocations should be linked to
transit systems and near job centers as it specifically addresses two of the five objectives
laid out by Cal Government Code 8§ 65584 (d):

= Promoting infill development and socioeconomic equity, the protection of
environmental and agricultural resources, the encouragement of efficient
development patterns, and the achievement of the region’s greenhouse gas
reductions targets provided by the State Air Resources Board pursuant to Section
65080; and,

= Promoting an improved intraregional relationship between jobs and housing.

I would offer the following suggestions to reach an acceptable methodology, for both
SANDAG and State HCD, consistent with required objectives and those factors to be used
in developing the methodology that allocates regional housing needs as further specified
in Cal Govt Code § 65584.04.

= The jobs factor should be weighted more heavily than transit, with at least a 50/50
weighting, as the jobs housing relationship is a specific factor listed in Cal Govt
Code § 65584.04. Furthermore, this factor should be based on the jobs to housing
ratio rather than just the number of total jobs based upon the Government Code and
the location of jobs and the availability of appropriate housing is more critical in
determining housing choice.

=  The RHNA methodology needs to consider the types of jobs and the corresponding
income. As specified in Cal Govt Code § 65584.04, in looking at the jobs-housing

276 FOURTH AVENUE e CHULA VISTA e CALIFORNIA 91910 ¢ (619) 691-5047 e FAX (619) 585-5698
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relationship SANDAG should be analyzing the number of low-wage jobs within
the jurisdiction and how many housing units within the jurisdiction are affordable
to low-wage workers.

Secondary weighting should be to the transit factor. The strong link between
housing and transit reinforces smart growth opportunity areas and sustainable
communities. | agree with heavily weighting rail and rapid transit as these forms
of transit rely on infrastructure improvements and are not subject to change based
upon ridership as bus lines may be. Additionally, I would caution that the transit
factor, particularly HFT, may affect other objectives of Cal Government Code §
65584 (d) relating to mix of housing types, tenure, and affordability, socioeconomic
equity, and affirmatively furthering fair housing. Communities such as National
City and Chula Vista served heavily by transit based upon need also provides some
of the most affordable housing in the region with some of the highest population of
very low- and low-income households.

All jobs should be considered in the weighting factor, including military employees
but adjusted for military housing.

| would suggest an equity and housing mix factor that would address all five of the
specified RHNA objectives as stated in Cal Government Code § 65584 (d). To
further these objectives of a balance of housing types at all economic levels, cities
that have a higher percentage of low-income households and multi-family housing
should not have similar shares as those cities with lower income populations and
multifamily housing.

Lastly, a jurisdiction’s capacity should not be considered at all. The availability of suitable
land for development using such criteria as proximity to airports and protected lands due
to adopted habitat conservation plans should be considered and is referenced in the Cal
Govt Code § 65584.04 (e)(2)(B) and (C). However, the use of a jurisdiction’s capacity as
provided in its General Plan may not be a factor acceptable to State HCD based upon the
following:

As specified in Cal Govt Code § 65584.04 (e)(2)(B), “the council of governments
may not limit its consideration of suitable housing sites or land suitable for urban
development to existing zoning ordinances and land use restrictions of a locality,
but shall consider the potential for increased residential development under
alternative zoning ordinances and land use restrictions.”

As specified in Cal Govt Code 8 65584.04 (e)(12), the requirement that any other

factors adopted by the council of governments used in its methodology must further
the objectives listed in subdivision (d) of Section 65584 and do not undermine such

691 GRETCHEN RD e CHULA VISTA e CALIFORNIA 91910 ¢ (619) 585-0968
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objectives and must find that the factor is necessary to address significant health
and safety conditions.

= Asspecified in Cal Govt Code § 65584.04 (h) and (i), the draft RHNA methodology
is submitted for review and a determination of compliance by State HCD.

= Given the tenure at the State level regarding the current affordable housing crisis,
Governor Newsom has stated objective for the construction of 3.5 million new
housing units, or an average of 500,000 a year, from now until 2025.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and appreciate the work of SANDAG and local
jurisdictions in looking at the housing needs of our communities in a way that seeks to
address housing for all economic groups across the region rather than perpetuating the
division of the haves and have nots.

Sincerely,
Carlos Ramirez

691 GRETCHEN RD e CHULA VISTA e CALIFORNIA 91910 ¢ (619) 585-0968
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September 3, 2019

Honorable Steve Vaus, Chair
Board of Directors
SANDAG

401 B Street, Suite 800

San Diego, CA 92101

RE: Draft RHNA (6™ Housing Element Cycle, 2021-2029)
Dear Mr. Vaus,

Affordable Housing Advocates represents extremely low income tenants, in the San
Diego region, in their fight for housing justice. In order to provide affordable
housing opportunities for minimum wage workers, seniors, the disabled, and
homeless, throughout the region, especially in historically exclusionary jurisdictions,
we support adoption of the draft methodology with all three of the modifications
noted in the August 23, 2019, Response to Board Requests:

1. Give Equal Weight to Transit and Jobs;

2. Include High Frequency Transit Stop Dataset in 50% Allocation Based on
Transit; and
3. Increase the Equity Adjustment to ensure housing for the lower income is

available, proportionally, in each jurisdiction.

Jobs

There is a tremendous unmet need, in the region, for housing for low wage workers.
In 2000 and 2010, 1/3 of the region’s labor force was employed in low wage
occupations. 4 Path to Prosperity: Preparing Our Workforce, Table 1.12, p. 35.
More recent data is available from the State Employment Development
Department’s (EDD’s) Occupational Employment Statistics (OES) Survey, for the
first quarter of 2019.> Though the minimum wage is $12 an hour, it takes $39.77 an
hour to afford a 2-bedroom apartment in the region. National Low Income Housing
Coalition, Out of Reach, 2019.

1 https://www.sandag.org/uploads/publicationid/publicationid 866 2706.pdf
2 https://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/data/oes-employment-and-wages.html
3 https://reports.nlihc.org/oor/california

www.affordablehousingadvocates.org
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SANDAG conducted an analysis of the number of low-wage jobs and the number of housing
units affordable to low-wage workers in each jurisdiction. Though it has yet to publish the
results, the data shows that the number of low-wage jobs far exceeds the number of existing
housing units affordable to low-wage workers in each jurisdiction. Draft RHNA (7/26/19), No. 3,
p. 11. The results should be used to make the equity adjustment for lower income units. This
would further fair housing and could support the reduction of carbon emissions in the region.

Transit

Only four (4) jurisdictions have major transit stops and two of them, Imperial Beach and National
City, have a disproportionate share of lower income households. RHNA Response (8/23/19),
Table 3, p.3 and Draft RHNA (7/26/19), Table 4, p. 7. Rail and Rapid Stations include an
additional 12 jurisdictions. Draft RHNA (7/26/19), Table 1, p. 4. Adjusting for High Frequency
Transit Stops would include an additional, exclusionary jurisdiction, Coronado. RHNA Response
(8/23/19), Table 3, p.3 and Draft RHNA (7/26/19), Table 4, p. 7.

Only Del Mar and Poway will not receive an allocation for transit-oriented development. Since
their share of the region’s existing lower income households is so low, an augmented equity
adjustment should help bring them closer to the regional average.

Equity

State HCD’s allocation among the 4 income categories should be further adjusted to bring parity
among the jurisdictions and ensure affordable housing opportunities for lower income
individuals and households are distributed proportionally, throughout the region. The current
percentages of income levels in each jurisdiction are shown in the Draft RHNA (7/26/19), Table
4, p. 7. The difference between the regional average for the 6" Cycle (Draft RHNA (7/26/19),
Table 3, p. 6) and existing percentages should be used to make the equity adjustment. These
figures should be reflected in Table 5, p. 8 of the Draft RHNA. While state law requires that each
jurisdiction receive an allocation of lower income households (Draft RHNA, p. 10, No. 1), there
is no reason or requirements to allocate more moderate or above moderate income households to
jurisdictions that exceed the regional average.

Lastly, a response to the email campaign from Coronado residents. Even communities which are
built out or substantially built out, can and must accommodate additional units through
conversion of non-residential property to mixed-use or residential as well as redevelopment of
residential parcels to higher densities. In Coronado, accessory units can be added on existing
single and multi-family parcels, if the City removes governmental barriers, principally parking
requirements.

Another point made by many of the emails was that local law enforcement would need to be

increased if the allocation of lower income units was increased. Since they are devoid of any
factual basis for their claim, it should be seen for what it is, xenophobia.

www.affordablehousingadvocates.org
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AHA supports SANDAG’s proposed allocation, as modified, to ensure that all jurisdictions are
balanced and inclusive.

Sincerely,
Catherine A. Rodman, Esq.
Director

cc: State Dept. of Housing & Comm. Dev., Housing Policy & Development Division
Seth Litchney, SANDAG

www.affordablehousingadvocates.org



The City of
SAN DIEGO)

Planning Department

September 3, 2019

Mr. Seth Litchney
Senior Regional Planner
SANDAG

401 B Street, Ste. 800
San Diego, CA 92101

SUBJECT: Draft RHNA Methodology
Dear Mr. Litchney:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the draft 6" Cycle Regional Housing
Needs Assessment (RHNA) Methodology dated July 26, 2019. The City of San Diego supports the
draft RHNA Methodology as currently proposed.

To accommodate San Diego’s growing population, housing production must meet both present and
future demands. The housing allocation numbers which result from the draft RHNA Methodology
reflect the tremendous need for additional housing. Over the past several years the City has
approved an unprecedented number of reforms to facilitate housing production and address
affordability. The City recognizes its ambitious responsibility to address housing needs and will
continue to develop innovative strategies and initiatives.

We appreciate the extensive discussion period which took place over the past year and the high
level of participation from all jurisdictions across the San Diego region.

Sincerﬁj%

vl 8 /
7 F ™ ,
Mike Hansen, Director

Planning Department, City of San Diego

MH/vw

cc Kris Michell, Chief Operating Officer
Ronald H. Villa, Assistant Chief Operating Officer
Erik Caldwell, Deputy Chief Operating Officer, Smart and Sustainable Communities
Patrick Bouteller, Director, Department of Government Affairs
Adrian Granda, Public Policy Manager, Department of Government Affairs

9485 Aero Drive, MS 413 T (619) 533-3686
San Diego, CA 92123 sandiego.gov/planning/



Attachments: EHL-Item23-7.26.19-RHNA.pdf

From: Dan Silver <dsilverla@me.com>

Sent: Monday, September 2, 2019 9:34 AM

To: Clerk of the Board <ClerkoftheBoard@sandag.org>; Litchney, Seth <Seth.Litchney@sandag.org>
Cc: Ikhrata, Hasan <Hasan.lkhrata@sandag.org>; Michael Beck <beckehl@icloud.com>

Subject: Item 7, September 6, 2019 Board of Directors, RHNA submittal - SUPPORT

September 2, 2019
RE: Item, Sept. 6, 2019: Regional Housing Needs Assessment Draft Methodology - Support for Submittal
Chairperson Vaus and Board Members:

The Board of Directors is asked to authorize staff to submit the Draft 6th Cycle Regional Housing Needs Assessment
Methodology to the Department of Housing and Community Development for review. Endangered Habitats League
(EHL) is in strong support of submittal, for the reasons given in our letter of July 22, 2019 (enclosed). For your reference,
EHL has been an active participant in San Diego planning endeavors since 1993, and is dedicated to sustainable land use
and ecosystem protection.

Sincerely,

Dan Silver

Dan Silver, Executive Director
Endangered Habitats League

8424 Santa Monica Blvd., Suite A 592
Los Angeles, CA 90069-4267

213-804-2750
dsilverla@me.com
www.ehleague.org




ENDANGERED HABITATS LEAGUE

DEDICATED TO ECOSYSTEM PROTECTION AND SUSTAINABLE LAND USE

July 22,2019

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL

Chairperson Steve Vaus

San Diego Association of Governments
401 B St Suite 800

San Diego CA 92101

RE: Item 23, July 24, 2019: Draft Regional Housing Needs Assessment
Methodology — Support

Dear Chairperson Vaus and Board Members:

Endangered Habitats League (EHL) strongly endorses the staff and committee
recommendation and urges adoptions of the new RHNA methodology. For your
reference, EHL has been a stakeholder in San Diego planning initiatives since 1993
and is dedicated to ecosystem protection and sustainable land use.

It is a truism that effective planning must align transportation and land use, yet
regional jobs-housing imbalances and punishing commutes remain the order of the
day. The RHNA methodology is an essential step in fixing this. By assigning
housing allocations based upon jobs and transit — along with an equity adjustment — it
lays a new and sound foundation for regional planning. Increased housing
affordability due to lower household transportation budgets, as well as reduced
greenhouse gas emissions, are co-benefits.

Please make a historic shift to support SANDAG’s forward-looking transportation
infrastructure investments with the patterns of development they need to succeed.

Yours truly,
e ~
Dan Silver

Executive Director

8424 SANTA MONICA BLVD SUITE A 592 LOS ANGELES CA 90069-4267 % WWW.EHLEAGUE.ORG ¢ PHONE 213.804.2750
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City of Choice

Paul McNamara, Mayor
201 North Broadway, Escondido, CA 92025
Phone: 760-839-4638

September 3, 2019

SANDAG Board of Directors
400 B Street, Suite 800
San Diego, CA 92101

Subject: City of Escondido Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) Allocation

SANDAG Board:

As leaders we are acutely aware of the state-wide housing crisis and the effect this has in our
region. Addressing this issue requires collaboration and compromise; no single jurisdiction
should be expected to solve the crisis. The purpose of this letter is to express concern
regarding the 2021-2029 RHNA allocation methodology that disproportionately impacts the
City of Escondido (City).

The current RHNA cycle (2013 - 2020) includes 161,980 units, with the City’s allocation
totaling 4,175 units. The upcoming RHNA cycle (2021 — 2029) includes 171,685 units, with
the City's proposed allocation totaling 9,607 units. While the numeric increase between the
current and upcoming RHNA cycles totals 9,705 units, the City of Escondido is slated to be
allocated 56% of that cycle-to-cycle increase, which is disproportionate to what has been
categorized as a regional issue. The methodology for allocating residential units for this
RHNA cycle is flawed; a more equitable and appropriate approach should be considered:

1) Allocation Adjustment for High Income Areas

State law requires that the RHNA allocation shall be consistent with several objectives, one of
which allocates a lower proportion of housing need to an income category when a jurisdiction
already has a disproportionately high percentage of households in that income category, as
compared to the regional distribution. To address this issue, the RHNA methodology
introduces a “social equity adjustment” when allocating housing units to each of the income
categories. This adjustment results in a jurisdiction receiving a lower proportion of its total
housing units within an income category when it already has a higher share of households
within that income category as compared to the region.

This methodology shifts units across income categories, rather than adding units to a
jurisdiction’s total housing allocation. For the City of Escondido, the allocation in the upcoming
RHNA cycle totals 9,607 units, which is more than double the current RHNA cycle of 4,175

T e R P S s 1 T

Paul McNamara, Mayor Consuelo Martinez, Deputy Mayor Olga Diaz John Masson Michael Morasco
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units. Through the social equity adjustment, the City's percentage of housing allocation in
lower-income categories is reduced and the percentage of housing allocation in upper-income
categories is increased, however, the overall RHNA allocation does not change.

The “social equity adjustment,” proposed in the RHNA methodology disproportionately
assigns fewer total units to high-income jurisdictions. This methodology disadvantages the
City of Escondido that currently has a disproportionately high percentage, and high number,
of lower-income households. The RHNA allocation should build a numeric change into its
methodology that assigns more units to higher-income jurisdictions, rather than manipulating
the income category percentages.

2) Allocation Adjustment for Jobs / Housing Ratio

The RHNA methodology allocates 35% of the 171,685 units based on each jurisdiction’s
share of existing jobs to encourage development of housing near job centers so that
jurisdictions can improve the jobs-housing relationship. However, the upcoming RHNA
allocation only considers each jurisdiction’s “total number of jobs,” rather than each
jurisdiction’s jobs-to-housing balance ratio, which indicates whether the community is “jobs-
rich” or “jobs-poor.” Generally, a ratio of less than 1:1 indicates a jobs-poor area, and a ratio
of more than 1:1 indicates a jobs-rich area.

The preliminary RHNA methodology is flawed because it ranks a community with 1,000 jobs
and no housing the same as a community with 1,000 jobs and 1,000 homes. This
methodology does not align with State law, smart growth initiatives, or SANDAG VMT and
GHG reduction aspirations. By only considering “jobs” as an indicator for allocating units, the
methodology neglects to fully consider how effective prior planning has been to co-locate land
use activities. The allocation of housing should build a jobs/housing ratio into the RHNA
methcdology.

3) Overall Concerns

The State of California is moving toward a stick, rather than carrot approach, to facilitate
housing production. Most housing is produced by the private marketplace, subject to local
government approval. New state housing policies include enforcing local governments’
obligations to meet housing needs. The state will no longer simply advise local agencies on
how to meet those needs, but now will “oversee and enforce regional housing goals and
production.”

As proposed, the upcoming RHNA allocation methodology offers only a handful of
jurisdictions an opportunity to be compliant. Many of the jurisdictions that would comply, or
would nearly comply based on historical trends of production, are jurisdictions that have been
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allocated fewer housing units in the upcoming RHNA cycle than the number of housing units
in the current cycle.

Based on the preliminary RHNA methodology, the City of Escondido would need to process
more than 1,200 housing units per year to conform with the draft yearly production goals. The
City of Escondido has a long history of accommodating new residential development at every
income level. At the height of the economy, however, the most housing that the City produced
was 488 total units in a single year.

The state is seeking to link housing production to certain (not-yet-specified) transportation
funds, and possibly other local economic development resources. This has potentially serious
consequences for the City of Escondido with the proposed allocation of disproportionately
high numbers of dwelling units. Based on the issues raised in this letter, | respectfully request
reconsideration of the RHNA methodology in favor of a fairer and more proportionate
allocation.

Respectfully Submitted,

L.l7 Méé %?L // cpnAg b+ aLS

Paul (Mac) McNamara
Mayor, City of Escondido

CC: Escondido City Council
Jeffrey Epp, City Manager
Michael McGuinness, City Attorney
Bill Martin, Community Development Director
Mike Strong, Assistant Planning Director



Gaaasterland - red-dot letter - SANDAG Board - September 4, 2019
From: Terry Gaasterland, Ph.D., Del Mar, CA

To: Members of the SANDAG Board

Dear Board Members:

[ write as a private citizen. As Council Member of the City of Del Mar, [ have followed the RHNA
allocation process. I now write to you with concerns.

PERSONAL BACKGROUND AND TRAINING: My professional training is in Complex Systems
Analysis, Data Science, and Reasoning with Uncertain and Incomplete Information, with a Ph.D. in
Computer Science/Artificial Intelligence; 25+ years of research experience in data analytics, with
application to biological systems analysis and genomics; and 15+ years of university teaching and
research experience at the University of California, San Diego.

INTERACTIONS WITH SANDAG STAFF REGARDING RHNA ALLOCATIONS: In discussions and
emails with the SANDAG staff members who compiled the “jobs” and “transportation” data that
served as input for the formula to assign RHNA allocations to SANDAG jurisdictions, | welcomed
learning about the data sources. I gained an understanding of the challenges in managing the
numbers and the “roll-up” in a way that was fair, accurate, and timely. Some of the data sources
are estimates. Others needed to be mapped to one another to correct for differences in
granularity, e.g., resolving multiple businesses occupying one building. The approach used made
sense, and I was able to download publicly available data from original sources to check results.

THREE PROBLEMS
[ applaud the thoughtful approach. However, three problems emerged in my follow-up analysis:

1. Mathematical calculation discrepancies in the State RHNA allocation to San Diego County.

2. Unequal impact on smaller SANDAG cities compared to larger SANDAG cities when
considered at all levels, including the following:

a. North Coastal = Del Mar and Solana Beach compared to Encinitas, Carlsbad and
Oceanside

b. County-wide = 7 smallest cities compared to the other 12 jurisdictions
c. 97% of the 9,705 new units (2020 compared to 2010) were allocated to small cities.

d. Yet, when comparing Coastal to Non-Coastal or north county to south county, there
is no imbalance.

e. Encinitas, Carlsbad and Oceanside’s collective 2020 allocation was down by -2,691,
while the 7 smallest cities were up by 9,409 - effectively transferring the impact of
RHNA housing from the larger cities with lower density and more area, to the
smallest cities with higher density and less area.

Gaasterland Letter Page 1
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3. Transient, seasonal jobs were counted even though people in Group Housing (dormitories,
military) were subtracted from the RHNA housing allocation calculation. This especially
impacts Del Mar as follows:

a. Del Mar has nearly 2,000 transient, seasonal Fairgrounds jobs, with many housed
locally on the Fairgrounds in 664 two-person dormitory units.

b. SANDAG assigned a count of 4,484 jobs to Del Mar. Without the transient, seasonal
jobs that already have local transient group housing, that number would have been
under 2500.

c. Del Mar’s impact from Fairgrounds jobs is similar to Coronado’s impact from
military jobs, and is similarly off-set by group housing already in place.

The data behind each of the issues above is laid out in Attachments 1, 2, and 3.

CONCLUSIONS:

The math discrepancies in the original RHNA calculation bring into question the entire
process. The sources of the inconsistencies need to be checked, resolved, and compared with an
alternative way to calculate what the State allocation to the County should be. That’s just good
Data Science.

[t will be important to examine the sources of the imbalance in regional allocations to small
vs large SANDAG jurisdictions.

It will be important to understand the source of the striking reduction in allocation to the
three large north coastal cities (Encinitas, Carlsbad, and Oceanside; down by 2,691) that is
equal to the increase in allocation to the 4 smallest coastal cities (Del Mar, Solana Beach,
Imperial Beach, and Coronado; up by 2,709).

It will be important to find a way to identify the jobs in each jurisdiction that qualify as
occupied by transient, seasonal workers who are housed temporarily in group housing such as
on-site dormitories or military housing.

Del Mar is strikingly impacted by counting all jobs as equal even while setting aside
population counts in group-housing.

The County’s and the corresponding SANDAG jurisdictions’ RHNA allocations offer an opportunity
for effective growth that creates housing near transportation, while protecting our open spaces
and wilderness areas.

Let’s do it in a way that does NOT inequitably allocate additional density to our
already densest small cities.

Gaasterland Letter Page 2
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Let’s do it in a way that recognizes unique regional realities, such as the transient
jobs at the Fairgrounds, and the military jobs in Coronado.

Let’s get the math right even as we wrangle with complex, incomplete, and
uncertain information.

Recognizing that the input data includes estimates and uncertainties, and starting with the
allocation approach completed so far, let’s now give careful thought to how to
accommodate each SANDAG jurisdiction’s unique setting.

Sincerely,

?’érry Gaasterland, Ph.D.

Citizen, 526 Stratford Ct., Del Mar, CA 92014

City Council Member, City of Del Mar

Professor, University of California, San Diego
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Attachment 1.

Mathematical calculation discrepancies in the State RHNA allocation to San Diego County.

Checking the math in the State RHNA allocation calculation showed discrepencies in (1) the

decadal populations times the proportion of each that establishes households; (2) sum sub-totals
and totals. Correct calculations highlighted in yellow below. Differences between correct
calculation and calculation provided in the report at http://www.hcd.ca.gov/community-development/housing-
element/docs/sandag-6th-rhna.pdf shown in green.

RHNA RHNA Correct Correct
Calculations Calculations Calculations | Calculations | Difference
A B A B A Difference B|
San Diego County: June 30, 2020-April 16, 2029 (8.8 years)
1 HCD Determined Population, Households, & Housing Unit Need
Population: April 15, 2029 (DOF June 30, 2029 projection adjusted minus 2.5 months to 3,613,215 3,613,215
2|April 15 2029)
3 -2(()5::;;1[) Quarters Population (DOF June 30, 2029 projection adjusted minus 2.5 months to April 15, 118,075 118,075
4|Household (HH) Population 3,495,140 3,495,140 0
HCD Adjusted DOF HH HCD Adjusted
Household Formation Groups DOF Projected Formation DOF Projected
HH Population Rates Households
3,495,140
under 15 years 648,185 n/a n/a
15-24 years 504,775 9.98% 50,356 50,377 21
25-34 years 402,920 37.25% 150,099 150,088 -11
35-44 years 399,705 46.54% 186,020 186,023 3
45-54 years 428,715 50.72% 217,455 217,444 -11
55-64 years 388,650 53.69% 208,648 208,666 18
65-74 years 380,010 57.98% 220,348 220,330 -18
75-84 years 250,550 62.03% 155,414 155,416 2
85+ 91,630 68.51% 62,775 62,776 1
5|Projected Households (Occupied Unit Stock) 1,251,115 1,251,119 4
6|+ Vacancy Adjustment (2.52%} 2.52% 31,500 31,528 28|
7|+ Overcrowdina Adiustment (3.09%) 3.09% 38,700 38,659 -41
8|+ Replacement Adjustment (0.50%} 0.50% 6,255 6,256 1
9|- Occupied Units (HHsl estimated Januarv 1, 2020 -1,155,883 -1,155,883
6th Cycle Regional Housing Need Assessment (RHNA) 171,685 171,679 »sl
calculation 171,687
difference 2
Reported Assessment 171,685
Correct total, with their incorrect household calculations 171,687
off by 2
True total, with correct household calculations 171,679
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Attachment 2.
Unequal impact on smaller SANDAG cities compared to larger SANDAG cities at all levels

The regional RHNA allocations resulting from the Transportation & Jobs formula and approach
resulted in distributions disproportionate to City sizes, prior density and land area.

OVERALL:

The 7 smallest SANDAG cities received 8% of the RHNA allocation, but
have less than 2% of the habitable land area, already with 7% of the
total SANDAG population, households, and jobs.

North Coastal:

Of the 5 north coastal cities, Del Mar and Solana Beach received 9% of
the collective RHNA allocation, but have just 5% of the north coastal
land area and population.

The other 3 north coastal cities, Oceanside, Carlsbad, and Encinitas, had 20% lower RHNA
allocations in 2020 than 2010.

Encinitas' allocation went down the most of the three, by -34%

Non-Coastal:

A similar pattern holds for the 3 non-coastal small cities. Lemon Grove,
La Mesa, and National City received 25% of the non-coastal
allocation but have just 15% of the population and 10% of the land
area, compared to the other 7 non-coastal larger cities (El Cajon, Santee,
Vista, San Marcos, Escondido, Poway, and Chula Vista.

Data supporting the statements above appear in Tables 1 and 2 and Figure 1 on the next pages,
derived using SANDAG data sources. (Original data tables are provided in as a final Attachment 4.)
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Table 1. IMBALANCE IN SMALL CITIES VS LARGER CITIES

The table below provides square miles, 2020 and 2010 RHNA allocation comparison, percent of

RHNA allocation, and city size by % of population, household units, jobs, and land area, within

each group - Coastal Cities (not including San Diego); Non-Coastal Cities; North Coastal Cities; and
All Cities. Ratio of % RHNA allocation to % square miles is a quantitative indicator of imbalance.
Higher numbers indicate higher impact on city group.

fold 2020
change % RHNA
2020- 2020- 2010- coastal % % % units  Ratio of
2010 2020 2010 2010 2020 2020 coastal coastal coastal % coastal per % RHNA/
Size Jurisdictions sq mi RHNA RHNA # % RHNA RHNA pop units jobs sq mi sqmi % sq mi
HYJ.XIR DM + SB + IB + Coron (18 sq mi) 18 705 3,414 2,709 2668% 4.8 24% 17% 17% 24% 15% 195 1.6
(W:\{e]q4 Enc+Carls+Ocean (101 sq mi) 101 13,562 10,871 (2,691) -69% -1.2 76% 83% 83% 76% 85% 108 0.9
118 14,267 14,286 19 1.0 100%
fold %
change north % % % 2020
2020- 2020- 2010- coast % north north north north units  Ratio of
2010 2020 2010 2010 2020 2020 coast coast  coast coast per % RHNA /
Size Jurisdictions sq mi RHNA RHNA # % RHNA RHNA pop units jobs sq mi sqmi % sq mi
N\ V:\RR DVI+SB (5 sq mi) 5 401 1,038 637  159% 2.59 9% 5% 6% 8% 5% 200 1.8 |
(W.\{e(q Enc+Carls+Ocean (101 sq mi) 101 13,562 10,871 (2,691) -20% -1.25 91% 95% 94% 92% 95% 108 1.0
north coastal total 106 13,963 11,910 (2,053) -1.17 100%
fold
change % non- 2020
2020- 2020- 2010- coastal %non- %non- %non- % non- units  Ratio of
2010 2020 2010 2010 2020 2020 coastal coastal coastal coastal per % RHNA/
Size Jurisdictions sq mi RHNA RHNA # % RHNA RHNA pop units jobs sq mi sqmi % sqmi
SMALLlE!!HH!M- 22 3,894 10,593 6,699 172% 3 25% 15% 16% 19% 10% 479 2.5
LARGE EC+SA+VI+SM+ES+PO+CV (200 sq mi) 200 33,311 32,209 (1,102) -3% ng 75% 85% 84% 81% 90% 161 0.8
222 37,205 42,803 5,598 1.2 100%
fold
change % 2020
2020- 2020- 2010- total ADJUSTE units  Ratio of
2010 2020 2010 2010 2020 2020 %total %total % total D % total per % RHNA /
Size Jurisdictions sq mi RHNA RHNA # % RHNA RHNA pop units jobs sq mi sqmi % sqmi
NYJ.YAR DM+SB+IB (10 sq mi) 10 655 2,413 1,758  268% 3.7 1.4% 1% 2% 1% 0.5% 251 2.7
N\YJ:\IR Coronado (14 sq mi) 8 50 1,001 951 1903% 20.0 0.6% 1% 1% 2% 0.4% 127 1.4
LG+NC+LM (22 sq mi) 22 3,894 10,593 6,699 172% 2.7 6.2% 5% 4% 5% 1.2% 479 5.2
W13 12 Others** (643 sq mi + Uninc) 4,215 157,381 157,677 296 0% ng 92% 93% 93% 93% 98% 37 0.9
total 4,255 161,980 171,685 9,705 6% 1.1 100% 40
NYAR 7 smallest cities* (46 sq mi) 40 4,599 14,008 9,409  205% 3.0 8% 7% 7% 7% 2% 354 3.8
LARGE 4,215 157,381 157,677 296 0% ng 92% 93% 93% 93% 98% 37 0.9
total 4,255 161,980 171,685 9,705 6% 1.1 100% 40

* SMALL: Del Mar, Solana Beach, Imperial Beach, Coronado

Lemon Grove, Natl. City, La Mesa (total 46 sq mi)

** LARGE: Encinitas, Carlsbad, Oceanside, El Cajon, Santee
Vista, San Marcos, Escondido, Poway, Chula Vista
San Diego, Unincorporated County
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Table 2. NO IMBALANCE IN COASTAL vs NON-COASTAL

The table below compares all Coastal Cities, all Non-Coastal Cities, and separately, City of San
Diego. The City of San Diego was assigned the largest proportion overall of the RHNA allocation.
No imbalance exists between Coastal and Non-Coastal cities. (See caption for Table 1 for details on

headers.)
fold
change 2020
COASTAL 2020- 2020- 2010- % total ADJUSTE units  Ratio of
vs SD 2010 2020 2010 2010 2020 2020 %total % total % total D % total per % RHNA
vs Others  Size Jurisdictions sq mi RHNA RHNA # % RHNA RHNA pop units jobs sq mi sqgmi % sq mi
7 coastal cities (118 sq mi) 118 14,267 14,286 19 0% ng 8% 13% 14% 12% 6% 121 1.3
City of San Diego (343 sq mi) 343 88,096 107,897 19,801 22% ng 63% 42% 45% 56% 18% 315 34
11 Others (564 sq mi + UnInc) 3,794 59,617 49,502 (10,115) -17% ng 29% 45% 41% 33% 75% 13 0.4
total 4,255 161,980 171,685 9,705 6% 1.1 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 40
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Figure 1. Bargraphs of sizes of SANDAG jurisdictions and change in RHNA allocation further
illustrate the imbalances between small Cities and larger jurisdictions.

5 North Coastal Cities
% change in RHNA allocation

2020 vs 2010
Del Mar 167%
Solana Beach 158%
Encinitas -34%
Carlsbad -23%
Oceanside -12%
North Coastal total -15%
SANDAG total 6%

5 North Coastal Cities
Square Miles

Del Mar

Solana Beach

Encinitas

Carlsbad

Oceanside

SANDAG lJurisdictions
% change in RHNA allocation
2020 vs 2010

Del Mar 167%
Solana Beach 158%

Lemon Grove 340%

Imperial Beach 441%
La Mesa 121%
National City 192%

Coronado

El Cajon
Santee
Vista
Encinitas
San Marcos
Escondido 130%
Carlsbad
Poway
Oceanside
Chula Vista

San Diego
Unincorporated
Total

SANDAG Jurisdictions
Square Miles

Del Mar | 1.8
Solana Beach | 3.4
Lemon Grove | 3.9

Imperial Beach | 4.4

La Mesa 9.0

National City

Coronado

El Cajon
Santee
Vista
Encinitas
San Marcos
Escondido
Carlsbad
Poway
Oceanside
Chula Vista

San Diego

Unincorporated
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Attachment 3.
Numbers of Seasonal and Transient Jobs at the Del Mar Fairgrounds

22nd DAA Employment numbers

Dustin Fuller <dfuller@sdfair.com> Fri, Jul 12, 2019 at 9:10 AM
To: "gaasterland@gmail.com" <gaasterland@gmail.com>
Terry-

These are for the 22"d DAA ONLY.

e 261 permanent
e 1,955 temporary

Dustin Fuller
Supervising Environmental Planner

dfuller@sdfair.com | p: 858.792.4212 | f: 858.755.7820

22nd District Agricultural Association
2260 Jimmy Durante Blvd. | Del Mar, CA 92014
www.delmarfairgrounds.com

www.sdfair.com

P Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail

This e-mail message has been scanned for Viruses and Content and cleared by NetlQ MailMarshal

lofl 9/4/19, 8:59 PM
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Attachment 4.
Data by Jurisdiction

SANDAG SANDAG
SANDAG 2020 2020
2020 Total Housing
% fold 2020 Population SANDAG Jobs Unit SANDAG
#change change change units  Ratio of Estimate 2010 2010 2019 SANDAG  Estimate Estimate 2019
2010- 2010- 2010- % total ADJUSTED per % RHNA 2010 DOF DOF (2050 Reg. 2017 2017 Total 2019 (2050 Reg. (2050 Reg.  Existing
Square 2010 2020 2020 2020 2020 2020 %total %total %total % total square /%sq i i i Growth # % Jobs Civilian Jobs  Growth Growth Housing
City Miles RHNA RHNA  RHNA RHNA RHNA RHNA  pop  units jobs  sqmi mile  mi (Census)  1/1/17 1/1/18  Forecast) change change Estimate  Estimate  Forecast) Forecast) Units

18 61 163 102 167% 2.7 01% 013% 02% 03%  0.10% 90 0.98 4,161 4,284 4322 4,800 123 3% 4,484 4,484 4,149 2,587 2,611

34 340 876 53 158% 2.6 05%  04% 05% 06%  0.18% 258 2.79 12,867 13,860 13,938 14,134 993 8% 9,151 9,151 7,823 6,646 6,497

3.9 309 1,359 1,050 340% 4.4 08%  08% 08% 05%  021% 348 3.78 25320 26,710 26,834 26,702 1,39 5% 7,492 7,492 7,890 9,076 9,032

44 254 1375 1,121 441% 54 08%  08% 08% 03%  024% 312 339 26324 28,041 28,163 28233 1,717 7% 4,936 3,567 8,835 9,866 9,756

7.9 50 1,001 951 1903%  20.0 0.6% 07% 08% 17%  0.42% 127 137 24,697 24,512 21,683 26370 185  -1% 27,594 14,879 33,093 9,580 9,577

9.0 1,722 3,798 2,076 121% 2.2 2.2% 2% 2% 2% 0.48% 422 4.58 57,065 60,980 61,261 62,136 3915 7% 29,773 29,773 28,813 26,785 25,986

9.2 1,863 5437 3574 192% 29 3.2% 2% 14% 2% 0.49% 591 6.41 58,582 61,350 62,257 62,058 2,768 5% 37,497 26,541 29,677 17,052 16,625

El Cajon 14.4 5805 3,280 (2525) -43%  -1.8 19%  32% 3.0% 27%  0.77% 228 2.47 99,478 105,276 105557 109,587 5798 6% 45,468 45,468 44,463 39,187 36,012

Santee 16.5 3,660 1,220 (2,440) -67%  -3.0 0.7% 2% 2% 1% 0.89% 74 0.80 53,413 56,434 56,994 64,551 3,021 6% 18,634 18,634 16,949 22312 20,525

Vista 18.6 1374 2561 1187  86% 19 1.5% 3% 3% 2% 1.0% 138 1.49 93,834 102,933 103,381 99,985 9,099  10% 40,629 40,629 44,693 31,602 32,233

Encinitas 19.6 2,353 1,555 (798) -3d%  -15 0.9% 2% 2% 2% 1.1% 79 0.86 59,518 62,625 63,158 68,551 3,107 5% 27,871 27,871 28,711 26,331 26,053

San Marcos 24.0 4,183 3117  (1,066) -25%  -13 1.8% 3% 3% 2% 13% 130 1.41 83,781 94,258 95,768 90,794 10,477  13% 40,964 40,964 40,843 30,065 30,559

Escondido 362 4,175 9,607 5432 130% 2.3 5.6% 5% % 3% 1.9% 265 2.88 143,911 150,978 151,478 154,635 7,067 5% 55,059 55,059 66,803 50,370 48,583

39.1 4,999 3873 (1,126) -23%  -13 23% 3% % 5% 2.1% 99 1.07 105,228 113,179 114,622 117,667 7,951 8% 76,779 76,779 70,228 48,104 46,356

Poway 39.1 1,253 1,319 66 5% 11 0.8% 2% 1% 2% 2.1% 34 0.37 47,811 49,986 50,207 54,054 2,175 5% 36,349 36,349 32,386 17,233 16,606

422 6210 5444 (766) -12%  -11 3.2% 5% 6% 3% 2.3% 129 1.40 167,086 176666 177,362 195592 9,580 6% 45,178 45,178 48,464 69,630 66,200

Chula Vista 50.9 12,861 11,106  (1,755) -14%  -1.2 6.5% 8% % 4% 2.7% 218 237 243,916 265357 267,503 267,418 21,441 9% 72,403 72,403 82,146 88,186 82,842

San Diego 3425 88,096 107,897 19,801  22% 12 62.8%  42%  45%  56% 18.4% 315 3.42 1,301,167 1,399,924 1,419,845 1,542,324 98,757 8% 921,054 884,430 874,678 577,416 532,195

22,412 6,700 (15712) -70%  -3.3 3.9% 15%  15% 9% 63.3% 2 0.06 486,604 512,156 513,123 545,409 25,552 5% 154,686 113,540 148,971 180,460 175,397
Total 2,255 161,980 171,685 9,705 6% 1.1  100%  100% 100% 100% _ 100% __ 40 100 _ 3,094,763 3,309,509 3,337,456 3,535,000 F#HAHE 7% 1,656,001 1,553,191 1,619,615 _ 1,262,488 1,193,645
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From: Laura DeMarco <laurastanleydemarco@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 4, 2019 12:01 PM

To: Litchney, Seth <Seth.Litchney@sandag.org>

Subject: Item 7: Objection to RHNA methodology

Dear Honorable SANDAG Board Members,

As you consider the proposed Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) methodology, please consider the following
major issues and potential solutions to improve its accuracy and efficacy for the 6™ housing cycle and future housing
cycles:

1) Seasonal jobs should not be given the same weight as full-time jobs

Surprisingly, the 4,400 jobs allocated to the City of Del Mar exceeds the city’s total population of 4,200. How can this be
when the city’s small commercial corridor is stagnant and the population has shrunk since the last census? This led to
the discovery that most of the jobs allocated to Del Mar (and likely other cities) are part-time (PT) and/or seasonal.

For example, the City of Del Mar’s summer lifeguards are counted in the RHNA jobs allocation despite the fact that these
employees are local high school and college students who live with their families and need no additional housing.

The majority of Del Mar’s RHNA jobs allocation are part-time and seasonal jobs at the Fairgrounds (comprising 20% of
the city’s land area) which attracts millions of visitors during the summer at the annual San Diego County Fair, the Del
Mar Thoroughbred Club’s horse racing meet, and other events. Like Del Mar’s summer lifeguards, many of these
seasonal and part-time workers do not need additional housing since they are students living at home, retirees and
locals with FT jobs tied to the academic year.

Even more significantly, counting PT or seasonal jobs inflates the number of jobs and corresponding RHNA allocation
because of potential double counting in multiple jurisdictions. This would be the case for the high school vice principal
from Pasadena who has worked at the Del Mar Thoroughbred Club for every summer over the last 20 years and stayed
in short-term rentals or the homes of local friends. The current RHNA methodology would count both his FT job in
Pasadena and his summer job in Del Mar and falsely assume he needs permanent housing in each city. Thus, seasonal
jobs should not be given the same weight as full-time jobs for determining the needs for housing stock.

Employer-provided housing for RHNA jobs should be counted as housing stock

If the jobs provided by employers are counted in the RHNA calculation, then the housing provided to their employees
should also be counted in the housing stock of the city in which it is located. For example, if the seasonal jobs at the
state-owned Fairgrounds are included (and not excluded) in Del Mar’s RHNA allocation, then the housing provided to
these workers must be counted in Del Mar’s housing stock. This includes the 664 units at the Fairgrounds in Del Mar
that accommodate over 1,300 mostly low- to moderate-income backstretch workers.

In addition, if the RHNA jobs allocation includes (and does not exclude) the military jobs where housing is provided on
bases occupying over 241.6 square miles of land in San Diego county and on over 40 ships comprising the Pacific Fleet
(especially the two Coronado-based aircraft carriers which each house 6,000 for 6-10 months at sea), this military
housing should be included in the housing stock of the jurisdictions in which they are located: Coronado, Imperial
Beach, National City, San Diego City and San Diego County. For example, Camp Pendleton in San Diego County has over
35,000 military jobs and provides 7,550 family housing units and barracks for 29,000 single soldiers.

RHNA allocation should better reflect dual-earner majority of households

1



Why does RHNA’s methodology allocate only one job for each housing unit? This does not reflect the economic and
social reality that most of San Diego County’s housing is occupied by two-earner households. San Diego County’s
housing stock is designed to accommodate two or more adults with jobs, including many who work from home
offices. To reflect this reality and the more efficient use of our current housing stock, it would be more accurate to
assume 1.25 to 2.0 jobs per housing unit so the RHNA allocation would be cut by 25% to 50%.

Thanks for your consideration,

Laura DeMarco
32-year Del Mar resident who grew up on naval bases



From: Aurora Krumpe <aurora_krumpe@yahoo.com>

Sent: Thursday, September 5, 2019 9:57 AM

To: Litchney, Seth <Seth.Litchney@sandag.org>

Cc: Chris DeSena <crdesena@gmail.com>

Subject: Opposition to Proposed Increase in Required Housing Supply Numbers in Coronado

Mr. Litchney,

| am writing to make you aware of my opposition to the proposed increase in required units of
affordable housing in Coronado.

| am a homeowner whose residence is located within two blocks of the Ferry Landing business district
and adjacent to Second & Orange and Third & Orange, which are major choke points for commuter
traffic on and off the Coronado Bridge. If you have spent any time in Coronado, you will understand
how high the volume of traffic is in our town due to tourism and commuters. We have no extra room
to accommodate the uptick of vehicular traffic that SANDAG's revised requirements would bring
about.

The second area of concern is this: Where will you put these units? Unless the U.S. Government
through the Department of Defense is willing to return parcels of NASNI land to the city for
development, there is nowhere left to develop! Any suggestion to the contrary is absurd and willfully
disregards a geographic reality in favor of misguided political expediency.

Finally, | do not understand why Coronado does not receive credit for the numerous low income
housing units provided by the DoD for enlisted single sailors and enlisted families. These housing
units more than meet the numbers SANDAG's proposal mandates through the Silver Strand Military
housing and BEQ housing on both military bases. If we're going to be penalized for the military
personnel working on the two bases here in Coronado, then we should also receive credit for the
extra housing that is in place for these individuals.

Sincerely,

Aurora DeSena

242 B Ave, Unit B
Coronado, CA 92118



From: Therese Doughety <thd@san.rr.com>

Sent: Wednesday, September 4, 2019 2:32 PM

To: Clerk of the Board <ClerkoftheBoard@sandag.org>; Litchney, Seth <Seth.Litchney@sandag.org>
Cc: 'Dougherty Therese' <thd@san.rr.com>

Subject: 6th cycle RHNA Methodology

Dear Honorable Board Members

I have been a Coronado resident (both as renter and homeowner) for 47 years and
have read the draft methodology for the 6% cycle RHNA, plus other SANDAG responses
to public comment. | have also studied what | could find of the California state mandate
regarding the RHNA. As a retired engineer and Navy program manager (now retired), |
recognized once again that a simple (or even simplified) solution to a complex problem
will generally (if not invariably) miss or ignore significant issues that will cause at least
as many problems as it solves. As a minimum, one size does not fit all.

One of the first points that needs to be clarified is to distinguish between, the region
of Coronado (7.9 square miles) and the City of Coronado (2.2 square miles). The region
of Coronado includes Navy facilities: North Island Naval Air Station, the Naval
Amphibious Base, and the Silver Strand Training Complex South. It also includes the
Silver Strand State. The City of Coronado has no control over what the Navy or the
State Parks do in these 5.7 square miles. That leaves only 2.2 square miles where the
City of Coronado can build dwelling units.

| understand that population density has been excluded as a factor in determining
the distribution of new housing. Both your methodology and that of the California
mandate recommend infill as the way forward. While it cannot be used as a factor, the
population density of the City of Coronado can give some insight to the feasibility of
infill. As a comparison, the City of San Diego with a population of 1,425,976 spread over
an area of 324.75 square miles has a population density of 4, 391 people per square
mile. Excluding the 25% of the Coronado region who live on North Island leaves a City
of Coronado population of approximately 16043 in an area of 2.2 square miles for a
population density of 7,292 people per square mile. | haven’t run the numbers for the
rest of the cities in the area, but | expect most of them have far lower densities than
that of the City of Coronado.

But the methodology and comment responses specifically exclude density. So,
which SANDAG board or staff members have examined a recent aerial
photograph of Coronado? If anyone has, they will have seen that Coronado has very
few vacant or under-utilized lots. Most people who want to build a new house in
Coronado, buy a lot with a house on it, raze the old building and start over from scratch.
Also, as opposed to the quarter-acre lots that were standard in La Mesa when | was
growing up, most lots in the City of Coronado are 25’ x 140’. Most Coronado homes,
even in the R1 zone, do not have large front or back yards. Infilling isn’t going to
provide space for 1001 dwelling units.

So, something is going to have to give: either the City of Coronado parks will have
to become housing areas—so much for green space—or the City of Coronado could use



eminent domain to kick people out of their homes to make space for the new dwelling
units—so much for private property rights.

One other thing to consider that is included in the State mandate—the sewage and
water infrastructure on Coronado has been around for quite a while and has had some
upgrades to meet the current density. Has SANDAG considered how that old system will
support an additional 1001 dwelling units?

But to get back to the two conditions the methodology wants to consider.
1. Accessibility of public transportation. Yes, both Northbound and Southbound
buses come through Coronado every half hour and more frequently during rush

hour.

a. However, anyone who needs to go farther than downtown San Diego will
spend at least an hour on the bus with transfers and must allow extra time
at either end to match their needs with the MTS schedule.

iv.

When 1 first lived in Coronado, my husband worked at North Island
while 1 worked at what is now SSC off Catalina Blvd. | tried to take the
bus but had to allow over two hours each way to be at work on time.
And that was in addition to a 9-hour workday. | soon gave up.

My son had to allow over an hour to get to the San Ysidro Health Care
offices on Oceanview, and almost twice that when he had
appointments in other offices.

One of the additional frustrations that adds more time to the trip is
that buses often don’t match up at the transfer points, so the
passenger has to add additional time to compensate, or risk missing
an appointment.

If someone is at the VL or L income level, those time requirements can
become onerous.

b. The City of Coronado does not have a Medi-Cal clinic or a department store
(for clothing, household goods, etc.). Coronado does have a Vons and Smart
& Final Express, but no place to buy less expensive food.

c. Furthermore, a person on the bus cannot buy more than they can carry in
their arms; the MTS buses frown on passengers bringing wheeled carts on
the bus.

d. This is far different from someone living near public transportation in San
Diego who can go only a couple stops down the line to get access to items
they need.

e. Finally, I realize these difficulties with public transportation are not part of
the RHNA. But they need to be considered even if the State mandate
doesn’t. People’s lives are driven by more than their jobs and transportation
needs.

2. Housing near to jobs. This is a laudable and desirable goal. And, believe me,
having tried to cross Third Street or Fourth Street during rush hour, | see the
benefit in reduction of both stress and carbon emissions.

The methodology makes the point that it is near impossible to predict what new

jobs are available. So, is the expectation that people already working at North
Island, for instance, will leave their current homes for these new dwellings? And



how does the methodology account for jobs performed by Naval Officers and
Enlisted personnel who live aboard ship or on base?

The Navy is not bound by State of California mandates, but local
implementation of them must recognize Navy impacts on local housing and job
markets.

One of the points in the methodology is that there are Very-Low Income jobs in
each of the regions studied. Does the research truly indicate that there are 343
VLI jobs in Coronado? If not, the people in those dwelling units will be forced to
use public transportation to get to their jobs wherever they may be, which is
counter to the stated goal.

Thank you for considering my input.
Therese Dougherty

839 G Avenue
Coronado CA



From: Clare and Jack <clare-jack@earthlink.net>

Sent: Wednesday, September 4, 2019 6:51 PM

To: Litchney, Seth <Seth.Litchney@sandag.org>

Subject: Regional Housing Needs Assessment -Coronado

Mr Litchney,

| am a Coronado resident. My husband and | are both retired Naval Officers who feel very lucky to have been able to
afford a house here, and we are both concerned that Coronado is becoming unaffordable to Navy families. Nonetheless,
demanding that Coronado add 1000 housing units seems irrational.

What land are you expecting these units to occupy?

Thanks for your time,

Clare Feigl

clare-jack@earthlink.net
619 846-8280



From: James Jamison <jamejam@mail.regent.edu>

Sent: Friday, August 30, 2019 8:24 AM

To: Litchney, Seth <Seth.Litchney@sandag.org>

Subject: RHNA and disproportionate housing impact on Coronado

Hello,

| am very concerned about the proposed RHNA plan and its disproportionate
impact on Coronado. Under the punitive plan that targets Coronado, we would
be assigned 1,001 new housing units, which is a 2000% increase over the prior
two housing cycles. More importantly, the residents would give up a large part
of our local housing control that would potentially devastate our City's historic
character and village charm. Yes, we should do our part to address the region’s
housing shortage, but the RHNA increase is unrealistic, unreasonable and
impractical. Please revise the plan to a more realistic 70-90 unit increase, which
about 30-45% higher than previous cycles.

Thank you.

Semper Fi, Jim Jamison 619-857-2742



From: Sara Nese <snese22@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, September 2, 2019 10:18 PM
To: Litchney, Seth <Seth.Litchney@sandag.org>
Subject: Concerns with SANDAG RHNA

To Seth Litchney -

I’'m writing to express my concerns about the increase in housing units as part of the Regional Housing Needs
Assessment Subcommittee recommendations. For background, | am a Coronado resident and live on a lot that was split
to include more than one home. In other words, | do not live on a single family lot. In my research of how other cities in
the state are handling this request, | learned that a handful of Northern California counties, Marin, Napa/Sonoma, Santa
Cruz, and Santa Barbara, are exempt from meeting increased housing density requirements. My assumption is that the
exemption relates to an increase of fire risk in these areas, which would make high density housing too dangerous. It
appears that these counties were given a different set of considerations and provided an exemption. The ability to
consider Coronado’s unique set of circumstances exists and should be used to reconsider the housing density
requirement. Below are my questions to how this increased housing density will impact this community. | would like to
know if these issues were considered by the committee.

How will the schools accommodate such a large increase in students? Will kids need to be bused to a different school
district to handle the increase? The schools are already at max capacity with many classroom sizes over 30 students,
some upwards of 40 students. There is nowhere to expand the school campuses in Coronado. Teachers threatened to
strike all last school year in part due to class size. The Coronado school district is one of the lowest funded school
districts in the county. The community donates substantial funds, time, and resources to support and maintain
education programs at school.

Would parks and green space be taken away to accommodate the increase in housing units? Parks are the only
available land for building in Coronado. Taking this space away from the community would have such a detrimental
impact. Because of the many types of multi-family housing units already in place, parks are very important for the young
members of the community to spend quality time outdoors. Many people don’t have a backyard or much room on their
property for kids to play. Additionally, due to the water treatment and sewage issues in Tijuana, beaches are closed or
bacteria levels are too high to get in the water. As a result, residents can only turn to parks for outdoor activities in the
community.

How are residents supposed to handle traffic entering and leaving the community? From my understanding, the
allocation methodology considers public transportation as a criteria to assign units. The only public transportation
available in Coronado is a few bus lines, which don’t seem to help the current traffic situation. Driving is such a necessity
in Southern California that the percentage of new residents who utilize public transportation, i.e. buses, would be
insignificant. The Coronado bridge and Silver Strand highways were not intended to accommodate the proposed volume
of traffic. Further, this bridge is now the deadliest in the country due to the number of suicides and attempted suicides.
Most San Diego residents do not understand the traffic nightmare that results when a jumper is on the bridge, but
Coronado residents have to deal with this on a regular basis. We have petitioned Caltrans to address this issue via
netting for years with very slow movement or progress to a solution.

If the naval jobs are included in the formula to arrive at the increase in housing density, why are the housing units on
the base excluded from the analysis? Seems like if the driver for the increase is a result of the naval base, the housing
units should also be included. By excluding the housing units on the base, the methodology is not comparing apples to
apples. The Navy base is double the size of the city's land mass. If you haven’t visited the base, it includes a fair amount
of subsidized housing for personnel, extensive shopping areas, and a golf course. Further, the base serves as an
employer for the greater San Diego area, not just Coronado. Forcing Coronado to assume responsibility to create
housing options for that job pool does not make sense.



Was the formula to include jobs on the naval base a change in methodology from prior periods? If so, why isn't this
grandfathered in over a longer period of time? Adding these jobs into the formula, even though some of the individuals
don’t even live in the San Diego area, seems to be a correction of an error. Assuming that housing can be built in eight
years for a job pool that has existed for decades is unrealistic and overly burdensome.

In the opinion of the SANDAG council members, how is Coronado supposed to manage the building height restriction
imposed by the Navy? Coronado has already changed zoning requirements to allow for multi-family units, but is
constrained by a height restriction imposed by the Navy. The community is physically constrained to 2.2 square miles of
land for homes. The Naval base prevents building on the available land and the water prevents building outward.

What will be the impact to the emergency responders, including the Sharp hospital? The fire and police stations are
not equipped to handle the increased volume that will result in a much denser community. The city does not have
anywhere to expand these stations

How will the building cost be subsidized by the state government? Who will bear the cost to incentivize companies to
build? In San Diego County, builders have already reduced the number of new construction multi-family units. Land and
building costs have become to high for builders to find a profit on these types of units.

How is Coronado supposed to address rising sea levels with an increase in housing density? Currently, the water table
in some parts of the community causes flooding during rain storms and is expected to get worse with rising sea levels.
The areas of the city where the Spanish Bight was filled by the Navy during the 1940s is more susceptible to flooding, but
numerous parts of the city experienced flooding this past winter. These issues will continue to happen and are expected
to worsen.

| appreciate your time in reviewing these concerns. Please consider the unique characteristics of Coronado job pool,
community, and land mass in arriving at the number of housing units for this assessment.

Thank you,

Sara Nese



From: Jillian Proctor <jillsonne@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 3, 2019 10:43 AM
To: Litchney, Seth <Seth.Litchney@sandag.org>
Subject: Proposed Coronado Housing units

Dear Mr. Litchney and members of SANDAG,

| was very upset to hear the proposal to require a massive increase Coronado's housing units. Coronado is
already extremely densely populated. | cannot imagine how the community would absorb an additional 300
housing units, let alone 1,000 plus. Here are some factors to consider:

e Currently, the entire island gets backed up and congested between 2:30 and 4:30 pm because of the
navy traffic. When there is an accident the City is essentially on lockdown. There is simply not large
enough roads/infrastructure to support this proposed increase in housing units, and because of the
geographic limitations of the island, there is no ability to expand what currently exists.

e The schools are already busting at the seams. My child's 4th grade class has 31 students in
it! Kindergarten has 26-27 students per class. With one teacher. There is no space for additional
classrooms, and there will be even less in the future as the school board is moving the kindergarten
classrooms to the main elementary campus. Where will students attend school?

e During the summer months, one cannot drive down Orange Avenue or Ocean Avenue without
significant traffic. At all times. | have been stopped at the same light for 3 green signals because of
traffic. It is not unusual for it to take 20-30 minutes to travel the length of Coronado (from the Hotel
Del to 1st Street) during the summer.

e There is simply no room for this number of additional housing without changing the very nature of
Coronado and adding huge high rises. |s that what we want Coronado to become? And even then,
where do we put the cars? Coronado already made the mistake of allowing lot splitting, and while
they have since changed the building rules to try to rectify the problem, the streets are still lined with
cars. In certain areas, parking is difficult, if not impossible.

e Coronado is an expensive place to live. From grocery store prices to gas prices, everything costs more
in Coronado. And more affordable places to shop are at least 15-20 minutes away. Is this in the best
interests of hundreds or even thousands of low income individuals?

Please, please realize that this proposal would affect Coronado so much more than merely adding a new
building or two. It would change the very nature of the community. Traffic and congestion would make
driving in Coronado next to impossible. This would deeply impact the service men and women who serve our
country and work on NAB Coronado, as well as families who must commute over the bridge for work and
various activities (and affordable shopping) in other parts of San Diego. Please help preserve one of San
Diego's unigue communities.

Respectfully,

Jill Proctor



From: Kevin Reilly <kevin.d.reilly@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 5, 2019 2:02 PM
To: Litchney, Seth <Seth.Litchney@sandag.org>
Subject: Coronado housing

Dear Mr. Litchney,

Spend 10 minutes in Coronado on any summer day and you will realize the city is already jammed to the gills
will too many cars, people, and buildings.

With the bay on one side, the ocean on the other, and Naval bases at both ends, Coronado is a limited area from
a geographic point of view.

Yet the city has become more and more crowded with every passing year.

When will this trend stop?

How many people will we be forced to accommodate before someone in authority says "Okay, that's enough."
5000 more people, 10000 more? What is the number?

Of course that's a rhetorical question. I already know the answer: There is no plan, and no

number. Sacramento doesn't care at all about us. They simply want to jam people in here tighter and tighter
forever.

Whenever you jam too many people and cars into a small space you degrade quality of life for EVERYONE.

That's just the opposite of what government is supposed to do.

The problem we have in Coronado is that we don't know how to stop shortsighted state and local planners, and
politicians, who don't live here but nevertheless think they know what's right for us.

But one thing is clear: At the local level, SANDAG is the enemy. They are the ones who should be fighting for
our interests but instead apparently conspire to do us harm.

If you want to destroy the reputation of your agency, for ever and ever in a way that no one will ever forget,
you're off to a good start. Coronado hates SANDAG in the same way that you or any other person would hate
someone who by careless and uncaring acts degraded your home--you know, the place you go where the

Constitution ensures "domestic tranquility."

Please pass this message on to your Board of Directors and any staff member whom you think might care. Is
there anyone at SANDAG who fits that description?

Sincerely yours,

Kevin D. Reilly



From: marie roeder <mariefranceroe@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 29, 2019 3:49 PM

To: Litchney, Seth <Seth.Litchney@sandag.org>
Subject: Coronado

| wish to bring to your attention as a car not a resident of many years that | am totally opposed to the thousand plus new
housing for low income that sandbag is proposing. This would have a devastating effect on our small village and | beg
you not to vote for it.

Marie Roeder and Bernard Roeder

960 C Ave

Coronado

My husband is a retired officer from the Navy and we are both senior citizens Sent from my iPhone



From: MARY SESSOM <mayormary@cox.net>

Sent: Tuesday, September 3, 2019 4:40 PM

To: Litchney, Seth <Seth.Litchney@sandag.org>

Cc: steve.vaus@sandag.org; mayor@imperialbeachca.gov; rbailey@coronado.ca.us; cblakespear@encinitasca.gov;
riones@san-marcos.net; jim.desmond@sdcounty.ca.gov; pmcnamara@escondido.org; asotelosolis@nationalcityca.gov
Subject: RHNA comments from Mary Sessom, Former Chair Sandag, Mayor City of Lemon Retired

Mr. Litchney

| have attached my comments regarding the proposed methodology for the current RHNA cycle.

If you have any questions, please contact me.

Thank you, Mary Sessom



Dear Chair Vaus and Directors:

Mary Sessom here. | was on the Sandag Board for 20 years serving as VC and Chair of Sandag as
well as sitting on a ton of committees. What a pickle you are in! In typical Sandag fashion, it is
the 12" hour, your backs are against the time wall, and the public wants your hides!

Here’s the problem as | see it: you didn’t ask the right people when you started this RHNA
adventure. You formed a subcommittee that met six times. You had 10 meetings of your TWG
and “Housing Stakeholders”. They drafted the proposed methodology. When was the public
asked what they wanted? For the RTP and SCS, there are workshops held by Sandag all over
the county. RHNA has always been done by a small group of folks because it is easier. I've seen
this over four RHNA cycles.

But this RHNA cycle is different because the need for affordable housing is greater, our county
numbers are huge, and the legislation guiding this process is more detailed.

Your RHNA subcommittee looked at the 5 objectives set forth in Government Code Section
65584. The subcommittee identified three of those as priorities: transit, jobs and GHG
reduction. (slide 30 of Sandag’s Draft 6™ Cycle RHNA Methodology 7/26/2019)

Wait!! There are 5 objectives. The fourth objective is to adjust the housing in income
categories when a city has a disproportionately high share of very low or low income residents.
Your Equity Adjustment came into play to address that.

The fifth objective is to “Affirmatively” further fair housing. That means taking “meaningful
actions that overcome patterns of segregation and foster inclusive communities” with equitable
access to opportunities,” transforming racially and ethnically concentrated areas of poverty into
areas of opportunity, fostering and maintaining compliance with civil rights and fair housing
laws”. In other words, the kids of poor families need to have opportunities to access the same
resources that children of more affluent families already have access too. Where is this shown
in the methodology?

Government Code 65580, et. seq., contains several themes one of which is fair housing.

Consider, Section 65583 (9)(A)(ii). “(ii) An analysis of available federal, state, and local data and
knowledge to identify integration and segregation patterns and trends, racially or ethnically
concentrated areas of poverty, disparities in access to opportunity, and disproportionate housing
needs within the jurisdiction, including displacement risk.” Did you do this? Did your cities do
this? Is the TCAC/HCD Opportunity Map 2019 Draft sufficient? Did you ask legal counsel?
Remember, that Map is a snapshot of the region when that map was created. It is not designed
to show patterns; only things as they exist now.

Section 65884.04(f) says in part, “The council of governments, ...as shall explain in writing how each
of the factors described in subdivision (e) was incorporated into the methodology and how the
methodology furthers the objectives listed in subdivision (d) of Section 65584.” Your professional staff



is good. But, the factor of “patterns of segregation” isn’t obvious. At least this humble writer
couldn’t find more than words. Does your methodology address patterns of segregation?

During the last RHNA cycle, the cities of National City and Lemon Grove submitted comment
letters referring to the patterns of segregation. | was on the RHNA subcommittee then. It was
sad to see wealthier cities without a housing element fighting to NOT take their fair share of
very low and low income allocations. Cities that had housing elements but were wealthier than
Lemon Grove or National City had all sorts of reasons why they shouldn’t/couldn’t take their
numbers. Guess what? By and large, they prevailed. Changes to Policy 33 were the best
Lemon Grove, National City, Imperial Beach, Escondido, and El Cajon could do.

Where are we today? | looked at Sandag’s Data Surfer and used the 2000 census and 2010
census numbers to look at one datum/data point: residents living “Below Poverty”.

Coronado in 2000 had 5% living in poverty. By 2010 that number had risen to 6%. Thatisn’t a
lot but it is an increase. Where did that increase come from?

National City in 2000 had 22% living in poverty. In 2010, it had dropped to 21%. Did those
folks move to Coronado?

Imperial Beach in 2000 had 19% living in poverty. In 2010 that number was still 19%. No poor
people had moved in or out.

Lemon Grove in 2000 had 14% living in poverty. By 2010 that number had risen to 16%. Where
did that additional 2% come from?

Encinitas in 2000 had 8% living in poverty. In 2010 they had 8%. No poor people moved into
Encinitas.

No need to continue as | think you see my point. Poor communities have double digits in terms
of residents living in poverty. Richer communities are in the single digits. Don’t even get me
started on race. I'd bet we’d all agree that Lemon Grove and National City have minority
populations that are now the majority. What would we bet for Encinitas and Coronado? Sorry
to pick on these two cities but they are relative in size to those two poor cities who continue to
be highly diverse.

The RHNA number is not going to change my life. I'll be dead before much changes in this
county regarding segregation in light of the way things are going. What got my ire up is when
your executive director said at a Lemon Grove Council meeting that Sandag couldn’t be sued on
RHNA. That may be true. What about state and federal civil rights and fair housing laws?

My grandson is half Mexican. He goes to a dual immersion school in Lemon Grove, one of the
lowest performing districts in the county. It was mediocre when my kids went. But, | gave
them, and can give my grandson, opportunities that the Encinitas’ kids get routinely. What
about the rest of the kids in low performing Districts? Don’t they deserve an opportunity?

Good luck! Mary Sessom, Mayor, City of Lemon Grove (retired) 1996-2016; Council, 1994-1996



From: Smith, Timothy C <timothy.c.smith@delta.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 4, 2019 6:59 PM

To: Litchney, Seth <Seth.Litchney@sandag.org>
Subject: Coronado development

To whom it may concern,

| was lucky enough to buy my tiny Coronado house in 2009, where | live with my wife and two children.

| emigrated to Americans 30 years ago and originally lived in a VW bus, | was an illegal alien for eight years, although |
did pay my taxes.

| am now an airline pilot and could not have achieved any of this in any other country in the world.

| do not believe that my tiny community can support this many additional households.

We understand the needs of others less fortunate and help on many levels.

Kind regards,

Tim Smith

Sent from my iPad



From: Asher Spittler <asherspi@aol.com>

Sent: Thursday, September 5, 2019 1:43 PM

To: Litchney, Seth <Seth.Litchney@sandag.org>

Subject: CORONADO Opposes the Proposed 1000+ New Dwelling Units

My opinion re: the unreasonable SANDAG requirement that the City of Coronado build more than a 1000 housing units is
that such a requirement would have a negative and devastating effect upon the City and County. Being a retired Marine
and a Commercial Real Estate Executive, | can tell SANDAG from experience, such a draconian requirement will destroy
this City as a tourist destination and have a negative financial and demographic impact upon the County's tourism
industry.

Yes, we are a community that proudly hosts several bases as part of Naval Base Coronado. The Naval Air Station North
Island is probably the heaviest traveled facility with its thousands of vehicles every weekday morning( beginning at 4:30
AM) and evening (ending as late as 7 PM). In addition, there is heavy traffic during much of the day as vendors and the
military move on and off the base. Even residents cannot turn on certain streets and avenues during large parts of the day
as the City administrators try to mitigate the congested traffic. We will not even speculate what additional congestion the
opening of the new Special Warfare Center on the Strand will cause.

Incidentally, the commuters to and from the Naval Bases seldom stop to shop or spend money in Coronado. Why would
they? They are just avoid the traffic congestion and leave the Island. No, the tax base and foundation of our financial well-
being is tourism. | am assuming you already know that fact.

| strongly recommend SANDAG reconsider the proposed allocation. A thousand additional dwellings on an already
congested community doesn't make any sense unless, of course, you want to destroy it.

Asher W. Spittler
252 E Ave.
Coronado, CA 92118



From: John Splavec <splavec41@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, August 31, 2019 6:29 AM

To: Litchney, Seth <Seth.Litchney@sandag.org>
Cc: Marilyn Field <mfieldl@san.rr.com>
Subject: Savecoronado

Mr. Litchney,

https://www.savecoronado.com/

I'm forwarding this a a signed petition. Please confirm receipt. I'll advance action to legal if | do not receive reply.

The link to the signature page was not working.



9/3/2019 Savecoronado

Save Coronado is a group of Coronado residents concerned about several big changes proposed for our community including
the Port Master Plan Update and the SANDAG Housing allocation numbers which would increase Coronado’s density.

Please add your name, email, and address to the form below to make your voice heard. You can also email SANDAG directly
Seth.Litchney@sandag.org with your own personal comments. Comment period closes Sept 6 at 10am.

Objection to Proposed 1000+ Units for Coronado

Dear Honorable Board Members:

The community of Coronado appreciates the opportunity to share our comments and
concerns with the proposed 2021-2029 Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) plan.
The community recognizes development of the RHNA is a challenging endeavor and we
sincerely appreciate the hard work and active engagement of SANDAG staff throughout the
process.

We have grave concerns about the plan’s disproportionate impact on Coronado. Under the
proposed RHNA plan, Coronado would be assigned 1,001 new housing units, up from 50
and 64 units during the prior two housing cycles. While we are committed to doing its fair
share to address the region’s housing shortage, the proposed 2000% RHNA increase is both
unreasonable and impractical for the reasons outlined below.

Coronado is constrained unlike any other city in San Diego County.

- Although the City of Coronado occupies 7.7 square miles of land within its boundaries,
approximately 5.5 square miles, or 71% of the City, are owned by the U.S. Navy, the Unified
Port District of San Diego, and the California Department of Parks and Recreation, none of
which may be used to accommodate future housing. Consequently, the City only has land
use authority over a 2.2 square mile area.

- The 2.2 square miles under the City’s jurisdiction are densely developed with a high
concentration of multi-family housing which provides limited geographic capacity to
accommodate significant new growth.

- 95% of the parcels in Coronado are already zoned for residential use and there are very few
vacant properties, severely limiting the City’s ability to meet the proposed RHNA by rezoning
commercial properties or developing vacant land.

- The entire City of Coronado is within the coastal zone. Residential uses are not coastal
dependent uses and new high-density, multi-family housing would require Coastal
Commission approval and meet attendant off-street parking requirements.

- Coronado is within the Airport Influence Area and Accident Potential Zone of NAS North
Island which will prevent any increased density or height.

- Coronado has a high concentration of designated historic homes which cannot reasonably
be redeveloped with higher density multi-family units and the loss of historic properties
would irreparably damage Coronado’s unique community character.

- Coronado’s only links to mainland San Diego are via the San Diego-Coronado Bridge and
State Route 75 along the Silver Strand. Commuter trips generated by new housing would
https://www.savecoronado.com 1/3
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Savecoronado

exacerbate already congested conditions on the Bridge and State Route 75 and there are no
practical alternatives to increase traffic capacity.

The inclusion of military jobs in the RHNA formula unreasonably escalates Coronado’s
housing share.

- Naval Air Station North Island (NASNI) comprises almost 70% of Coronado’s total land area,
approximately 25% of its population, and 45% of its total jobs. No other city in San Diego
County would be as significantly impacted by the presence of a military base in their
jurisdiction.

- Active military jobs should not be included in the RHNA formula. Active duty military jobs
are unique because military personnel are assigned to a base and have no choice where to
live and work. Moreover, local governments have no control over military base population,
jobs, or housing provisions.

- While the proposed RHNA formula includes all active military jobs at NASNI, it does not
account for housing already provided for the vast majority of service men and women who
reside on base, aboard ships, or in federally subsidized military housing in San Diego
County. Moreover, it is illogical to include thousands of Navy jobs assigned to aircraft
carriers whose sailors must live aboard the ship.

- NASNI provides regional economic benefits which are enjoyed throughout the SANDAG
region while the City of Coronado disproportionately endures its traffic, noise, and other
impacts. Providing additional housing for military personnel should be a shared burden
between the entire San Diego region and the U.S. Navy, not just the City of Coronado.
Coronado’s high land values makes it economically challenging to develop high-density
affordable housing.

- Like many coastal California cities, Coronado is a highly desirable place to live and
consequently has very high land costs which makes it economically challenging to develop
high-density affordable housing. While the City of Coronado may ultimately endure a
painstaking process to rezone its community to accommodate the desired high density
affordable housing, it is unlikely that developers will construct.

For the reasons outlined above, we respectfully request the SANDAG Board of Directors
revise the draft RHNA plan to account for the unique circumstances and challenges in
Coronado.

Name * Email *

First Last

Address

Street Address

Address Line 2

Coronado CA

City State / Province / Region

92118 v
Postal / Zip Code Country

Would you like updates on this issue and other issues in Coronado?

# Yes, please keep me informed on this and other community
issues.

https://www.savecoronado.com 2/3



From: Claire Stengel <claire.stengel@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, September 4, 2019 3:50 PM

To: Litchney, Seth <Seth.Litchney@sandag.org>

Subject: Regional Housing Needs Assessment Commentary

Dear SANDAG Board of Directors,

While | appreciate SANDAG’s effort to ameliorate our affordable housing shortage, the proposed plan does not
account for the root causes of San Diego’s lack of affordable housing.

One such contributing factor is the conversion of thousands of housing units from long-term residences into
short-term vacation rentals, spurred on by the rise of online platforms like Airbnb. Whole-house vacation
rentals on Airbnb number almost 10,000 - these are thousands of homes that are now unavailable to San
Diegans. Assemblywoman Tasha Boerner Horvath has begun to address this issue with AB 1731, but
SANDAG must join this effort.

How will SANDAG ensure that the proposed housing units are not subsequently used as short term vacation
rentals? Without tighter regulation and enforcement on this issue, | fear that many of the newly constructed
units will become vacation rentals - weakening our communities, increasing congestion, and driving our rents
even higher.

Claire Stengel, RN, MSN, CCRN
Clinical Nurse |l

Sulpizio Cardiovascular ICU

UC San Diego Health



From: Linda Stojack <lindaonthelake@cs.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 29, 2019 4:10 PM

To: Litchney, Seth <Seth.Litchney@sandag.org>

Subject: Objection to Proposed 1000+ Units for Coronado

Dear Honorable Board Members:

The community of Coronado appreciates the opportunity to share our comments and concerns with the proposed 2021-
2029 Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) plan. The community recognizes development of the RHNA is a
challenging endeavor and we sincerely appreciate the hard work and active engagement of SANDAG staff throughout
the process.

We have grave concerns about the plan’s disproportionate impact on Coronado. Under the proposed RHNA plan,
Coronado would be assigned 1,001 new housing units, up from 50 and 64 units during the prior two housing cycles.
While we are committed to doing its fair share to address the region’s housing shortage, the proposed 2000% RHNA
increase is both unreasonable and impractical for the reasons outlined below.

Coronado is constrained unlike any other city in San Diego County.

¢ Although the City of Coronado occupies 7.7 square miles of land within its boundaries, approximately 5.5 square miles,
or 71% of the City, are owned by the U.S. Navy, the Unified Port District of San Diego, and the California Department of
Parks and Recreation, none of which may be used to accommodate future housing. Consequently, the City only has land
use authority over a 2.2 square mile area.

¢ The 2.2 square miles under the City’s jurisdiction are densely developed with a high concentration of multi-family
housing which provides limited geographic capacity to accommodate significant new growth.

¢ 95% of the parcels in Coronado are already zoned for residential use and there are very few vacant properties,
severely limiting the City’s ability to meet the proposed RHNA by rezoning commercial properties or developing vacant
land.

* The entire City of Coronado is within the coastal zone. Residential uses are not coastal dependent uses and new high-
density, multi-family housing would require Coastal Commission approval and meet attendant off-street parking
requirements.

e Coronado is within the Airport Influence Area and Accident Potential Zone of NAS North Island which will prevent any
increased density or height.

¢ Coronado has a high concentration of designated historic homes which cannot reasonably be redeveloped with higher
density multi-family units and the loss of historic properties would irreparably damage Coronado’s unique community
character.

e Coronado’s only links to mainland San Diego are via the San Diego-Coronado Bridge and State Route 75 along the
Silver Strand. Commuter trips generated by new housing would exacerbate already congested conditions on the Bridge

and State Route 75 and there are no practical alternatives to increase traffic capacity.

The inclusion of military jobs in the RHNA formula unreasonably escalates Coronado’s housing share.



¢ Naval Air Station North Island (NASNI) comprises almost 70% of Coronado’s total land area, approximately 25% of its
population, and 45% of its total jobs. No other city in San Diego County would be as significantly impacted by the
presence of a military base in their jurisdiction.

¢ Active military jobs should not be included in the RHNA formula. Active duty military jobs are unique because military
personnel are assigned to a base and have no choice where to live and work. Moreover, local governments have no
control over military base population, jobs, or housing provisions.

Sincerely,

Linda Stojack

1720 Avenida del Mundo #408
Coronado, CA. 92118
702-630-7230

Sent from my iPhone



From: Nancy Stoke

Sent: Sunday, September 1, 2019 10:17 AM

To: clerk@sandag.org

Subject: 9/6/2019 SANDAG Special Board Meeting re Item 7: Opposition to RHNA draft methodology

| am writing to express my opposition to the current RHNA housing allocation formula. | believe that if the
formula is going to use part-time and seasonal workers as part of the formula, the formula also needs to
include and allocate the housing provided to the workers. It is not accurate to count the workers without
counting the housing already being provided to them or that they already have.

For instance, the housing provided to the part-time and seasonal workers at the Fairgrounds that is located in
the City of Del Mar must be counted in Del Mar's housing allocation even if it does not have a kitchen or
bathroom in each unit. This is especially critical to counting the 664 backstretch housing units located in the
stable area because the 1200-1800 horses stabled there need 24/7 care and monitoring. There is no room in
the stables to have separate bathrooms in each housing unit. In addition, there should be no kitchens in any of
the units since the entire stable area is highly flammable with all that hay and feed. Fires in stable areas are
especially tragic because frightened horses often want to stay in their stalls and/or return to them as was so
vividly demonstrated in the Lilac Fire that hit the San Luis Rey training center. Notably, all these units would be
counted as housing for low income workers. There are also a large number of RVs permanently on the
Fairgrounds that are used to provide temporary housing to temporary/part-time/seasonal workers, and to be
accurate these should also be counted, as should the RVs in the park across the street (Jimmy Durante Blvd)
from the Fairgrounds that happens to be in the City of San Diego but is virtually all occupied as housing for
temporary/part-time/seasonal Del Mar Fairgrounds workers.

Of note, many of the part-time/seasonal workers at the Fairgrounds are youth who are of the age that they
are still living at home with their parents and should not be counted as being in need of housing separate from
their parents. Another large population of the part-time/seasonal Fairgrounds workers are active and retired
teachers and school employees who have permanent housing in the area and should not be counted as being
in need of a second living space.

To also be fair to Coronado, Imperial Beach and other cities which have many military jobs and bases, the state
should count all military housing in barracks, on ships, in houses and encampments.

Thank you for listening to my concerns. | am hopeful the RHNA draft methodology will be adjusted

accordingly.

Nancy Stoke
Del Mar resident



From: Karen Strouse <kstrousel4@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 4, 2019 10:27 AM
To: Litchney, Seth <Seth.Litchney@sandag.org>
Subject: RHNA Methodology for CORONADO

To SANDAG Board

Your plan to create 1001 more residential units in Coronaado is impractical and short-sighted. If there was land to site
these homes, although the size of studio apartments, developers would have built them already. Any new construction
on the island requires the tear down of a current structure, which generally is a same use replacement. But, let's say
Coronado finds 350 buildings to demolish and replace with multi-unit residences, the additional traffic alone will require
more County and State resources. The infrastructures of the Bridge and Route 75 will experience more use as well as the
extended services for fire and police emergencies. Because of location, they all cost more to reach Coronado. As time
passes, the tourist industry, vital to Coronado and San Diego, will relocate to places with less traffic, fewer people, and
easier access to recreational space. This only perpetuates the struggle for the County and State to provide more
infrastructure and services to keep a isolated population safe while facing declining revenues. The plan needs to take all
factors into consideration, such as the Naval Base, and be a practical solution for our region; not be a political statement
serving no constituency well.

Regards
Karen Strouse



Jerrold L Jones

Council Member, City of Lemon Grove
Lemon Grove CA

September 1, 2019

Chair Steve Vaus
401 B Street, Suite 800
San Diego, CA 92101

RE: RHNA Cycle 6 Methodology

Chair Vaus and SANDAG Board;

The regional housing needs assessment process is based in the 5 objectives of state housing law
section 65584. Section 65584 says that “the regional housing needs allocation plan shall further
all of the following objectives”. The current SANDAG 6th cycle methodology fails to completely
address the first and second objective and completely fails to address the 5th objective that
calls for “affirmatively furthering fair housing”.

The 6™ cycle draft methodology is deeply flawed and stacks disproportionate increases of
population into the county's most diverse, dense, and poorest communities. The use of Station
(Rail & Rapid) and Major Transit Stop (Bus) counts for the assignment of housing allocation will
compound and perpetuate segregated living patterns, limit housing type and tenure, and
discourage integrated and balanced living patterns in the region. Since low income
communities tend to require more transit infrastructure and services there is a natural trend for
transit agencies to concentrate resources in those communities. In fact, the 2050 regional
transportation plan objectives demands it. Further, SANDAG data shows a link between low
income communities and minority communities of concern in the cities of Lemon Grove,
National City, and Imperial Beach. Rapid, concentrated growth and gentrification in already
dense, low income communities of color can displace low income families without providing
alternatives, exacerbating the regions homeless problem. This continued pattern will overstress
these communities’ services and resources like schools, parks, and open space.

State law allows individual regional agencies to determine their own allocation methodology as
long as it meets all of the RHNA objectives. Methodology can vary from cycle to cycle as an
agency changes priorities. When comparing cycle to cycle it is still important to view allocations
from some sort of baseline in order to analyze trends, especially in the area of equity and fair
housing. When comparing cycle 4, 5 and draft 6 in units/square-mile/year, apart from Chula
Vista, there is a clear pattern of disproportionate allocation in the county's most diverse, most
dense, and poorest communities. Intentional or unintentional, a pattern of segregation and
social economic inequity exists and does not meet RHNA objectives.



The use of “income category allotment” in the fourth objective of Section 65584 does not
satisfy the “affirmatively furthering fair housing” of the 5t objective. Current law and trends in
the state legislature tend to ignore moderate and above-moderate housing, instead focusing on
low and very low housing production. Every day we march toward a system that removes local
control or punishes municipalities for not producing their allotment. Regardless of the income
category assignment, it is the disproportionate, over allocation that has the potential to remove
the most disenfranchised communities from control of their communities and further separates
them from the elected representatives that control their quality of life. As the region moves to
a more dense way of life, the impacts of that density must be shared by all communities in the
region not just the most vulnerable.

The recommended methodology is not only flawed, it fails to meet RHNA objectives, may
violate federal fair housing laws and is, quite frankly, immoral. The trend mentioned above is
not new and has been addressed in previous comment letters on record for cycle 5. In a recent
meeting | heard Mr. Ikhrata state that there was no time to change the methodology. We
should never hear that there’s no time to get it right from any elected or appointed public
official! Ever! The trend described above must stop with this cycle! The SANDAG board must
send this back to staff and demand that all of the objectives be addressed, and the pattern of
segregation stopped with this cycle.

Included below are charts and graphics that show the pattern described in the body of my
letter. The letters are from 2011 and are as relevant to today as they were then. Some things
haven’t changed.

Jerrold L Jones
Council Member, Lemon Grove CA
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RHNA History
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July 6, 2011

SANDAG
401 B Street, Ste. 800
San Diego, CA 92101

|

Subject: Comments on the Draft RHNA M~
San Diego Association of Gov~

IR

How does the RHNA allocation outlined in Option 2b affect the Social Equity Goal of the RTP and the
socioeconomic goal of Housing Element Law? The communities of concerns (low-income, minority
populations, low mobility, low community engagement) are mapped on the RTP and transit
improvements are recommended to serve these populations. RHNA Option 2b appears to allocate
increased low-income populations (one of the communities of concern) to areas that already exceed the
regional average. Does this option 2b RHNA allocation increase these disproportionate impacts even
more because of the low-income population? If so, then Option 2b is contrary to RTP policy. How would
an incentive policy offset those impacts.

_ CITYOFLEMONGROVE  wmouen

Ol ofto Coty Cantl

CITY OF LEM.
Office of the City

July 6, 2011

SANDAG
401 B Street, Ste. 800
San Diego, CA 92101

Subject: Comments on the Draft RHNA M~
$San Diego Association of Gov

LS

FOgEaEt

i

The City of Lemon Grove believes that the Regional Housing Needs Assessment must be
reconsidered based on the analytical studies conducted by SANDAG staff. Any option that
creates inequitable housing distribution fails to meet Housing Element Law and generates flaws
in the region’s planning documents.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment and we look forward to the response to our
comments.

Sincerely,
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September 1, 2011

Susan B. Baldwin, AiCP
Senior Regional Planner
San Diego Association of Governments
401 B Street, Suite 800
._San Diego, CA 92101

The proposed allocation to the City does not further the objectives of State Housing Law and
would further exacerbate the over-concentration of lower income households in the City.
Moreover, the proposed plan would continue to perpetuate the regional inequity between
more affluent and less affluent communities by not addressing the existing distribution of
lower income households in the region when allocating RHNA numbers.




=9 City of
Carlsbad

Office of the Mayor

September 3, 2019

Honorable Chairperson Steve Vaus
San Diego Association of Governments
401 B Street, Suite 800

San Diego, CA 92101

Dear Chairperson Vaus and Board Members,

On July 26, 2019, the SANDAG Board of Directors released for comment the draft Regional Housing Needs
Assessment (RHNA) Methodology and justification for meeting RHNA objectives and factors as outlined
in state law. | write on behalf of the Carlsbad City Council to support the RHNA methodology as released
for public review by the Board. The proposed methodology is based on sound planning principles to locate
housing in areas with access to high quality transit and in proximity to jobs centers. Having a strong link
between housing and transit reinforces the planning efforts reflected in local General Plans (particularly
those comprehensively updated within the last 5-10 years), promotes the viability of Smart Growth
Opportunity Areas, and furthers the goals laid out by SB 375 and SANDAG’s Sustainable Communities
Strategy. Placing housing closer to job centers will support more strategic and effective public
infrastructure investments, particularly in transportation, and will promote social, economic and
environmental sustainability throughout the region. To this end, we support the draft methodology that
accounts for all jobs in the region: civilian, military, and housed military.

Housing needs in the San Diego region are considerable, and it is vital that these needs are accommodated
equitably by all jurisdictions. The Carlsbad City Council finds that the draft methodology — strategically
linked to transit and jobs, coupled with the proposed equity adjustment to account for household income
differences throughout the region - is a straightforward, reasonable solution to a difficult task, while at
the same time furthering the objectives laid out in state law.

The City of Carlsbad has made significant contributions in providing housing for lower income households
within Carlsbad over the past approximately 25 years as a result of its mandatory Inclusionary Housing
Ordinance. The City has supported the development and actual construction of nearly 2500 units of
restricted housing affordable to lower income households for 30 to 55 years, depending on product type
which includes both rental and ownership products. The City has also provided over $35 million of public
financial assistance to date to ensure the construction of these units in partnership with the private sector.
This represents a significant investment by a coastal city with high land costs and environmental
constraints. The City of Carlsbad has established policy consistent with the need to provide for affordable
housing opportunities to lower income households and is committed to continuing this policy, including
an additional investment of funds.

Sincerely,

Itt Al

Matt Hall, Mayor
City of Carlsbad

Mayor Matt Hall
City Hall 1200 Carlsbad Village Drive | Carlsbad, CA 92008 | 760-434-2830t | www.carlsbadca.gov



August 30, 2019

To Whom It May Concern,

I’m writing this letter to speak out against the proposed affordable housing plan
in its current form (RNHA 6).

| think it safe to say not one person in this community disagrees the state and our
county are in dire need of affordable housing. We also would surely agree that
the more we build, the more people can be housed who are now homeless or at
risk of becoming homeless, 2 very serious issues we must confront urgently and
aggressively but also thoughtfully and compassionately.

Affordable housing won’t solve the homelessness or near-homelessness issues,
but clearly will allow folks who aren’t able to afford today’s rental prices (let alone
a mortgage) a chance to get back on their feet or be supported from potentially
falling over.

These are indisputable facts. However, the proposed solution by SANDAG to
address the lack of affordable housing seems unduly targeted on the back of our
small city of Lemon Grove. One could argue we are being targeted simply
because we have 2 trolley stations within our small city limits.

Others have and will argue the fact we’'ve already met and exceeded our goals

and obligations mandated by the state in the previous cycle. And, they’ll argue
(or have argued) other communities have not done their fair share. These
arguments are easily substantiated by available data.

Lemon Grove has done more than its part to help alleviate the burdens of very
low- and low-income individuals and families in the last period. It's not right, it’s
not fair, and it does not make sense that we should be forced to carry far more
than our share in the coming period.

According to the SANDAG representatives who spoke at the last Lemon Grove City
Council meeting, the methodology has made “adjustments” that reflect the

current demographics of the city, and stipulate a higher percentage of units to be
built in the next cycle will be dedicated to moderate and above moderate income.



| am skeptical the state will care too much if the moderate and upper moderate-
income units are built, and that pressure and penalty will be placed on Lemon
Grove only if the very low- and low-income units aren’t built in part or in whole.

What documented assurances can the state provide that equal emphasis will be
placed on all income level unit construction?

Already, it appears our meager resources as a city are stretched beyond what
Lemon Grove can now afford. Much of this is the result of our meeting the goals
of the last SANDAG cycle in terms of zoning and builds, but not at being able to
sustain those results sufficiently (infrastructure, security, etc.).

Lemon Grove doesn’t have the luxury of other affluent communities to weather
these current predicaments resulting from the last cycle. How can Lemon Grove

be expected to sufficiently manage the proposed number of units and provide the
necessary infrastructure?

Further, and In regard and specific to the very low and low income residents, |
would argue it's simply counter-intuitive to expect these folks who we all want to
succeed, to do so in an city that has already passed its capacity to manage its
limited resources effectively.

| believe it would be worthy of further consideration if the county and/or the
state would acknowledge Lemon Grove’s budget deficit and fiscal challenges and
how these concerns are already adversely affecting not only the city of Lemon
Grove, but would also affect every one of the new residents who would be living
in the proposed affordable housing projects. No one should be set up for failure,
no matter how good the intentions are of the state of California.

So, based on these arguments, | would ask you to please be fair, please be
rational, and please reconsider the numbers proposed.

Thank you.

‘;

JinBailey

Resident of Lemon Grove, California



September 4, 2019
Dear Members of the SANDAG Board of Directors:

I am a resident of Solana Beach for the last 33 years and have lived in the North County of
San Diego for over sixty years. | am a licensed California attorney and have practiced in the
North County and represented local governments and special districts for over forty years. |
have reviewed the proposed 2020 RHNA allocation for the City of Solana Beach and have
serious objections to it. There does not appear to have been a reality-based analysis of the
factors to support the RHNA allocation of 884 units. | will briefly go through the facts which
demonstrate that these proposed numbers do not comply with the five objectives set forth
in Government Code section 65584.

Solana Beach is the second smallest city in San Diego County. It is only 3.4 square miles in
area. Itis completely developed and has the highest density currently of all coastal North
County cities. It has very little parkland for its size. Its population in 2010 was 12,867. ltis
projected to grow to 14,134 in 2050, an increase of only 1,267 persons.

However, the projected increase in its RHNA allocation goes from 340 (2010) to 884 for
2020. This would make its density 260 units per square mile which is hugely
disproportionate to its neighbor cities. For example, the other North County coastal cities
would have the following proposed densities:

Carlsbad — 101
Del Mar —93
Encinitas — 81
Oceanside — 130

With the exception of De Mar, all these other cities have more parkland and vacant land for
development as well as similar transportation facilities (Coaster Stations and NCTD bus
service). There simply is no justification for the exponential RHNA increase to Solana Beach
as opposed to its other coastal neighbors.

The projected allocation for Solana Beach ignores key facts that exist on the ground in
Solana Beach. ltis built out. It has only a few small lots available for development. It has
no large areas of vacant land capable of being developed with multi-unit projects. Most
importantly, approximately one half of the City consists of housing that is restricted by
Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (CC&Rs) and governed by Homeowners
Associations. Consequently, regardless of any actions taken by the City to amend its
General Plan and zoning, over one half of the City will never be theoretically capable of
greater density. The practical effect of this is that only 1.7 (3.4 /2) square miles of property
is capable of greater density. It clearly would not be equitable to place such a huge amount
of increased density in only half of our City.

It must also be considered that the public transit options in our City are restricted.
Specifically, the Coaster provides only commuter service in the early morning and late
afternoon and has extremely limited headways. It does not provide under any analysis



equivalent public transit as the San Diego Trolley. Yet, apparently it was given equal weight
in the SANDAG analysis. This is a glaring error. With regard to bus service, again NCTD bus
service through our City is extremely limited with major waits between headways which are
in no way comparable to the bus services provided by San Diego Transit. This is another
error in the analysis. It is imperative that the actual transit facilities available to our citizens
be taken into account rather than being given the same weight as clearly dissimilar services.

The proposed RHNA allocation to Solana Beach also appears to completely ignore the
environmental impacts of trying to accommodate almost 900 affordable units in a currently
developed area of only 1.7 square miles. It also ignores the fact that the Coastal Act
requires Solana Beach to provide for visitor serving uses and parking for those visitors. The
area of Solana Beach that does not have CC&R restrictions and would be required to
accommodate all of the proposed RHNA allocation is entirely on the west side of I-5. This is
the area of most use by coastal visitors which will greatly impact their access to the coast.
Thus, it appears that the current RHNA proposal would conflict with the Coastal Act.

In summary, Solana Beach supports affordable housing for all. It has even donated land for
such development in the past and has currently made its City Hall property available for
affordable housing. However, it appears that it is being allocated an inequitable number of
units in comparison to its similarly situated neighbors. Moreover, it is physically impossible
for the City to accommodate such a huge allocation given its limited unrestricted land.
Therefore, it is imperative that your body take these facts into consideration and
substantially reduce our RHNA allocation for Solana Beach.

Sincerely

Tracy Richmond
529 Glenmont Drive
Solana Beach, CA 92075

Cc: Mayor Dave Zito
Vice Mayor Jewel Edson



MARILYN G. FIELD
1101 1ST STREET, APT. 208
CORONADO, CA 92118
TEL: (619) 437-6553
mfield1@san.rr.com

September 2, 2019

Mr. Hasan Ikhrata

Executive Director

San Diego Association of Governments
401 B Street

Suite 800

San Diego, CA 92101

Hon. Steve Vaus

Chairman, Board of Directors

and The Board of Directors

San Diego Association of Governments

401 B Street

Suite 800

San Diego, CA 92101

RE: Regional Housing Needs Assessment Methodology

Dear Mr lkhrata, Mr. Vaus and other members of the SANDAG Board,

Mr Ikhrata was recently quoted in our local press as saying that “the RHNA methodology would
not necessarily make sense but would be something that would be acceptable to Sacramen-

to”.

Well, that says it all.

| can not say if that quote was accurate but it sums up this process very well. As detailed be-
low, the RHNA standards do not make sense, are not grounded in reality and as applied to at
least some jurisdictions would be impossible to accomplish. Moreover, even an attempt to

comply with impossible and nonsensical standards could be extremely damaging to the com-


mailto:mfield1@san.rr.com

munities. They could even worsen traffic and air quality, some of the very problems the stan-

dards are meant to ameliorate.

Why would SANDAG knowingly want to adopt standards which it knows make no sense and
can’t be carried out? It reminds me of the 5 year plans put forth by China and the USSR which
decreed production quotas based on fantasy which were spectacularly unsuccessful and with

devastating effects.

A word about process: SANDAG published its revised proposed RHNA standards at the end of
July and comments are due Sept. 4th. The Board meeting at which the standards will be con-
sidered is September 7th. This gives the Board just 2 days to read and digest the comments
received on this matter of great importance which will have far reaching effects on all commu-
nities in the San Diego area and on all of our lives. In contrast, the Port of San Diego has been
developing new standards for all the tidelands areas around the Bay. The Port provided a 30
day comment period for its proposed new standards. When the Port received a great deal of
negative comments they determined to revise the standards and open a new comment period
on the revised standards. While | realize that State law provides a time period which provides
constraints on the RHNA process, surely it would make sense for you to give yourselves time

to consider the comments you have received.

| am going to comment the proposed RHNA standards in the context of the community in

which | reside, Coronado.

Coronado has variously been assigned quotas of 1,800, 800 and 1,000 housing units. The final
number is perhaps to be determined on September 7th. The number assigned to Coronado
was based on the total number of Navy jobs within Coronado’s city limits. There are several
things wrong with this logic. The Navy is perhaps the largest employer in San Diego; Coronado

is the smallest city - just 2.2 square miles excluding the Navy base. The Navy bases represent



71% of Coronado’s land and, although the Navy bases may be technically within Coronado’s
city limits, they are not under Coronado’s jurisdiction in any possible sense of the term. The
Navy base is Federal Land: It is not subject to Coronado’s zoning rules; Coronado cannot con-
trol the number of jobs; and Coronado cannot control the rules by which the Navy commutes.
Most importantly, Coronado cannot in any way dictate the housing the Navy may provide for its

employees, either on base or elsewhere.

In addition, while Coronado is proud of its Navy tradition, Coronado gets little to none of the
economic benefit the Navy brings to the San Diego region. Let me underscore that: benefit to
the REGION. Over and over one reads that the Navy is responsible for $25-30 billion direct
economic benefits to the San Diego region and has a total economic impact of $50 billion if
indirect benefits are considered. Since the economic benefits are regional it is only fair to dis-

tribute the housing allocation throughout the region.

Moreover, the application of the methodology does not count housing provided by the Navy on
base or elsewhere which falsely inflates the housing needs of Navy employees. This is non-
sensical. Even SANDAG’s RHNA SubCommittee said in its July 26th draft that it had made an
adjustment in the total number of jobs to account for military jobs housed on base "since these
jobs did not require off-base housing in the jurisdiction.” Even this obvious common sense
conclusion apparently disappeared at the next meeting as Coronado’s housing quota was

raised to eliminate this adjustment.

Let’s examine capacity. Coronado has next to none. It it one of the most densely populated

cities in the State. It is an virtual island with no place to expand. An arial photo illustrates this
point. | know this photo has been presented to the SANDAG Board and the Board has chosen
to ignore it. To Ignore that photo is to deny reality: there is virtually no place to build the hous-

ing the Board would like to assign to Coronado.



Another illustration: | assume all of you have been to Coronado at one time or another. Just
past the Hotel Del there is a development of 10 high-rise condominium towers called Coronado
Shores. There are 1600 housing units in the Shores. They were built before Coronado enacted
height limits. If Coronado were assigned a housing quota, it would mean that Coronado would
have to facilitate construction of the equivalent more than 6 high-rise towers the size of the
Shores towers; if Coronado’s quota were 1,800 housing units , that would mean construction of
the equivalent of 11 towers the size of the Shores towers. There simply is no place to build
such a development. If Coronado were forced to allow 6-11 high rise towers it would com-
pletely change the character of Coronado - but you can only force what is possible and there is

no possible space for such a development.

The proposed RHNA standards fail to recognize that CA Gov’t Code Article 10.65580 (€)(2) (B)
requires the Board to include in its methodology “The availability of land suitable for urban de-
velopment or for conversion to residential use, the availability of underutilized land, and oppor-
tunities for infill development and increased residential densities.” The proposed RHNA
methodology does not require a realistic assessment of the availability of land or underutilized
land in the various cities. The methodology cavalierly states that it has prioritized proximity to
transit and proximity to jobs as the most important criteria and will focus on underutilized land
that can be converted to uses that allow for increased residential density. But then it fails to

require ANY analysis of available or underutilized land.

In addition, it also dismisses the reality of not only available space, but also cost of land, air-
port land use regulations “and other limiting factors” because they were not identified as “prior-
ities”. They may not be priorities but they are realities which would limit the ability of cities to

execute the plan.



Coronado is already extremely densely developed such that there is virtually no available land
and there are extremely limited opportunities for conversion of possibly underutilized land to
more dense development, certainly not anywhere near the range the SANDAG methodology
would require. To ignore this is to deny reality. Moreover, it if SANDAG is prioritizing proximity

to transit stops over availability of land, Coronado has zero proximity to transit stops.

As to proximity of jobs, | have already discussed the unfairness of requiring Coronado to be
responsible for providing all the housing for Navy employees but there are also practical fac-
tors. There is no guarantee that most or even any housing that could be developed in Corona-
do would be occupied by Navy families. If they were not occupied by Navy families that would
not solve the livng close to work objective. Even if the addition of 1,000 housing units in Coro-
nado were possible. that would mean approximately 2,500 more people living in Coronado;
1,800 housing units would mean 4,500 more people living in Coronado. Many of these people
would have cars. If they were not Navy employees, they would not be able to shop on the
Navy base. Coronado lacks the grocery stores and gas stations that would be needed and
there are no places to put them. That would mean more car trips across the bridge for people
to shop for groceries and other needs. Surely everyone must realize that the Coronado bridge
is already way over capacity and causing pollution in Barrio Logan and elsewhere. This would
also mean more traffic congestion on Orange Avenue which is already so severe that it can
sometimes take 20 minutes to 1/2 hour to drive just a few blocks and cars sit immobilized in
traffic spewing out CO2 emissions and PM 10 particles. We do not have an air monitoring sta-
tion in Coronado so this cannot be quantified but surely there are health effects from the pollu-
tion that we are already experiencing and which would be worsened by increased population

density and the increase in car trips and pollution that would would result.

If SANDAG and The State are serious about relieving housing shortages in the region there are

two obvious thing that could be done, one with immediate effect:



1)

Outlaw Air B&B and all short term rentals region-wide. | realize that the Coastal Commis-
sion would not allow this prohibition anywhere near the water, but it would work elsewhere
and if the State is serious about our housing shortage the State could prohibit Coastal from
blocking this. This would immediately free up housing of all types in favor of long term
rentals and would have the side effect of increased use of hotels by tourists, and thus more
TOT revenue,

Require universities to build enough housing for their students. UCSD has 40,000 students
and just 15,000 student dorm rooms/housing units, forcing 25,000 students into rentals all
over the region. This means that students often commute by cars which is part of the rea-
son for our highways are so congested and it means that up to 25,000 permanent housing
units are occupied by students who could and should be on campus. UCSD is starting a
major building program for a number of different buildings but plans to build just 2.000 stu-
dent rooms - and they intend to accept 1,000 more students each year! This means that
any new student rooms will be filled by new students in just two years, leaving the existing
25,000 room deficit unaddressed. It may take state action to require the universities to

provide adequate student housing but it should be done.

SANDAG Board members, | do understand how these State rules are pitting one city against

another. But the solution cannot be to develop standards which are not grounded in reality and

cannot reasonably be executed. Go back to the State with a plan that makes sense and try to

get our legislators to look reality in the face just as | am urging you to do.

Respectfully submitted,

Marilyn Field



CITY OF CORONADO
OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
RICHARD BAILEY

1825 STRAND WAY - CORONADO, CA 92118+ (619) 522-7320 * RBAILEY@CORONADO.CA.US

September 4, 2019

SANDAG Board of Directors

Attn: Mr. Seth Litchney, Regional Planner
401 B Street, Suite 800

San Diego, CA 92101

RE: SANDAG RHNA Methodology
Dear Honorable Board Members:

The City of Coronado (City) appreciates the opportunity to share our comments and concerns with
the proposed 2021-2029 Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) plan. The City recognizes
development of the RHNA is a challenging endeavor and we sincerely appreciate the hard work
and active engagement of SANDAG staff throughout the process.

Although the City believes it is philosophically sound for the RHNA methodology to target areas
rich in jobs and public transportation for future housing development, we have grave concerns
about the plan’s disproportionate impact on Coronado. Under the proposed RHNA plan, Coronado
would be assigned 1,001 new housing units, up from 50 and 64 units during the prior two housing
cycles. While the City is committed to doing its fair share to address the region’s housing shortage,
the proposed 2000% RHNA increase is both unreasonable and impractical for the reasons outlined
below.

The 2000% increase in Coronado’s RHNA is disproportionate to other SANDAG cities and
is unprecedented.

e The City recognizes that each agency’s RHNA allocation may fluctuate between housing
cycles; however, the proposed 2000% increase is unreasonable and will unduly burden a
small coastal city with very limited capacity for growth.

e The next highest RHNA increase from the previous housing cycle is the City of Imperial
Beach with an approximately 540% hike. While this also seems to be an unreasonable
increase, it is nearly four times less than Coronado’s.

e For context, a2000% increase for the City of San Diego from the prior housing cycle would
translate to a RHNA allocation of 1,761,920 new housing units.

e According to the CA Department of Finance, the City of Coronado currently has 9,740
total housing units. The proposed 1,001 new units would represent an approximate 10%
increase in Coronado’s housing stock over an eight-year period if planned units were
constructed.
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Coronado is constrained unlike any other city in San Diego County.

Although the City of Coronado occupies 7.7 square miles of land within its boundaries,
approximately 5.5 square miles, or 71% of the City, are owned by the U.S. Navy, the
Unified Port District of San Diego, and the California Department of Parks and Recreation,
none of which may be used to accommodate future housing. Consequently, the City only
has land use authority over a 2.2 square mile area.

The 2.2 square miles under the City’s jurisdiction are densely developed with a high
concentration of multi-family housing which provides limited geographic capacity to
accommodate significant new growth.

Coronado is a residential community which has a relatively small downtown area dedicated
to commercial uses. There is a paucity of commercially zoned properties which could be
converted to residential use types.

95% of the parcels in Coronado are already zoned for residential use and there are very few
vacant properties, severely limiting the City’s ability to meet the proposed RHNA by
rezoning commercial properties or developing vacant land.

The entire City of Coronado is within the coastal zone. Residential uses are not coastal
dependent uses and new high-density, multi-family housing would require Coastal
Commission approval and meet attendant off-street parking requirements.

Coronado is within the Airport Influence Area and Accident Potential Zone of NAS North
Island which will prevent any increased density or height.

Coronado has a high concentration of designated historic homes which cannot reasonably
be redeveloped with higher density multi-family units and the loss of historic properties
would irreparably damage Coronado’s unique community character.

Coronado’s only links to mainland San Diego are via the San Diego-Coronado Bridge and
State Route 75 along the Silver Strand. Commuter trips generated by new housing would
exacerbate already congested conditions on the Bridge and State Route 75 and there are no
practical alternatives to increase traffic capacity.

The inclusion of military jobs in the RHNA formula unreasonably escalates Coronado’s
housing share.

Naval Air Station North Island (NASNI) comprises almost 70% of Coronado’s total land
area, approximately 25% of its population, and 45% of its total jobs. No other city in San
Diego County would be as significantly impacted by the presence of a military base in their
jurisdiction.

Active military jobs should not be included in the RHNA formula. Active duty military
jobs are unique because military personnel are assigned to a base and have no choice where
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to live and work. Moreover, local governments have no control over military base
population, jobs, or housing provisions.

e While the proposed RHNA formula includes all active military jobs at NASNI, it does not
account for housing already provided for the vast majority of service men and women who
reside on base, aboard ships, or in federally subsidized military housing in San Diego
County. Moreover, it is illogical to include thousands of Navy jobs assigned to aircraft
carriers. Sailors who work aboard aircraft carriers are often deployed and not physically
in Coronado. When they are ported in Coronado, sailors are provided housing either
aboard the ship or within existing Navy barracks and therefore do not require any additional
housing.

e NASNI provides regional economic benefits which are enjoyed throughout the SANDAG
region while the City of Coronado disproportionately endures its traffic, noise, and other
impacts. Providing additional housing for military personnel should be a shared burden
between the entire San Diego region and the U.S. Navy, not just the City of Coronado.

Coronado’s high land values makes it economically challenging to develop high-density
affordable housing.

e Like many coastal California cities, Coronado is a highly desirable place to live and
consequently has very high land costs which makes it economically challenging to develop
high-density affordable housing. While the City of Coronado may ultimately endure a
painstaking process to rezone its community to accommodate the desired high-density
affordable housing, it is unlikely that the higher RHNA allocation will result in a significant
increase in actual housing production.

Coronado is committed to facilitating development of new housing and promoting
construction of affordable housing.

e The City exceeded its current RHNA allocation and continues to invest in the development
of affordable housing in Coronado. Coronado currently has 171 deed-restricted affordable
housing units and is committed to expanding the availability of affordable housing as
funding and property becomes available.

For the reasons outlined above, the City of Coronado respectfully requests the SANDAG Board
of Directors revise the draft RHNA plan to account for the unique circumstances and challenges
in Coronado.

The City appreciates SANDAG’s desire to adhere to its jobs-transit-housing methodology to
determine RHNA allocations; however, the proposed RHNA plan fails to account for city-specific
conditions and, if left unchanged, threatens to irreparably damage Coronado’s unique community
character. Accordingly, the City respectfully requests the Board direct SANDAG staff to
recalibrate the RHNA assignments to ensure it does not disproportionately impact any member
agency.

While we understand the California housing crisis requires each city and county make sacrifices
to adequately address the problem, we do not believe a 2,000% RHNA increase is fair or
reasonable, particularly when many neighboring cities would realize significant RHNA reductions
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under the proposed plan. We would therefore support the small city adjustment proposed by the
City of Solana Beach or any other mechanism which accounts for the unique circumstances and
challenges facing each community and promotes an equitable and reasonable RHNA allocation.

Sincerely,

Richard Bailey
Mayor

RB/mlc
cc: City Council
City Manager



September 3, 2019

SANDAG

Attn: Seth Litchney, Regional Planner
401 B Street Suite 800

San Diego, CA 92101

Sent Email: seth.litchney@sandag.org

Subject: Regional Housing Needs Assessment Draft Methodology
Dear Mr. Litchney:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Regional Housing Needs Assessment
Draft Methodology that is currently under consideration by the SANDAG Board of
Directors. Below are general comments | have about the methodology followed by specific
comments that pertain to Coronado.

GENERAL

Sacramento requested 171,000 new housing units for San Diego County. Apparently
SANDAG had the opportunity to respond to the State with a lower figure. According to
reports from meeting attendees, the SANDAG Board came up with a more realistic figure
that would commit the County to 60,000 fewer new homes. However, some SANDAG
members voted for a higher number. Solana Beach for example is one city that voted for
more housing, yet Solana Beach is being allotted the second lowest allocation.

At another meeting SANDAG’s Executive Director, Hassan Ikhrata stated:

“The methodology which would be presented to the Board would not necessarily
make sense, but would be something that would be acceptable to Sacramento.”

Based on the above, it appears the SANDAG member goals are merely to appease the
State. This raises questions about whether the data and assumptions contained in the
methodology are legitimate and based on facts and evidence. Or, is the document a false
framework, created under political pressure, with the goal to just make the numbers look
good?

To ensure the public has faith in SANDAG leadership to make fiscally responsible and
equitable decisions for the region’s transportation and housing needs, an independent
audit must be done prior to approval of the RHNA Draft Methodology. If not the goals of
the RHNA Subcommittee members, to focus on a methodology that is transparent and
understood by the public, will not be met.
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Independent Performance Auditor:

KPBS News:
July 31, 2019

“It's been a tumultuous two years for the San Diego Association of Governments. A
scandal emanating from the agency's failed 2016 tax measure led to the ouster of the
executive director and an independent investigation that revealed attempts by its leaders to
Skirt transparency laws.”

In 2017, state lawmakers passed legislation that revamped SANDAG's governing structure.
More recently, Hasan lkhrata, its new executive director, has embarked on a radical
re-imagining of the county's transportation network that has caused deep divisions among
SANDAG's board members. Last week he announced the departure of three top
managers.

Amid all that turmoil, SANDAG hired Mary Khoshmashrab as the agency's first
independent performance auditor. The position was created as part of the reform law
passed by state lawmakers.”

Apparently Mary’s position was created after SANDAG went through a scandal which
involved revenue forecasting. Now her position is to look at program effectiveness, and
management structures, the fundamental issues that face SANDAG.

When asked what makes a good auditor, Mary responded:

“Integrity. A willingness to really not back down, as long as it's supported. You have to be
unbiased. It's not about personal — it's not about an opinion, unless it's a professional
opinion, which should be based on facts and evidence. So I think just the willingness to
look from both perspectives — that of an auditor, that as management, but also that of the
public.”

CITY OF CORONADO

SANDAG should consider modifications to their methodology in order to achieve a
semblance of proportionality in the RHNA distribution. Apparently Coronado is not alone in
its concerns on how to accommodate an increased RHNA share. It seems reasonable to
expect the allocation process to distribute the region’s housing burden should be done in
a fair and equitable manner.

The current methodology currently assigns the RHNA based on a 65% high quality transit
and 35% jobs formula. Although SANDAG members appear to be in agreement with the
framework of the methodology, according to reports from the City of Coronado, there does
appear to be disagreement among member agencies over how to define and weigh high
quality transit and jobs.
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Transit Hubs:

In the methodology high quality transit includes rail, rapid bus, and bus stations with 15-
minute headways or better. The formula further divides high quality transit by placing a
75% weight on rail and rapid bus and 25% on bus stops.

At the RHNA subcommittee meeting on May 24, 2019, the high quality transit metric was
revised to include only transit hubs as defined by HCD. This revision should be adopted.
And, with this adoption, Coronado’s RHNA share should be reduced because there are no
transit hubs within the City of Coronado.

Jobs Factor:

The jobs factor, as currently proposed, would include all civilian and military jobs within a
jurisdiction. Military jobs were excluded from an earlier draft methodology but were later
added when some member cities suggested university and college jobs should be treated
the same as military.

At several SANDAG meetings, Coronado representatives pointed out there are several
flaws with including military jobs in the SANDAG RHNA formula. The premise of the
transit-jobs-housing RHNA methodology is to encourage new housing where residents
have easy access to jobs and public transportation. Active military jobs, however, are
predominantly transient and are occupied by people who originate outside the San Diego
region and live on base or aboard aircraft carriers.

Similarly, San Diegans who pursue military careers do not have a choice to be stationed in
Coronado and are typically deployed outside the region. Consequently, inclusion of active
military jobs in the RHNA formula would not advance the goal of providing more housing
near a job center.

The inclusion of military jobs would also result in an outsized impact on Coronado. Naval
Air Station North Island (NASNI) comprises almost 70% of Coronado’s total land area,
approximately 25% of its population, and 46% of its jobs. No other city in San Diego
County would be as significantly impacted by the presence of a military base in their
jurisdiction. Active military jobs should be excluded in the RHNA formula.

Zoning Capacity:

The RHNA formula should be modified to account for existing zoning capacity and be
premised on a proportionate distribution of the regional housing production goals.

RHNA formulas for past housing cycles in San Diego have accounted for the zoning
capacity of member cities. The current cycle does not account for zoning capacity,
geographic limitations, or regulatory impediments (such as coastal zone restrictions,
airport influence zones, etc.), all of which would hamper Coronado’s ability to
accommodate a significant RHNA increase. Unlike Coronado, several cities in the region
have substantial zoning capacity and available land to accommodate additional housing
production.
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Current Density:

The methodology does not take into account current density. State law requires SANDAG
to consider constraints to development, such as sufficient infrastructure and availability of
suitable land. It also does not take into account that cities with low populations may
receive special consideration.

Impacts on Local Taxes:

Jurisdictions in the region only met 45% of their current cycle obligations. The proposed
numbers currently mandated by SANDAG are unachievable. While it is unlikely that even
half of these homes will be built, certain SANDAG Board Members seem determined to
put something on paper to appease Sacramento.

It will be impossible for cities to meet the submitted allocations. The end result will be
Sacramento withholding funds from and/or filing lawsuits against individual jurisdictions.
This will penalize the citizens, from whom the funds have come, through taxes.

Safety and Environmental Concerns:

“According to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency “fair treatment means no group of
people should bear a disproportionate share of the negative environmental consequences
resulting from industrial, governmental and commercial operations or policies.” (Guidance
on Considering Environmental Justice During the Development of a Regulatory Action).

The residents of the City of Coronado suffer an inequitable burden in regards to traffic. On
average, more than 100,000 vehicles travel over the Coronado Bridge, SR75, via the Silver
Strand, and through the residential streets of Coronado on a daily basis.

The opening of the Coronado Bay Bridge in 1969 increased tourism and development. The
increased use of the local military bases and the service people who serve us there have
also heavily impacted Coronado city streets by adding more vehicle traffic, safety issues,
increased noise, air pollution, and impacts on our infrastructure and city services.

According to Coronado’s Annual Traffic and Accident Report 2016
January 1 - December 31, 2016 (latest reporting):

City-Wide Volume Data:

Coronado Bridge:
* 102,400 Average Vehicles per Day Enter/Leave Coronado

Coronado Silver Strand:
* 22,800 Average Vehicles per Day along Silver Strand

Currently there are eight separate military installations in Coronado, encompassing more
than 57,000 acres making Naval Base Coronado (NBC) the largest command in the
southwest. Along with the enlisted military personnel, a significant number of contractors,
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engineers, mechanics and service employees at NBC cross the bridge, and travel down
our residential streets on a daily basis.

Vehicles enter or leave the Coronado island at only two locations: State Route 75 via the
San Diego-Coronado Bridge (commonly referred to as “the Coronado Bridge”) and State
Route 75 via the Silver Strand. If either one of these entrances/exists is blocked, the safety
of the residents, visitors, and the military are at risk.

Although the Navy has tried to mitigate base traffic, their efforts have fallen short. Alternate
modes of transportation such as car, van pooling, bicycling, bus and ferry transport, have
been attempted but offer little relief. Only 12% of military personnel for NBC travel a
portion of their trip or their entire trip by vanpool.

And with most military projects, Coronado has little influence on local base operations or
growth. Enforcing traffic reduction or calming measures is out of the hands of City officials.
Further, with the Navy’s plans to expand by 17,000 to 20,000 military employees in the
next few years, the expansion of the Hotel Del Coronado and Marriott Hotel, the massive
development proposed by the San Diego Port District along the tidelands, and with the
impacts from a potential increase of 1,001 new housing units prescribed for Coronado per
the draft RHNA methodology, and reluctance of the public to use alternative modes of
transportation, traffic will worsen, air quality will degrade, and noise and safety concerns
will increase.

Further, these impacts will not only place significant burdens on Coronado, but also on our
downwind neighbors in Barrio Logan, Logan Heights, West National City, and Sherman
Heights.

Bridge Traffic:

Coronado Bridge Traffic Could Add to Air Quality Woes in Barrio Logan
By inewsource staff | May 29, 2015

According to a 2009 California Department of Transportation report, bridge traffic produces
black carbon, which is regarded as the most harmful “fine” particle. “Fine” particles are
defined as particulate matters that are 2.5 micrometers in diameter or less.

These patrticles are dangerous because they can be inhaled directly into the respiratory
system, according to the federal Environmental Protection Agency.

“Black carbon is produced from diesel particulates, a lot of them are produced from big rig
trucks and ships,” Quintana said. “Although, not as much black carbon is formed from the
bridge traffic compared to the (I-5), because of the amount of big trucks that use the (I-5).”

A study from the state Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment has shown that
areas located under the bridge are suffering worse than most areas in Barrio Logan.
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CalEnviroScreen measured particulate matter in the air measuring less than 2.5
micrometers (PM 2.5) and found Barrio Logan was in the 91-100th percentile for worst air
quality in San Diego.

The area under the bridge scored within the 96-100th percentile for worst air quality.
With advances in technology, like the measuring tool CalEnviroScreen, people in Barrio
Logan can access information on air quality on a neighborhood level, rather than just a
regional level.

“People have the power to know what’s in the air they’re breathing,” Quintana said.

The RHNA methodology needs be be modified and the high density housing allocation
reduced in order to reduce traffic and the health and safety impacts on Coronado
residents and our neighboring communities across the bay.

CEQA Protections and GHG Emissions:

A Case for Stockton and Other Cities
Recordnet, July 5, 2019

“Everyone deserves clean air and water regardless of income level. But the idea presented
in bills such as SB25 and SB621, currently under consideration in Sacramento, suggest
that affordable housing can only be attained by sacrificing key environmental protections.
This approach to affordable housing creates a false dichotomy that has real consequences
for our state’s most disadvantaged residents.

Low-income communities and communities of color live with significantly more than their
fair share of pollution and toxic chemicals. Our state’s bedrock environmental law, the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), provides critical safeguards for local
communities in Stockton and beyond by guaranteeing citizens a voice in local planning
decisions. Should legislation such as SB25 and SB621 be passed, it would effectively
silence citizen input by compressing the period of time communities have to raise
concerns about local developments, to the point that public participation would become all
but impossible.

The environmental review process under CEQA has already protected our community from
significant environmental harm. In 2004, litigation filed under CEQA led to the protection of
5,400 of fertile agricultural land from development sprawl! and allowed for Stockton to have
a mechanism for preserving and protecting such land. In 2003, a community group brought
a lawsuit under CEQA that prevented a British company from taking over Stockton’s water
system, ensuring this precious resource remained under the jurisdiction of local officials
who could be held accountable to the public. Time and time again, this critical law has
protected our water, air, and citizen’s rights to have a say in how public officials manage
our community’s shared resources.

CEQA is a process-oriented law that requires project proponents to make an honest
assessment of how a development is likely to affect a host of shared public goods. The
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environmental review process under CEQA asks proponents to make clear the answers to
fundamental questions.

What are the costs and benefits to the people immediately affected and to future
generations? What are the environmental impacts on shared natural resources? Will this
project help or hurt California’s efforts to curb greenhouse gas emissions? How will this
project affect public health?”

The CEQA process must be factored into the draft RHNA methodology as a requirement
for all developments to ensure the above questions are answered. Taking a “streamlined”
approach and bypassing CEQA has real consequences for all residents, particularly our
disadvantaged and underserved.

| am hopeful that SANDAG considers the human and environmental risks involved with a
“streamlined” housing approach to ensure the health and safety of our citizens, and the
management of our community’s shared resources, are protected and preserved.

| am also hopeful an independent audit review will be a requirement of the RHNA Draft
Methodology to ensure the allocation of housing units to each jurisdiction is done in an
honest, equitable, and non-political manner.

Sincerely,

Stephanie S. Kaupp

1133 1st Street

Unit #418

Coronado, CA 92118

Email: skauppi@san.rr.com
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September 3, 2019

SANDAG

Attn: Seth Litchney, Regional Planner
401 B Street Suite 800

San Diego, CA 92101

Sent Email: seth.litchney@sandag.org

Dear Mr. Litchney:

Following are additional comments | would like to submit on the Regional
Housing Needs Assessment Draft Methodology

Re: Regional Housing Needs Assessment: Frequently Asked Questions -
August 23, 2019

10. Can SANDAG take sea level rise into consideration when determining what land is
suitable for urban development? Sea level rise is not specifically included among the
objectives and factors in state law that must be considered in the development of a
RHNA methodology. The Board of Directors, at its discretion, may pursue sea level rise
as a factor pursuant to Government Code Section 65584.04(e)(12).

SANDAG’s Board of Directors must pursue sea level rise as a factor.

“The effects of sea level rise are already being felt, and the forecasts are not very
hopeful. First, water is increasingly invading coastal areas, causing soil erosion and
threatening farmland, housing or recreation areas. The flooding of wetlands and
pollution of aquifers also occur, affecting the flora and fauna of each place, causing the
loss of habitat for fish, birds, plants and many other species. On the other hand, a
higher sea level causes heavy rains and strong winds, unleashes severe storms and
other big atmospheric phenomena that can be a real threat to places that might be on
its way.

Sea level rise consequences:

On the social aspect, the constant threat of sea level rise menaces hundreds of millions
of people living in coastal communities. If water continues to rise, they will be forced to
abandon their homes and move to another area, with the corresponding demographic
problem. This is known as forced migration resulting from climate change.”

https://www.activesustainability.com/climate-change/sea-level-rise-causes-and-
consequences/

Page 1


mailto:seth.litchney@sandag.org
https://www.activesustainability.com/climate-change/sea-level-rise-causes-and-consequences/
https://www.activesustainability.com/climate-change/sea-level-rise-causes-and-consequences/

Coastal Flooding:

Scientific studies have predicted extreme high tides and winter storms magnified by
sea level rise will result in more frequent and widespread coastal flooding. Sea level in
the San Diego region is expected to rise nearly three times faster between now and
2050 than it did in the prior half century. In some parts of our region, we could see what
is currently defined as a 1-in-100-year extreme coastal flood occur on an annual basis
by 2050. We will face greater likelihood of costly damage to coastal homes and
businesses, as well as the port and airport, naval bases, highways and railroad tracks.

“The largest sea levels and impacts will probably occur when large winter storms
coincide with high astronomical tides, especially during El Nifio conditions. Low-lying
areas such as Imperial Beach, Coronado, downtown San Diego, La Jolla Shores, Del
Mar and the Oceanside Harbor appear to be particularly vulnerable. Enhancing coastal
resilience will require sustained monitoring and scientific investigation along with strong
coordination that includes our local jurisdictions and public agencies.”

Source: Dan Cayan, PhD Research Meteorologist, Scripps Institution of Oceanography, UC
San Diego, and Oceanographer, Water Resources Division, U.S. Geological Survey

* Multiple agencies and jurisdictions have already developed plans to address the
impacts of sea level rise.

* Sea level rise is a critical concern for all coastal zones such as Coronado.

* Coronado’s housing and transportation options will be restricted due to zoning
capacity, geographic limitations, and regulatory impediments (such as coastal zone
restrictions) which determine what land is suitable for urban development.

The RHNA Methodology must be modified so that Sea level rise is considered as
a significant factor in the development of a RHNA methodology.

Sincerely,

Stephanie S. Kaupp

1133 1st Street

Unit #418

Coronado, CA 02118
Skaupp1@san.rr.com
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Lesa Heebner
Former Mayor and Councilmember, City of Solana Beach
10 Year SANDAG Board Member * Chair of the Regional Planning Committee
Lesaheebnerl@me.com

Dear SANDAG Board members,

After having sat in the same Board room as you for 10 years balancing the priorities of my own City
with those of our Region and working within the rules handed down to us by the State, I know how
difficult your job is. And as Chair of the Regional Planning Committee, I know how equally
important to our quality of life are the issues of housing, transportation, environment, equity and
community character. That said, this cycle’s RHNA allocation is unreasonable and unrealistic and
will not result in an improved region. It’s time to go back to the drawing board and customize the
allocations. We all complain that the State imposes on us simplistic one-size-fits-all mandates, and
here the SANDAG Board is doing the same. Each City deserves to have their unique circumstances
considered as much as possible as we address our housing needs within the confines of HCD’s new
rules. By looking at only two data points—rail stops and jobs—other important factors such as
population, land area, capacity and other factors that could have better informed the process were
overlooked. Thus, the current allocation is unacceptable to Solana Beach and from what I am
hearing, to many other jurisdictions as well.

I don’t think any current Board member was present for the last RHNA cycle. In fact, it was rather
easy. SANDAG Staff asked each City to provide what their housing capacity was per their General
Plan. Sure there was some bellyaching about the entire concept, but if one’s own General Plan
showed capacity for those units, that was that.

This cycle comes with a new set of input from HCD that in a nutshell encourages infill development
at all income levels to be equally and equitably allocated throughout the region, matching housing
with jobs. The guidelines in Code Section 65584 state nothing about what I call “the realities on the
ground” and the RHNA Sub Committee did not take it into consideration either. Apparently HCD
believes each City has unlimited capacity and can merely re-zone to accommodate these new
numbers.

However, this is absolutely not the case.

If the purpose of allocating these housing units is to get more housing built, realities on the ground
must be considered for each jurisdiction in our Region so housing really can be built.

By way of example, there is no possible way the ~875 units allocated to Solana Beach will be built
by 2030. My guess is many of you reading this are unhappy with your allocation because your
unique circumstances were not considered in the current formula. Here are some “realities on the
ground” in Solana Beach that were not considered in the current formula. Feel free to add yours to
this list.

1. Approximately 41% of our City is multi-family. We are already the most dense North Coastal
City in the region. It would be impossible to buy out each of the condo owners, tear down those
developments and re-develop them at a higher density.

2. Approximately 65% of our City is in Homeowners’ Associations which set their rules by legal
contract with the homeowners. No increased density will be seen in these multi-family and single
family neighborhoods.



3. Our 3.4 square mile city has only 3.12 acres of vacant land suitable for infill development spread
over 5 separate parcels.

a. While HCD prefers to see 50% of new housing on vacant land, this pencils out to projects
of approximately 140 units per acre. As a small city entirely in the Coastal Zone, we all
know this will not and should not happen. A development such as that on the coast was
the impetus for the Coastal Act.

b. These 5 parcels each average less than 1 acre. All commercial development must be
parked, even if the Coastal Commission “allowed” for no residential parking. The
parking, necessarily underground, could not be physically or economically built as the
drive lanes to access adequate parking spaces would take up so much space as to make
the cost of the garages prohibitive.

4. Because we have a train station, we were allocated 500+ housing units. To those with the type of
jobs we have in Solana Beach, the presence of a train station would not be an impetus to move
here. Wouldn’t it be smarter to put the homes near Employment Centers—not just “where there
are jobs”—but near Employment Centers such as major corporations, Universities, Hospitals and
other entities to which large numbers of people must commute?

5. Somehow, Staff says we have 9,151 jobs in Solana Beach. First, I challenge this number.
Second, we are a bedroom community and beach tourist location. We do not have an
Employment Center, Hospital, College or large corporations. Our two Big Box stores, Vons and
Staples, at most employ 150 people. Yes we have some jobs, but they are sole proprietor, small
office professionals like attorneys and doctors. Also, restaurant workers, boutique employees and
hair stylists, most of whom do not work 9am—5pm hours, so transit service is even more limited
to them. The presence of a train station is not a draw to those with these jobs to move here.

6. We all know the Coaster only runs north and south and does not provide the frequency required
to give up one’s car. Nor will it for decades, even with the new investments NCTD is suggesting
today. A Solana Beach resident who takes the Coaster to work needs to head east to the grocery
store, take elderly parents to the doctors, their kids to gymnastics, tutoring and other endless
activities that discourage ridesharing, biking or walking as options. The fact is, Solana Beach
residents won’t be able to give up their cars just because we have a train station here. Locating
extra homes here with the idea that greenhouse gas emissions would be lowered is not realistic.

7. The Train station property, owned by NCTD, has proven to be very difficult to develop due to
four factors: Transit parking spaces for Coaster and Amtrak customers entail $20-$30 million in
public funding which is currently not available; second, this underground transit parking must
come first before any development is built at grade; third, the parcel is long and very narrow,
presenting drive lane problems for underground parking; and finally, as we learned from Cedros
Crossing, the more you build above ground, the larger the financial gap becomes due to the
expense of underground spaces. It is one block from the beach so all uses must be parked.

8. Since our Redevelopment Agency was unraveled, we do not have funds in our budget to
subsidize affordable development. Due to our coastal location, the high cost of property here
causes “balance sheet” problems when developers look to build in Solana Beach. While we’ve
had success with one of our City-owned properties, it is a financial dilemma as to how we can
attract more affordable housing builders. That project, by the way, entailed us giving the land
and a $200,000 subsidy per unit to the developer. These funds were only available due to a fund
balance from a longstanding legal settlement. We no longer have that kind of money.



9. We have an Inclusionary Policy of 15% for projects over 6 units. Our current allocation for both
very low and low units is 475. At 15%, we’d have to permit 3,167 market rate units, for a
resulting total of 3,642 units. Right now our entire City (already quite dense) is composed of
6,497 housing units. You tell me if this is a reasonable expectation.

Given the above realities, where are we to build 260 more units per each of our 3.4 acres, for a total
of 875 more housing units over the next 10 years?

Something as impactful as our Regional Housing Needs Assessment deserves the extra time required
to formulate a more realistic and tailored result for each of our Cities such as what was done to
create our 7 Smart Growth Place Types. While I wholeheartedly agree we should all do our share to
help ensure that more affordable housing is built in every City, in this case the quest to be “fair” has
resulted in a supremely unfair and unrealistic result. Broaden the formula to include real life, on-the-
ground realities in each of our unique Cities as suggested above.

Thank you for your consideration,
Lesa Heebner
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Honorable Steve Vaus, Chair

Honorable Catherine Blakespear, Vice Chair
San Diego Association of Governments
Board of Directors

401 B Street, Suite 800

San Diego, CA 92101

Re: 6'" Cycle Regional Housing Needs Assessment Methodology
Honorable SANDAG Board of Directors:

On behalf of the San Diego Housing Federation, | am writing to submit comments on the draft
methodology for the 6™ cycle RHNA distribution plan. Founded in 1990, the San Diego Housing
Federation serves as the collective voice of those who support, build, and finance affordable homes in
the San Diego region.

We applaud the work of the Regional Housing Needs Assessment Subcommittee and SANDAG staff in
developing a plan that works to address housing need throughout San Diego County while promoting
equity, fair housing, and greenhouse gas reduction. After reviewing the data provided in the draft
methodology and in the supplemental information, we are supportive of the draft methodology with the
adjustment to equally balance jobs and transit. This approach recognizes that homes in proximity to
transit and places of employment are important to reducing vehicle miles traveled. The data also shows
that this calculation encourages cities to consider the needs of their local workforce when planning for
housing.

In addition to our support for the draft methodology, we respectfully submit the following comments
for consideration.

Emphasize jobs-housing fit, not just jobs-housing balance.

Properly aligning not only jobs and housing, but job wages and housing affordability can better support
the opportunity for workers to live near their places of employment. Jobs-housing fit analyzes the
imbalance between a city’s total number of low-wage workers and the quantity of homes affordable to
them."In doing so, jobs-housing fit promotes the goals of equity and greenhouse gas reduction by
including low-wage workers as a part of the communities where they work and providing an opportunity
to live near their place of employment. The draft methodology makes a brief mention of this approach,
noting “the analysis showed that the number of low-wage jobs far exceeds the number of existing
housing units affordable to low-wage workers in each jurisdiction.”" While unsurprising, this data should
be made available to the SANDAG Board of Directors and the public for consideration in the
methodology for RHNA distribution. Identifying where low-wage jobs are located could be an added
factor in the equity adjustment that could support the goals for equity and fair housing in the
distribution plan.

All jobs supporting the regional economy should be considered in the calculation, including part-time,
seasonal, and military jobs.

The part-time and seasonal workforce is as much a part of the local economy as their full-time and year-
round counterparts. It is not unheard of for a person to work multiple part-time jobs in order to cover
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their cost of living and accommodating the housing needs of seasonal employees has an impact on the
overall regional housing supply that shouldn’t be overlooked. In addition, the San Diego region is known
for its military presence and it is a crucial component of our local economy. According to recent analysis
performed by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, the vacancy rate for military
housing is less than 1 percent and there are no known plans to include adding on- or off-base military
housing despite an anticipated increase in military personnel of 2 percent a year during the next three
years." As a result, military personnel and their families are very much a part of the workforce in San
Diego in need of the housing planned for in the RHNA.
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Cities should prioritize their share of SB 2 funds for construction of new affordable homes and identify
other ways to promote the development of affordable homes.

The challenge of available resources to finance and build affordable housing is shared across
jurisdictions throughout the region. This should not be considered as a factor in the RHNA distribution
methodology. We encourage jurisdictions to be proactive in adopting policies and plans that promote
the creation and preservation of affordable housing. In addition to new funding opportunities that will
be made available from the passage of Proposition 1, the Veterans and Affordable Housing Act, and
Proposition 2, No Place Like Home, beginning this year cities are also eligible to receive funding from the
Permanent Local Housing Allocation, more commonly known as SB 2 funds. These funds will be a
permanent source of funding and should be prioritized for the development of affordable homes as a
long-term affordable housing and homelessness solution.

Ultimately, the housing crisis is a regional one and every jurisdiction has a role to play in working toward
the solution. We urge this body to adopt a RHNA distribution plan that reflects a regional collaborative

approach that works toward building the housing that is needed to keep pace with growth and demand.

We thank you for consideration of these comments and look forward to working with you on increasing
the supply of affordable homes in the San Diego region.

Sincerely,

Stephen Russell
Executive Director

"http://nonprofithousing.org/wp-content/uploads/JH-Fit-Fact-Sheet-FINAL-9.15.pdf
i https://www.sandag.org/uploads/projectid/projectid 189 26289.pdf, page 14.
iii https://www.huduser.gov/portal/publications/pdf/SanDiegoCA-CHMA-18.pdf, page 14.
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September 4, 2019
Misleading Map & Information about Coronado
Dear Sandag members,

All of your hard work and dedication to the County of San Diego is greatly
appreciated. It’s a difficult job balancing the many needs of this wonderfully diverse
region.

Many of us in the city of Coronado are concerned that some of the data provided
to you is not complete, some is not accurate, and decisions based on such data are neither
in the best interests of San Diego nor Coronado.

The following refers to the Sandag RHNA 6™ Cycle Draft of July 26, 2019

1. a. The RHNA draft item #5 on page 12, paragraph 2, states:
“....through plans, policies, and practices — may have systematically denied equal
opportunity to low socioeconomic and minority populations.”

“....foster and maintain compliance with civil rights and fair housing laws.”

The wording of this section implies that Coronado has conducted its business in
an illegal and/or unethical manner with its “plans, policies, and practices.” This is false.
This city has worked diligently do what’s in its power to properly manage Coronado.

Additionally, the city has raised funds, purchased property, and converted its use
to low-income city-owned rentals to help our community. Further, the city has kept those
units in excellent condition.

This kind of effort is not reflected in building permits; and well-meaning people
outside of our community may not know about details of the Coronado community.

1.b. The map to which RHNA item #5 refers is on page 13 of the same RHNA draft.
The map is misleading because it makes the boundaries of Coronado appear to
include a large portion of the San Diego Bay, thereby creating the false illusion that the
city is vastly larger than it is. Also, the map labels all areas within the boundary lines as
“Moderate Resource,” “High Resource,” and “Highest Resource” (as explained in the
draft “to combat and fix the inequities suffered by low wage earners”). This is false.
Labeled by the draft as a “High Resource is the area known as “The Strand,”
which is a narrow strip of land that connects the landmass of the city of Coronado to the
adjacent city of Imperial Beach, and runs north & south between the Pacific Ocean and
the San Diego Bay. It is absurd to show this narrow strip of land as any kind of “High
Resource.”. Most of the land is uninhabitable, or belongs to the Port, or belongs to the
Federal military. The small amount of buildable land controlled by Coronado is already
densely built on reclaimed land with problematic canals; and is a flood prone area.
Labeled by the draft as the “HIGHEST Resource” is the area commonly known




as “The Village.” The study does not take into account units that the citizens of
Coronado have already made available to those with limited means (see 1.a.).

The usable land that is within the control of the city is already more densely
developed than most other communities. It is unfair to demand that Coronado be more
greatly burdened than other cities that have not reached the same density as we have
already achieved. Please add more density to those cities before demanding more in
Coronado.

Labeled by the draft as a “Moderate Resource” is the Federal land of the North
Island Naval Air Station. It is not a resource at all because it is outside the control of
Coronado, San Diego, and the state authorities. An entity with more power than Sandag
and Coronado would have to deal with the Federal military to try to create more housing
opportunities within its bases. And, it is unfair to expect Coronado to bear the burden of
housing more of these Federal employees than it already does. Currently, many of the
military (both active and retired) own homes or rent units in our community. Plus many
live aboard ships and in existing military housing. And, the military benefit a much
greater community than just Coronado; all of San Diego needs to share the housing needs
of our local military personnel and their families

1.c. Landmass of Coronado:

Referring to the RHNA attachment called “Frequently Asked Questions” item #9
that gives a response to the issue of flooding contains a chart wherein Sandag states that
Coronado contains 9,021 total acres of which 5,132 are land acres (there’s no explanation
of what constitutes each of these categories).

Neither figures are accurate.

Coronado, including the Federal lands and the Port lands is only 7.7 square miles total,
which equals 4,928 total acres. And ONLY 2.2 square miles of the total is for the city
of Coronado, which equals merely 1,408 acres, thousands of acres LESS than in the
study.

The concern of Coronado citizens is that Sandag is using data that is incorrect and
greatly harms this city.

2.a. The RHNA Table 2 on page 5 “Proximity to Jobs Data” states that there are 27,594
jobs in Coronado. Since the population of Coronado (including men, women, and
children) is only about 21,390 (latest US Census Bureau), which is thousands less than
the jobs that the draft states are in this city. The data is incorrect.

Sandag’s own May 2019 report “Coronado Employment Center” study has
determined that Coronado has thousands fewer jobs than is stated in the RHNA,; it shows
5,449 employees, a huge discrepancy.

3. Missing from the draft, but important to the real life circumstances of the region’s
citizenry. The RHNA draft assumes only one person in a family unit (by “family unit” it
is meant that there are 2 or more persons in the household) who commutes to a job, which
IS a grave error.



There’s no consideration of the many families in the San Diego region that are
2 (two) income family units. Generally, the family members commute to
their work in different directions. It defeats the goal of the state to have
incomplete data about this real situation that impacts the congestion on our
freeways (and other thoroughfares). As this draft tries to accomplish the goal
of living close to work for one member of the family unit, it does not
recognize that the 2nd member of the family unit does not work near this new
residential location and must drive to a separate work place that is out of the
area; and most likely, requires a longer distance.

Nor does the methodology consider family units wherein teens drive to their
schools and jobs; nor does it consider family units that include adult children
living with parents, or other family members living in the same unit who
drive to work.

There’s no consideration of divorced & child sharing family units who
prefer places to live that are not near just one person’s work, but rather suit an
arrangement that is suitable to their needs.

4. The draft assumes people will utilize MTS just because people have housing or jobs
close to rail stations or bus stops.

People who are in that situation NOW choose NOT to use MTS. Therefore, the
MTS system needs to be improved. It’s a big component of San Diego being able to
reach the goals of cleaner air,and work-life balance. Suggestions from workers who
commute include (but are not limited to):

a.
b.
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MTS scheduled times do not coordinate with worker schedules

At one end or the other of the “line” the person does not feel safe after dark
(and some stops never feel safe such as the downtown transfer area)

MTS waiting areas do not have ample, safe, and free parking (for those who
would drive to a stop, then use MTS). Most stops do not have parking. If a
person is driving anyway might as well just go to work. Buses get stuck in
traffic, too

The waiting benches at stops are dirty; and the homeless use them as
napping/sleeping areas. Additionally, few have any real protection from hot
sun, or wind, or rain

It takes much longer to get to work/home. Time is too valuable to waste.
MTS is expensive

It’s an unrealistic source of travel for those who need to drop-off or pick up
kids, or take their kids to special events, meetings, or appointments

It’s an unrealistic source for those who need to run errands on the way home
(eg get groceries, cleaning, etc). It’s terrible for those who must use laundry
facilities and need to haul baskets of clothing & linens.

It’s too difficult to haul even groceries.

It’s too difficult to bring a bike or scooter on the MTS.

It’s too difficult for the handicapped.

If a worker misses a bus, s/he could loose the job; and the next bus won’t be
soon. But if a worker is running late and drives, s/he won’t be as late.



m. If the public transportation is late for any reason, the situation for the rider is
horribly affected. No boss likes excuses; so a worker who cares about his/her
job feels forced not only to have to plan for the slow commute time, but also
must leave even earlier to catch an earlier bus/trolley to ensure that if there’s a
problem with MTS his/her job is not in jeopardy.

5. The goal of the state and all of us is cleaner air. All agree heavy traffic is an issue.
To “encourage” greater use of public transportation, the following are more suggestions
from worker-commuters that would make using MTS more desirable especially along the
most heavily congested travel corridors

a. Cheaper fares, or free fares would be enticing to commuters; the great deal
would make it worthwhile to endure a much slower commute time.

b. Coordinate with the military bases for on-base transportation (inside the base
shuttle service provided by the military or possibly MTS) that is in harmony
with the MTS schedules. For example: It’s a long walk/jog to get from the
MTS drop station outside the base to the military work location inside the
base, and vice versa.

c. More direct MTS service from housing centers to work centers (such as
military housing to the bases). When a person is stuck on an MTS making
multiple stops it is not time efficient for any busy worker, therefore not used.

d. Dedicated lanes for MTS so that the worker arrives sooner than someone
stuck in traffic. Right now, the MTS is much too slow, not only because of
frequent stops, but also because the bus will be stuck in the same traffic as
everyone on the congested road.

e. Well lit parking areas that are free, have ample parking stalls, and are near
stops for MTS direct service routes (that go to major work centers such as the
military).

f.  Work with the police to make it safer to be at the stops/stations, and walk to
the destination (either work or home)

g. Bring back the bridge tolls! By activating it again it could help pay for free
or cheap rides on the MTS buses that traverse the bridge. Not paying the tolls
would be a big incentive to not drive.

6. MTS, jobs and housing:

The citizens of Coronado share the desire for better public transportation. Many
people who live in Coronado also leave the location of their residence to work elsewhere
in the county and would like better public transportation from here, as well as, to here.

Sandag funds numerous projects and studies to help improve not only
transportation in San Diego County, but also, the quality of life for its citizens.

We are hopeful that Sandag will use the suggestions in this letter to help create
better studies to formally assess why MTS rider participation is so low; and what can
be done to entice more people to utilize it; as well as, helping to create housing centers
that coordinate with rapid commutes to work centers.



7. The draft assumes that people want to live near their places of work. That’s a big
assumption. Likely some would, and just as likely many would not. To date, there’s a
dearth of research on this; but understanding the real-life living patterns of the populace
IS needed.

8. Safety concerns have been mentioned in other letters to you; | agree with those
concerns and add:
a. Coronado has earthquake fault lines running through it. There’s concern for
the housing units that are already built; so building hundreds more is foolish.
b. Sea level rise is a deep concern; again, adding hundreds of more units is not a
good idea.

9. As a national treasure, Coronado is a unique tourist destination that is known to be
beneficial to all of San Diego:

No allowance has been made for the importance of this city’s ability to attract
visitors from not only neighboring communities for day-trips and “stay-cations,” but also,
attracting numerous foreign tourists from around the world, including royalty, celebrities,
leaders, and presidents.

It’s critical that intelligent decisions are made before ruining a special San
Diego asset.

It’s not just beaches and the Hotel Del that captivate visitors, but the unusually
charming and lovely street-scapes, the over-all cleanliness, the abundant groomed trees,
the charming “pocket parks,” the quaint residences, the historical homes, and both the
public and personal beautiful gardens that entice visitors to walk and bike the entire
neighborhood during any season. Coronado is blessed that the majority of its citizens
show tremendous pride of ownership, caring for not only their own properties, but also,
contributing to the beautiful public spaces. In addition, it is the low buildings and low
density of Coronado that contributes to its nickname, “Mayberry by the sea.”

Overcrowding Coronado will forever change the character and charm of the city,
thereby robbing San Diego of one its finest world-class assets by making it just another
over-developed crowded beach town like so many others. Coronado is rare.

Most of the jobs that exist in Coronado (jobs in hotels, inns, restaurants, bike &
sports rentals, numerous small shops, picnic concession fast food, surf / swim training
sites, musician “gigs,” beach & park care, canal boat tours, walking tours of
homes/historical sites/museum/special flora& fauna, etc) serve the low-pollution
tourism industry that benefits all of San Diego. Additionally, the tourists attracted to
Coronado visit the other San Diego sites, restaurants, and shops creating more job
opportunities.

It’s critical to safe guard this rare regional asset.

Sincerely,
Rory Hutchison
Coronado resident, business partner, landlord



Jennifer Mendoza
Lemon Grove City Council
3232 Main Street
Lemon Grove, CA 91945

September 5, 2019

Chair Steve Vaus

San Diego Assn. of Governments
401 B Street, Suite 800

San Diego, CA 92101

RE: RHNA Cycle 6 Methodology
Dear Chair Vaus and SANDAG Board;

At first glance, | was astounded that Lemon Grove received a 350% increase from the last RHNA
cycle. Once | calmed down, | studied the objectives of the Code and the methodology and
compared the housing units allocated for other jurisdictions in our area. It is my conclusion
that the methodology does not achieve the 5th objective of affirmatively furthering fair
housing. In fact, in the case of Lemon Grove and other cities, this methodology will result in the
opposite and further segregate our already diverse, low-income communities. | don’t think that
this methodology was created to purposely further segregate these communities. | think it was
an unintended outcome. However, it’s a serious outcome that needs to be addressed and
corrected.

| believe that some of the flaws in the methodology can be corrected. The methodology
supposes that living near transit will encourage people to use transit to commute to work.
However, living near where one works is equally important, if not more so. It makes no sense
to ascribe more importance to one objective over the other. Providing more affordable
housing near employment centers would be even more effective in reducing GHG than
providing affordable housing near transit. To be promote the objective of reducing greenhouse
gas emissions, the methodology should attribute 50% to each — living near transit and living
near employment centers.

The other area where this methodology falls short is in the Equity Adjustment. All this did was
move a 10% of very low, low and moderate-income units allocated in a jurisdiction to above
moderate-income units. In the case of Lemon Grove, this was about 135 units. Is this really an
equity adjustment? A true equity adjustment would apply a higher percentage or apply the
adjustment to the overall allocation of units.

Finally, this methodology does not address the 5™ objective of the code at all. In fact, it
completely ignores it. All it does is imply that the Equity Adjustment, used to fulfill objective
four, which addresses distributing housing units across income categories, fulfills the same



objective. However, It does not address “patterns of segregation” or take “meaningful actions
that ... address significant disparities in housing needs and in access to opportunity, replacing
segregated living patterns with truly integrated and balanced living patters, transforming
racially and ethnically concentrated areas of poverty into areas of opportunity, and fostering
and maintain compliance with civil rights and fair housing laws.” In other words, there was very
little effort to identify the most diverse communities in our region and then to take steps to
adjust the methodology to affirmatively further fair housing distribution. In order to meet this
5t objective, we must identify our most diverse communities and apply a diversity adjustment
on top of the equity adjustment.

If this methodology is adopted for the region, larger cities with districts, such as San Diego,
Chula Vista, Escondido, Oceanside and El Cajon, need to proceed with caution. It’s very likely
that the same methodology will then be applied to your city, with much the same effect. Large-
scale, low-income housing will be concentrated in areas that are already low-income and
ethnically diverse.

So, this is the reality. We are just planning for these units right? Redevelopment has gone
away and most cities in this area don’t have any money to attract development of low-income
housing. The state is going to have to step in and provide incentives and funding for this to
occur. And where is this going to happen? North of the 8 where property values are high or
south of the 8 where land can be purchased for much less? How on earth is this promoting the
fair distribution of housing?

My concern is that if this draft is approved and forwarded to the state department of Housing
and Community Development for review, they may very well reject it because it does not even
consider the 5% objective of the Government Code. The board will then need to adjust the
methodology and send it back to HCD. That will set us back even farther when we update our
Housing Elements. | suggest that we reconsider this now and forward a methodology to HCD
that meets ALL of the state’s objectives. In addition, various cities may sue SANDAG because it
failed to meet all five objectives of the code. The city of Lemon Grove has directed its city
attorney to look into whether there is any legal redress, should the board adopt what it
considers to be a flawed methodology.

Sincerely,
/s/
Jennifer Mendoza

Lemon Grove City Councilmember
Alternate to the SANDAG Board



Objection to Proposed 1000+ Units for Coronado

Dear Honorable Board Members:

The community of Coronado appreciates the opportunity to share our comments and concerns with the proposed 2021-2029 Regional
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) plan. The community recognizes development of the RHNA is a challenging endeavor and we sincerely
appreciate the hard work and active engagement of SANDAG staff throughout the process.

We have grave concerns about the plan’s disproportionate impact on Coronado. Under the proposed RHNA plan, Coronado would be
assigned 1,001 new housing units, up from 50 and 64 units during the prior two housing cycles. While we are committed to doing its fair
share to address the region’s housing shortage, the proposed 2000% RHNA increase is both unreasonable and impractical for the reasons
outlined below.

Coronado is constrained unlike any other city in San Diego County.

Although the City of Coronado occupies 7.7 square miles of land within its boundaries, approximately 5.5 square miles, or 71% of
the City, are owned by the U.S. Navy, the Unified Port District of San Diego, and the California Department of Parks and
Recreation, none of which may be used to accommodate future housing. Consequently, the City only has land use authority over
a 2.2 square mile area.

The 2.2 square miles under the City’s jurisdiction are densely developed with a high concentration of multi-family housing which
provides limited geographic capacity to accommodate significant new growth.

95% of the parcels in Coronado are already zoned for residential use and there are very few vacant properties, severely limiting
the City’s ability to meet the proposed RHNA by rezoning commercial properties or developing vacant land.

The entire City of Coronado is within the coastal zone. Residential uses are not coastal dependent uses and new high-density,
multi-family housing would require Coastal Commission approval and meet attendant off-street parking requirements.

Coronado is within the Airport Influence Area and Accident Potential Zone of NAS North Island which will prevent any increased
density or height.

Coronado has a high concentration of designated historic homes which cannot reasonably be redeveloped with higher density
multi-family units and the loss of historic properties would irreparably damage Coronado’s unigue community character.
Coronado’s only links to mainland San Diego are via the San Diego-Coronado Bridge and State Route 75 along the Silver Strand.
Commuter trips generated by new housing would exacerbate already congested conditions on the Bridge and State Route 75 and
there are no practical alternatives to increase traffic capacity.

The inclusion of military jobs in the RHNA formula unreasonably escalates Coronado’s housing share.

Naval Air Station North Island (NASNI) comprises almost 70% of Coronado’s total land area, approximately 25% of its population,
and 45% of its total jobs. No other city in San Diego County would be as significantly impacted by the presence of a military base
in their jurisdiction.

Active military jobs should not be included in the RHNA formula. Active duty military jobs are unique because military personnel
are assigned to a base and have no choice where to live and work. Moreover, local governments have no control over military
base population, jobs, or housing provisions.

While the proposed RHNA formula includes all active military jobs at NASNI, it does not account for housing already provided for
the vast majority of service men and women who reside on base, aboard ships, or in federally subsidized military housing in San
Diego County. Moreover, it is illogical to include thousands of Navy jobs assigned to aircraft carriers whose sailors must live
aboard the ship.

NASNI provides regional economic benefits which are enjoyed throughout the SANDAG region while the City of Coronado
disproportionately endures its traffic, noise, and other impacts. Providing additional housing for military personnel should be a
shared burden between the entire San Diego region and the U.S. Navy, not just the City of Coronado. Coronado’s high land
values makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing.

Like many coastal California cities, Coronado is a highly desirable place to live and consequently has very high land costs which
makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing. While the City of Coronado may ultimately endure
a painstaking process to rezone its community to accommodate the desired high density affordable housing, it is unlikely that
developers will construct.

For the reasons outlined above, we respectfully request the SANDAG Board of Directors revise the draft RHNA plan to account for the
unique circumstances and challenges in Coronado.

Judith Andrews  9/4/2019 7:32:41 AM



Objection to Proposed 1000+ Units for Coronado

Dear Honorable Board Members:

The community of Coronado appreciates the opportunity to share our comments and concerns with the proposed 2021-2029 Regional
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) plan. The community recognizes development of the RHNA is a challenging endeavor and we sincerely
appreciate the hard work and active engagement of SANDAG staff throughout the process.

We have grave concerns about the plan’s disproportionate impact on Coronado. Under the proposed RHNA plan, Coronado would be
assigned 1,001 new housing units, up from 50 and 64 units during the prior two housing cycles. While we are committed to doing its fair
share to address the region’s housing shortage, the proposed 2000% RHNA increase is both unreasonable and impractical for the reasons
outlined below.

Coronado is constrained unlike any other city in San Diego County.

Although the City of Coronado occupies 7.7 square miles of land within its boundaries, approximately 5.5 square miles, or 71% of
the City, are owned by the U.S. Navy, the Unified Port District of San Diego, and the California Department of Parks and
Recreation, none of which may be used to accommodate future housing. Consequently, the City only has land use authority over
a 2.2 square mile area.

The 2.2 square miles under the City’s jurisdiction are densely developed with a high concentration of multi-family housing which
provides limited geographic capacity to accommodate significant new growth.

95% of the parcels in Coronado are already zoned for residential use and there are very few vacant properties, severely limiting
the City’s ability to meet the proposed RHNA by rezoning commercial properties or developing vacant land.

The entire City of Coronado is within the coastal zone. Residential uses are not coastal dependent uses and new high-density,
multi-family housing would require Coastal Commission approval and meet attendant off-street parking requirements.

Coronado is within the Airport Influence Area and Accident Potential Zone of NAS North Island which will prevent any increased
density or height.

Coronado has a high concentration of designated historic homes which cannot reasonably be redeveloped with higher density
multi-family units and the loss of historic properties would irreparably damage Coronado’s unigue community character.
Coronado’s only links to mainland San Diego are via the San Diego-Coronado Bridge and State Route 75 along the Silver Strand.
Commuter trips generated by new housing would exacerbate already congested conditions on the Bridge and State Route 75 and
there are no practical alternatives to increase traffic capacity.

The inclusion of military jobs in the RHNA formula unreasonably escalates Coronado’s housing share.

Naval Air Station North Island (NASNI) comprises almost 70% of Coronado’s total land area, approximately 25% of its population,
and 45% of its total jobs. No other city in San Diego County would be as significantly impacted by the presence of a military base
in their jurisdiction.

Active military jobs should not be included in the RHNA formula. Active duty military jobs are unique because military personnel
are assigned to a base and have no choice where to live and work. Moreover, local governments have no control over military
base population, jobs, or housing provisions.

While the proposed RHNA formula includes all active military jobs at NASNI, it does not account for housing already provided for
the vast majority of service men and women who reside on base, aboard ships, or in federally subsidized military housing in San
Diego County. Moreover, it is illogical to include thousands of Navy jobs assigned to aircraft carriers whose sailors must live
aboard the ship.

NASNI provides regional economic benefits which are enjoyed throughout the SANDAG region while the City of Coronado
disproportionately endures its traffic, noise, and other impacts. Providing additional housing for military personnel should be a
shared burden between the entire San Diego region and the U.S. Navy, not just the City of Coronado. Coronado’s high land
values makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing.

Like many coastal California cities, Coronado is a highly desirable place to live and consequently has very high land costs which
makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing. While the City of Coronado may ultimately endure
a painstaking process to rezone its community to accommodate the desired high density affordable housing, it is unlikely that
developers will construct.

For the reasons outlined above, we respectfully request the SANDAG Board of Directors revise the draft RHNA plan to account for the
unique circumstances and challenges in Coronado.

John Porter 9/4/2019 7:12:11 AM



Objection to Proposed 1000+ Units for Coronado

Dear Honorable Board Members:

The community of Coronado appreciates the opportunity to share our comments and concerns with the proposed 2021-2029 Regional
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) plan. The community recognizes development of the RHNA is a challenging endeavor and we sincerely
appreciate the hard work and active engagement of SANDAG staff throughout the process.

We have grave concerns about the plan’s disproportionate impact on Coronado. Under the proposed RHNA plan, Coronado would be
assigned 1,001 new housing units, up from 50 and 64 units during the prior two housing cycles. While we are committed to doing its fair
share to address the region’s housing shortage, the proposed 2000% RHNA increase is both unreasonable and impractical for the reasons
outlined below.

Coronado is constrained unlike any other city in San Diego County.

Although the City of Coronado occupies 7.7 square miles of land within its boundaries, approximately 5.5 square miles, or 71% of
the City, are owned by the U.S. Navy, the Unified Port District of San Diego, and the California Department of Parks and
Recreation, none of which may be used to accommodate future housing. Consequently, the City only has land use authority over
a 2.2 square mile area.

The 2.2 square miles under the City’s jurisdiction are densely developed with a high concentration of multi-family housing which
provides limited geographic capacity to accommodate significant new growth.

95% of the parcels in Coronado are already zoned for residential use and there are very few vacant properties, severely limiting
the City’s ability to meet the proposed RHNA by rezoning commercial properties or developing vacant land.

The entire City of Coronado is within the coastal zone. Residential uses are not coastal dependent uses and new high-density,
multi-family housing would require Coastal Commission approval and meet attendant off-street parking requirements.

Coronado is within the Airport Influence Area and Accident Potential Zone of NAS North Island which will prevent any increased
density or height.

Coronado has a high concentration of designated historic homes which cannot reasonably be redeveloped with higher density
multi-family units and the loss of historic properties would irreparably damage Coronado’s unigue community character.
Coronado’s only links to mainland San Diego are via the San Diego-Coronado Bridge and State Route 75 along the Silver Strand.
Commuter trips generated by new housing would exacerbate already congested conditions on the Bridge and State Route 75 and
there are no practical alternatives to increase traffic capacity.

The inclusion of military jobs in the RHNA formula unreasonably escalates Coronado’s housing share.

Naval Air Station North Island (NASNI) comprises almost 70% of Coronado’s total land area, approximately 25% of its population,
and 45% of its total jobs. No other city in San Diego County would be as significantly impacted by the presence of a military base
in their jurisdiction.

Active military jobs should not be included in the RHNA formula. Active duty military jobs are unique because military personnel
are assigned to a base and have no choice where to live and work. Moreover, local governments have no control over military
base population, jobs, or housing provisions.

While the proposed RHNA formula includes all active military jobs at NASNI, it does not account for housing already provided for
the vast majority of service men and women who reside on base, aboard ships, or in federally subsidized military housing in San
Diego County. Moreover, it is illogical to include thousands of Navy jobs assigned to aircraft carriers whose sailors must live
aboard the ship.

NASNI provides regional economic benefits which are enjoyed throughout the SANDAG region while the City of Coronado
disproportionately endures its traffic, noise, and other impacts. Providing additional housing for military personnel should be a
shared burden between the entire San Diego region and the U.S. Navy, not just the City of Coronado. Coronado’s high land
values makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing.

Like many coastal California cities, Coronado is a highly desirable place to live and consequently has very high land costs which
makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing. While the City of Coronado may ultimately endure
a painstaking process to rezone its community to accommodate the desired high density affordable housing, it is unlikely that
developers will construct.

For the reasons outlined above, we respectfully request the SANDAG Board of Directors revise the draft RHNA plan to account for the
unique circumstances and challenges in Coronado.

Ruth Porter  9/4/2019 7:10:40 AM



Objection to Proposed 1000+ Units for Coronado

Dear Honorable Board Members:

The community of Coronado appreciates the opportunity to share our comments and concerns with the proposed 2021-2029 Regional
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) plan. The community recognizes development of the RHNA is a challenging endeavor and we sincerely
appreciate the hard work and active engagement of SANDAG staff throughout the process.

We have grave concerns about the plan’s disproportionate impact on Coronado. Under the proposed RHNA plan, Coronado would be
assigned 1,001 new housing units, up from 50 and 64 units during the prior two housing cycles. While we are committed to doing its fair
share to address the region’s housing shortage, the proposed 2000% RHNA increase is both unreasonable and impractical for the reasons
outlined below.

Coronado is constrained unlike any other city in San Diego County.

Although the City of Coronado occupies 7.7 square miles of land within its boundaries, approximately 5.5 square miles, or 71% of
the City, are owned by the U.S. Navy, the Unified Port District of San Diego, and the California Department of Parks and
Recreation, none of which may be used to accommodate future housing. Consequently, the City only has land use authority over
a 2.2 square mile area.

The 2.2 square miles under the City’s jurisdiction are densely developed with a high concentration of multi-family housing which
provides limited geographic capacity to accommodate significant new growth.

95% of the parcels in Coronado are already zoned for residential use and there are very few vacant properties, severely limiting
the City’s ability to meet the proposed RHNA by rezoning commercial properties or developing vacant land.

The entire City of Coronado is within the coastal zone. Residential uses are not coastal dependent uses and new high-density,
multi-family housing would require Coastal Commission approval and meet attendant off-street parking requirements.

Coronado is within the Airport Influence Area and Accident Potential Zone of NAS North Island which will prevent any increased
density or height.

Coronado has a high concentration of designated historic homes which cannot reasonably be redeveloped with higher density
multi-family units and the loss of historic properties would irreparably damage Coronado’s uniqgue community character.
Coronado’s only links to mainland San Diego are via the San Diego-Coronado Bridge and State Route 75 along the Silver Strand.
Commuter trips generated by new housing would exacerbate already congested conditions on the Bridge and State Route 75 and
there are no practical alternatives to increase traffic capacity.

The inclusion of military jobs in the RHNA formula unreasonably escalates Coronado’s housing share.

Naval Air Station North Island (NASNI) comprises almost 70% of Coronado’s total land area, approximately 25% of its population,
and 45% of its total jobs. No other city in San Diego County would be as significantly impacted by the presence of a military base
in their jurisdiction.

Active military jobs should not be included in the RHNA formula. Active duty military jobs are unique because military personnel
are assigned to a base and have no choice where to live and work. Moreover, local governments have no control over military
base population, jobs, or housing provisions.

While the proposed RHNA formula includes all active military jobs at NASNI, it does not account for housing already provided for
the vast majority of service men and women who reside on base, aboard ships, or in federally subsidized military housing in San
Diego County. Moreover, it is illogical to include thousands of Navy jobs assigned to aircraft carriers whose sailors must live
aboard the ship.

NASNI provides regional economic benefits which are enjoyed throughout the SANDAG region while the City of Coronado
disproportionately endures its traffic, noise, and other impacts. Providing additional housing for military personnel should be a
shared burden between the entire San Diego region and the U.S. Navy, not just the City of Coronado. Coronado’s high land
values makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing.

Like many coastal California cities, Coronado is a highly desirable place to live and consequently has very high land costs which
makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing. While the City of Coronado may ultimately endure
a painstaking process to rezone its community to accommodate the desired high density affordable housing, it is unlikely that
developers will construct.

For the reasons outlined above, we respectfully request the SANDAG Board of Directors revise the draft RHNA plan to account for the
unique circumstances and challenges in Coronado.

Jackie OKeefe  9/4/2019 7:01:15 AM



Objection to Proposed 1000+ Units for Coronado

Dear Honorable Board Members:

The community of Coronado appreciates the opportunity to share our comments and concerns with the proposed 2021-2029 Regional
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) plan. The community recognizes development of the RHNA is a challenging endeavor and we sincerely
appreciate the hard work and active engagement of SANDAG staff throughout the process.

We have grave concerns about the plan’s disproportionate impact on Coronado. Under the proposed RHNA plan, Coronado would be
assigned 1,001 new housing units, up from 50 and 64 units during the prior two housing cycles. While we are committed to doing its fair
share to address the region’s housing shortage, the proposed 2000% RHNA increase is both unreasonable and impractical for the reasons
outlined below.

Coronado is constrained unlike any other city in San Diego County.

Although the City of Coronado occupies 7.7 square miles of land within its boundaries, approximately 5.5 square miles, or 71% of
the City, are owned by the U.S. Navy, the Unified Port District of San Diego, and the California Department of Parks and
Recreation, none of which may be used to accommodate future housing. Consequently, the City only has land use authority over
a 2.2 square mile area.

The 2.2 square miles under the City’s jurisdiction are densely developed with a high concentration of multi-family housing which
provides limited geographic capacity to accommodate significant new growth.

95% of the parcels in Coronado are already zoned for residential use and there are very few vacant properties, severely limiting
the City’s ability to meet the proposed RHNA by rezoning commercial properties or developing vacant land.

The entire City of Coronado is within the coastal zone. Residential uses are not coastal dependent uses and new high-density,
multi-family housing would require Coastal Commission approval and meet attendant off-street parking requirements.

Coronado is within the Airport Influence Area and Accident Potential Zone of NAS North Island which will prevent any increased
density or height.

Coronado has a high concentration of designated historic homes which cannot reasonably be redeveloped with higher density
multi-family units and the loss of historic properties would irreparably damage Coronado’s unigue community character.
Coronado’s only links to mainland San Diego are via the San Diego-Coronado Bridge and State Route 75 along the Silver Strand.
Commuter trips generated by new housing would exacerbate already congested conditions on the Bridge and State Route 75 and
there are no practical alternatives to increase traffic capacity.

The inclusion of military jobs in the RHNA formula unreasonably escalates Coronado’s housing share.

Naval Air Station North Island (NASNI) comprises almost 70% of Coronado’s total land area, approximately 25% of its population,
and 45% of its total jobs. No other city in San Diego County would be as significantly impacted by the presence of a military base
in their jurisdiction.

Active military jobs should not be included in the RHNA formula. Active duty military jobs are unique because military personnel
are assigned to a base and have no choice where to live and work. Moreover, local governments have no control over military
base population, jobs, or housing provisions.

While the proposed RHNA formula includes all active military jobs at NASNI, it does not account for housing already provided for
the vast majority of service men and women who reside on base, aboard ships, or in federally subsidized military housing in San
Diego County. Moreover, it is illogical to include thousands of Navy jobs assigned to aircraft carriers whose sailors must live
aboard the ship.

NASNI provides regional economic benefits which are enjoyed throughout the SANDAG region while the City of Coronado
disproportionately endures its traffic, noise, and other impacts. Providing additional housing for military personnel should be a
shared burden between the entire San Diego region and the U.S. Navy, not just the City of Coronado. Coronado’s high land
values makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing.

Like many coastal California cities, Coronado is a highly desirable place to live and consequently has very high land costs which
makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing. While the City of Coronado may ultimately endure
a painstaking process to rezone its community to accommodate the desired high density affordable housing, it is unlikely that
developers will construct.

For the reasons outlined above, we respectfully request the SANDAG Board of Directors revise the draft RHNA plan to account for the
unique circumstances and challenges in Coronado.

Angela Witucki  9/4/2019 6:51:04 AM



Objection to Proposed 1000+ Units for Coronado

Dear Honorable Board Members:

The community of Coronado appreciates the opportunity to share our comments and concerns with the proposed 2021-2029 Regional
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) plan. The community recognizes development of the RHNA is a challenging endeavor and we sincerely
appreciate the hard work and active engagement of SANDAG staff throughout the process.

We have grave concerns about the plan’s disproportionate impact on Coronado. Under the proposed RHNA plan, Coronado would be
assigned 1,001 new housing units, up from 50 and 64 units during the prior two housing cycles. While we are committed to doing its fair
share to address the region’s housing shortage, the proposed 2000% RHNA increase is both unreasonable and impractical for the reasons
outlined below.

Coronado is constrained unlike any other city in San Diego County.

Although the City of Coronado occupies 7.7 square miles of land within its boundaries, approximately 5.5 square miles, or 71% of
the City, are owned by the U.S. Navy, the Unified Port District of San Diego, and the California Department of Parks and
Recreation, none of which may be used to accommodate future housing. Consequently, the City only has land use authority over
a 2.2 square mile area.

The 2.2 square miles under the City’s jurisdiction are densely developed with a high concentration of multi-family housing which
provides limited geographic capacity to accommodate significant new growth.

95% of the parcels in Coronado are already zoned for residential use and there are very few vacant properties, severely limiting
the City’s ability to meet the proposed RHNA by rezoning commercial properties or developing vacant land.

The entire City of Coronado is within the coastal zone. Residential uses are not coastal dependent uses and new high-density,
multi-family housing would require Coastal Commission approval and meet attendant off-street parking requirements.

Coronado is within the Airport Influence Area and Accident Potential Zone of NAS North Island which will prevent any increased
density or height.

Coronado has a high concentration of designated historic homes which cannot reasonably be redeveloped with higher density
multi-family units and the loss of historic properties would irreparably damage Coronado’s unigue community character.
Coronado’s only links to mainland San Diego are via the San Diego-Coronado Bridge and State Route 75 along the Silver Strand.
Commuter trips generated by new housing would exacerbate already congested conditions on the Bridge and State Route 75 and
there are no practical alternatives to increase traffic capacity.

The inclusion of military jobs in the RHNA formula unreasonably escalates Coronado’s housing share.

Naval Air Station North Island (NASNI) comprises almost 70% of Coronado’s total land area, approximately 25% of its population,
and 45% of its total jobs. No other city in San Diego County would be as significantly impacted by the presence of a military base
in their jurisdiction.

Active military jobs should not be included in the RHNA formula. Active duty military jobs are unique because military personnel
are assigned to a base and have no choice where to live and work. Moreover, local governments have no control over military
base population, jobs, or housing provisions.

While the proposed RHNA formula includes all active military jobs at NASNI, it does not account for housing already provided for
the vast majority of service men and women who reside on base, aboard ships, or in federally subsidized military housing in San
Diego County. Moreover, it is illogical to include thousands of Navy jobs assigned to aircraft carriers whose sailors must live
aboard the ship.

NASNI provides regional economic benefits which are enjoyed throughout the SANDAG region while the City of Coronado
disproportionately endures its traffic, noise, and other impacts. Providing additional housing for military personnel should be a
shared burden between the entire San Diego region and the U.S. Navy, not just the City of Coronado. Coronado’s high land
values makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing.

Like many coastal California cities, Coronado is a highly desirable place to live and consequently has very high land costs which
makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing. While the City of Coronado may ultimately endure
a painstaking process to rezone its community to accommodate the desired high density affordable housing, it is unlikely that
developers will construct.

For the reasons outlined above, we respectfully request the SANDAG Board of Directors revise the draft RHNA plan to account for the
unique circumstances and challenges in Coronado.

Vanny Guindi  9/4/2019 6:45:51 AM



Objection to Proposed 1000+ Units for Coronado

Dear Honorable Board Members:

The community of Coronado appreciates the opportunity to share our comments and concerns with the proposed 2021-2029 Regional
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) plan. The community recognizes development of the RHNA is a challenging endeavor and we sincerely
appreciate the hard work and active engagement of SANDAG staff throughout the process.

We have grave concerns about the plan’s disproportionate impact on Coronado. Under the proposed RHNA plan, Coronado would be
assigned 1,001 new housing units, up from 50 and 64 units during the prior two housing cycles. While we are committed to doing its fair
share to address the region’s housing shortage, the proposed 2000% RHNA increase is both unreasonable and impractical for the reasons
outlined below.

Coronado is constrained unlike any other city in San Diego County.

Although the City of Coronado occupies 7.7 square miles of land within its boundaries, approximately 5.5 square miles, or 71% of
the City, are owned by the U.S. Navy, the Unified Port District of San Diego, and the California Department of Parks and
Recreation, none of which may be used to accommodate future housing. Consequently, the City only has land use authority over
a 2.2 square mile area.

The 2.2 square miles under the City’s jurisdiction are densely developed with a high concentration of multi-family housing which
provides limited geographic capacity to accommodate significant new growth.

95% of the parcels in Coronado are already zoned for residential use and there are very few vacant properties, severely limiting
the City’s ability to meet the proposed RHNA by rezoning commercial properties or developing vacant land.

The entire City of Coronado is within the coastal zone. Residential uses are not coastal dependent uses and new high-density,
multi-family housing would require Coastal Commission approval and meet attendant off-street parking requirements.

Coronado is within the Airport Influence Area and Accident Potential Zone of NAS North Island which will prevent any increased
density or height.

Coronado has a high concentration of designated historic homes which cannot reasonably be redeveloped with higher density
multi-family units and the loss of historic properties would irreparably damage Coronado’s unigue community character.
Coronado’s only links to mainland San Diego are via the San Diego-Coronado Bridge and State Route 75 along the Silver Strand.
Commuter trips generated by new housing would exacerbate already congested conditions on the Bridge and State Route 75 and
there are no practical alternatives to increase traffic capacity.

The inclusion of military jobs in the RHNA formula unreasonably escalates Coronado’s housing share.

Naval Air Station North Island (NASNI) comprises almost 70% of Coronado’s total land area, approximately 25% of its population,
and 45% of its total jobs. No other city in San Diego County would be as significantly impacted by the presence of a military base
in their jurisdiction.

Active military jobs should not be included in the RHNA formula. Active duty military jobs are unique because military personnel
are assigned to a base and have no choice where to live and work. Moreover, local governments have no control over military
base population, jobs, or housing provisions.

While the proposed RHNA formula includes all active military jobs at NASNI, it does not account for housing already provided for
the vast majority of service men and women who reside on base, aboard ships, or in federally subsidized military housing in San
Diego County. Moreover, it is illogical to include thousands of Navy jobs assigned to aircraft carriers whose sailors must live
aboard the ship.

NASNI provides regional economic benefits which are enjoyed throughout the SANDAG region while the City of Coronado
disproportionately endures its traffic, noise, and other impacts. Providing additional housing for military personnel should be a
shared burden between the entire San Diego region and the U.S. Navy, not just the City of Coronado. Coronado’s high land
values makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing.

Like many coastal California cities, Coronado is a highly desirable place to live and consequently has very high land costs which
makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing. While the City of Coronado may ultimately endure
a painstaking process to rezone its community to accommodate the desired high density affordable housing, it is unlikely that
developers will construct.

For the reasons outlined above, we respectfully request the SANDAG Board of Directors revise the draft RHNA plan to account for the
unique circumstances and challenges in Coronado.

Elvira Cain  9/4/2019 6:39:58 AM



Objection to Proposed 1000+ Units for Coronado

Dear Honorable Board Members:

The community of Coronado appreciates the opportunity to share our comments and concerns with the proposed 2021-2029 Regional
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) plan. The community recognizes development of the RHNA is a challenging endeavor and we sincerely
appreciate the hard work and active engagement of SANDAG staff throughout the process.

We have grave concerns about the plan’s disproportionate impact on Coronado. Under the proposed RHNA plan, Coronado would be
assigned 1,001 new housing units, up from 50 and 64 units during the prior two housing cycles. While we are committed to doing its fair
share to address the region’s housing shortage, the proposed 2000% RHNA increase is both unreasonable and impractical for the reasons
outlined below.

Coronado is constrained unlike any other city in San Diego County.

Although the City of Coronado occupies 7.7 square miles of land within its boundaries, approximately 5.5 square miles, or 71% of
the City, are owned by the U.S. Navy, the Unified Port District of San Diego, and the California Department of Parks and
Recreation, none of which may be used to accommodate future housing. Consequently, the City only has land use authority over
a 2.2 square mile area.

The 2.2 square miles under the City’s jurisdiction are densely developed with a high concentration of multi-family housing which
provides limited geographic capacity to accommodate significant new growth.

95% of the parcels in Coronado are already zoned for residential use and there are very few vacant properties, severely limiting
the City’s ability to meet the proposed RHNA by rezoning commercial properties or developing vacant land.

The entire City of Coronado is within the coastal zone. Residential uses are not coastal dependent uses and new high-density,
multi-family housing would require Coastal Commission approval and meet attendant off-street parking requirements.

Coronado is within the Airport Influence Area and Accident Potential Zone of NAS North Island which will prevent any increased
density or height.

Coronado has a high concentration of designated historic homes which cannot reasonably be redeveloped with higher density
multi-family units and the loss of historic properties would irreparably damage Coronado’s uniqgue community character.
Coronado’s only links to mainland San Diego are via the San Diego-Coronado Bridge and State Route 75 along the Silver Strand.
Commuter trips generated by new housing would exacerbate already congested conditions on the Bridge and State Route 75 and
there are no practical alternatives to increase traffic capacity.

The inclusion of military jobs in the RHNA formula unreasonably escalates Coronado’s housing share.

Naval Air Station North Island (NASNI) comprises almost 70% of Coronado’s total land area, approximately 25% of its population,
and 45% of its total jobs. No other city in San Diego County would be as significantly impacted by the presence of a military base
in their jurisdiction.

Active military jobs should not be included in the RHNA formula. Active duty military jobs are unique because military personnel
are assigned to a base and have no choice where to live and work. Moreover, local governments have no control over military
base population, jobs, or housing provisions.

While the proposed RHNA formula includes all active military jobs at NASNI, it does not account for housing already provided for
the vast majority of service men and women who reside on base, aboard ships, or in federally subsidized military housing in San
Diego County. Moreover, it is illogical to include thousands of Navy jobs assigned to aircraft carriers whose sailors must live
aboard the ship.

NASNI provides regional economic benefits which are enjoyed throughout the SANDAG region while the City of Coronado
disproportionately endures its traffic, noise, and other impacts. Providing additional housing for military personnel should be a
shared burden between the entire San Diego region and the U.S. Navy, not just the City of Coronado. Coronado’s high land
values makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing.

Like many coastal California cities, Coronado is a highly desirable place to live and consequently has very high land costs which
makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing. While the City of Coronado may ultimately endure
a painstaking process to rezone its community to accommodate the desired high density affordable housing, it is unlikely that
developers will construct.

For the reasons outlined above, we respectfully request the SANDAG Board of Directors revise the draft RHNA plan to account for the
unique circumstances and challenges in Coronado.

Jacqueline Guindi  9/4/2019 6:27:05 AM



Objection to Proposed 1000+ Units for Coronado

Dear Honorable Board Members:

The community of Coronado appreciates the opportunity to share our comments and concerns with the proposed 2021-2029 Regional
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) plan. The community recognizes development of the RHNA is a challenging endeavor and we sincerely
appreciate the hard work and active engagement of SANDAG staff throughout the process.

We have grave concerns about the plan’s disproportionate impact on Coronado. Under the proposed RHNA plan, Coronado would be
assigned 1,001 new housing units, up from 50 and 64 units during the prior two housing cycles. While we are committed to doing its fair
share to address the region’s housing shortage, the proposed 2000% RHNA increase is both unreasonable and impractical for the reasons
outlined below.

Coronado is constrained unlike any other city in San Diego County.

Although the City of Coronado occupies 7.7 square miles of land within its boundaries, approximately 5.5 square miles, or 71% of
the City, are owned by the U.S. Navy, the Unified Port District of San Diego, and the California Department of Parks and
Recreation, none of which may be used to accommodate future housing. Consequently, the City only has land use authority over
a 2.2 square mile area.

The 2.2 square miles under the City’s jurisdiction are densely developed with a high concentration of multi-family housing which
provides limited geographic capacity to accommodate significant new growth.

95% of the parcels in Coronado are already zoned for residential use and there are very few vacant properties, severely limiting
the City’s ability to meet the proposed RHNA by rezoning commercial properties or developing vacant land.

The entire City of Coronado is within the coastal zone. Residential uses are not coastal dependent uses and new high-density,
multi-family housing would require Coastal Commission approval and meet attendant off-street parking requirements.

Coronado is within the Airport Influence Area and Accident Potential Zone of NAS North Island which will prevent any increased
density or height.

Coronado has a high concentration of designated historic homes which cannot reasonably be redeveloped with higher density
multi-family units and the loss of historic properties would irreparably damage Coronado’s unigue community character.
Coronado’s only links to mainland San Diego are via the San Diego-Coronado Bridge and State Route 75 along the Silver Strand.
Commuter trips generated by new housing would exacerbate already congested conditions on the Bridge and State Route 75 and
there are no practical alternatives to increase traffic capacity.

The inclusion of military jobs in the RHNA formula unreasonably escalates Coronado’s housing share.

Naval Air Station North Island (NASNI) comprises almost 70% of Coronado’s total land area, approximately 25% of its population,
and 45% of its total jobs. No other city in San Diego County would be as significantly impacted by the presence of a military base
in their jurisdiction.

Active military jobs should not be included in the RHNA formula. Active duty military jobs are unique because military personnel
are assigned to a base and have no choice where to live and work. Moreover, local governments have no control over military
base population, jobs, or housing provisions.

While the proposed RHNA formula includes all active military jobs at NASNI, it does not account for housing already provided for
the vast majority of service men and women who reside on base, aboard ships, or in federally subsidized military housing in San
Diego County. Moreover, it is illogical to include thousands of Navy jobs assigned to aircraft carriers whose sailors must live
aboard the ship.

NASNI provides regional economic benefits which are enjoyed throughout the SANDAG region while the City of Coronado
disproportionately endures its traffic, noise, and other impacts. Providing additional housing for military personnel should be a
shared burden between the entire San Diego region and the U.S. Navy, not just the City of Coronado. Coronado’s high land
values makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing.

Like many coastal California cities, Coronado is a highly desirable place to live and consequently has very high land costs which
makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing. While the City of Coronado may ultimately endure
a painstaking process to rezone its community to accommodate the desired high density affordable housing, it is unlikely that
developers will construct.

For the reasons outlined above, we respectfully request the SANDAG Board of Directors revise the draft RHNA plan to account for the
unique circumstances and challenges in Coronado.

Vicky Guindi  9/4/2019 6:24:40 AM



Objection to Proposed 1000+ Units for Coronado

Dear Honorable Board Members:

The community of Coronado appreciates the opportunity to share our comments and concerns with the proposed 2021-2029 Regional
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) plan. The community recognizes development of the RHNA is a challenging endeavor and we sincerely
appreciate the hard work and active engagement of SANDAG staff throughout the process.

We have grave concerns about the plan’s disproportionate impact on Coronado. Under the proposed RHNA plan, Coronado would be
assigned 1,001 new housing units, up from 50 and 64 units during the prior two housing cycles. While we are committed to doing its fair
share to address the region’s housing shortage, the proposed 2000% RHNA increase is both unreasonable and impractical for the reasons
outlined below.

Coronado is constrained unlike any other city in San Diego County.

Although the City of Coronado occupies 7.7 square miles of land within its boundaries, approximately 5.5 square miles, or 71% of
the City, are owned by the U.S. Navy, the Unified Port District of San Diego, and the California Department of Parks and
Recreation, none of which may be used to accommodate future housing. Consequently, the City only has land use authority over
a 2.2 square mile area.

The 2.2 square miles under the City’s jurisdiction are densely developed with a high concentration of multi-family housing which
provides limited geographic capacity to accommodate significant new growth.

95% of the parcels in Coronado are already zoned for residential use and there are very few vacant properties, severely limiting
the City’s ability to meet the proposed RHNA by rezoning commercial properties or developing vacant land.

The entire City of Coronado is within the coastal zone. Residential uses are not coastal dependent uses and new high-density,
multi-family housing would require Coastal Commission approval and meet attendant off-street parking requirements.

Coronado is within the Airport Influence Area and Accident Potential Zone of NAS North Island which will prevent any increased
density or height.

Coronado has a high concentration of designated historic homes which cannot reasonably be redeveloped with higher density
multi-family units and the loss of historic properties would irreparably damage Coronado’s uniqgue community character.
Coronado’s only links to mainland San Diego are via the San Diego-Coronado Bridge and State Route 75 along the Silver Strand.
Commuter trips generated by new housing would exacerbate already congested conditions on the Bridge and State Route 75 and
there are no practical alternatives to increase traffic capacity.

The inclusion of military jobs in the RHNA formula unreasonably escalates Coronado’s housing share.

Naval Air Station North Island (NASNI) comprises almost 70% of Coronado’s total land area, approximately 25% of its population,
and 45% of its total jobs. No other city in San Diego County would be as significantly impacted by the presence of a military base
in their jurisdiction.

Active military jobs should not be included in the RHNA formula. Active duty military jobs are unique because military personnel
are assigned to a base and have no choice where to live and work. Moreover, local governments have no control over military
base population, jobs, or housing provisions.

While the proposed RHNA formula includes all active military jobs at NASNI, it does not account for housing already provided for
the vast majority of service men and women who reside on base, aboard ships, or in federally subsidized military housing in San
Diego County. Moreover, it is illogical to include thousands of Navy jobs assigned to aircraft carriers whose sailors must live
aboard the ship.

NASNI provides regional economic benefits which are enjoyed throughout the SANDAG region while the City of Coronado
disproportionately endures its traffic, noise, and other impacts. Providing additional housing for military personnel should be a
shared burden between the entire San Diego region and the U.S. Navy, not just the City of Coronado. Coronado’s high land
values makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing.

Like many coastal California cities, Coronado is a highly desirable place to live and consequently has very high land costs which
makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing. While the City of Coronado may ultimately endure
a painstaking process to rezone its community to accommodate the desired high density affordable housing, it is unlikely that
developers will construct.

For the reasons outlined above, we respectfully request the SANDAG Board of Directors revise the draft RHNA plan to account for the
unique circumstances and challenges in Coronado.

Emilia Cain  9/4/2019 6:02:06 AM



Objection to Proposed 1000+ Units for Coronado

Dear Honorable Board Members:

The community of Coronado appreciates the opportunity to share our comments and concerns with the proposed 2021-2029 Regional
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) plan. The community recognizes development of the RHNA is a challenging endeavor and we sincerely
appreciate the hard work and active engagement of SANDAG staff throughout the process.

We have grave concerns about the plan’s disproportionate impact on Coronado. Under the proposed RHNA plan, Coronado would be
assigned 1,001 new housing units, up from 50 and 64 units during the prior two housing cycles. While we are committed to doing its fair
share to address the region’s housing shortage, the proposed 2000% RHNA increase is both unreasonable and impractical for the reasons
outlined below.

Coronado is constrained unlike any other city in San Diego County.

Although the City of Coronado occupies 7.7 square miles of land within its boundaries, approximately 5.5 square miles, or 71% of
the City, are owned by the U.S. Navy, the Unified Port District of San Diego, and the California Department of Parks and
Recreation, none of which may be used to accommodate future housing. Consequently, the City only has land use authority over
a 2.2 square mile area.

The 2.2 square miles under the City’s jurisdiction are densely developed with a high concentration of multi-family housing which
provides limited geographic capacity to accommodate significant new growth.

95% of the parcels in Coronado are already zoned for residential use and there are very few vacant properties, severely limiting
the City’s ability to meet the proposed RHNA by rezoning commercial properties or developing vacant land.

The entire City of Coronado is within the coastal zone. Residential uses are not coastal dependent uses and new high-density,
multi-family housing would require Coastal Commission approval and meet attendant off-street parking requirements.

Coronado is within the Airport Influence Area and Accident Potential Zone of NAS North Island which will prevent any increased
density or height.

Coronado has a high concentration of designated historic homes which cannot reasonably be redeveloped with higher density
multi-family units and the loss of historic properties would irreparably damage Coronado’s uniqgue community character.
Coronado’s only links to mainland San Diego are via the San Diego-Coronado Bridge and State Route 75 along the Silver Strand.
Commuter trips generated by new housing would exacerbate already congested conditions on the Bridge and State Route 75 and
there are no practical alternatives to increase traffic capacity.

The inclusion of military jobs in the RHNA formula unreasonably escalates Coronado’s housing share.

Naval Air Station North Island (NASNI) comprises almost 70% of Coronado’s total land area, approximately 25% of its population,
and 45% of its total jobs. No other city in San Diego County would be as significantly impacted by the presence of a military base
in their jurisdiction.

Active military jobs should not be included in the RHNA formula. Active duty military jobs are unique because military personnel
are assigned to a base and have no choice where to live and work. Moreover, local governments have no control over military
base population, jobs, or housing provisions.

While the proposed RHNA formula includes all active military jobs at NASNI, it does not account for housing already provided for
the vast majority of service men and women who reside on base, aboard ships, or in federally subsidized military housing in San
Diego County. Moreover, it is illogical to include thousands of Navy jobs assigned to aircraft carriers whose sailors must live
aboard the ship.

NASNI provides regional economic benefits which are enjoyed throughout the SANDAG region while the City of Coronado
disproportionately endures its traffic, noise, and other impacts. Providing additional housing for military personnel should be a
shared burden between the entire San Diego region and the U.S. Navy, not just the City of Coronado. Coronado’s high land
values makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing.

Like many coastal California cities, Coronado is a highly desirable place to live and consequently has very high land costs which
makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing. While the City of Coronado may ultimately endure
a painstaking process to rezone its community to accommodate the desired high density affordable housing, it is unlikely that
developers will construct.

For the reasons outlined above, we respectfully request the SANDAG Board of Directors revise the draft RHNA plan to account for the
unique circumstances and challenges in Coronado.

Donnalrene  9/4/2019 3:55:50 AM



Objection to Proposed 1000+ Units for Coronado

Dear Honorable Board Members:

The community of Coronado appreciates the opportunity to share our comments and concerns with the proposed 2021-2029 Regional
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) plan. The community recognizes development of the RHNA is a challenging endeavor and we sincerely
appreciate the hard work and active engagement of SANDAG staff throughout the process.

We have grave concerns about the plan’s disproportionate impact on Coronado. Under the proposed RHNA plan, Coronado would be
assigned 1,001 new housing units, up from 50 and 64 units during the prior two housing cycles. While we are committed to doing its fair
share to address the region’s housing shortage, the proposed 2000% RHNA increase is both unreasonable and impractical for the reasons
outlined below.

Coronado is constrained unlike any other city in San Diego County.

Although the City of Coronado occupies 7.7 square miles of land within its boundaries, approximately 5.5 square miles, or 71% of
the City, are owned by the U.S. Navy, the Unified Port District of San Diego, and the California Department of Parks and
Recreation, none of which may be used to accommodate future housing. Consequently, the City only has land use authority over
a 2.2 square mile area.

The 2.2 square miles under the City’s jurisdiction are densely developed with a high concentration of multi-family housing which
provides limited geographic capacity to accommodate significant new growth.

95% of the parcels in Coronado are already zoned for residential use and there are very few vacant properties, severely limiting
the City’s ability to meet the proposed RHNA by rezoning commercial properties or developing vacant land.

The entire City of Coronado is within the coastal zone. Residential uses are not coastal dependent uses and new high-density,
multi-family housing would require Coastal Commission approval and meet attendant off-street parking requirements.

Coronado is within the Airport Influence Area and Accident Potential Zone of NAS North Island which will prevent any increased
density or height.

Coronado has a high concentration of designated historic homes which cannot reasonably be redeveloped with higher density
multi-family units and the loss of historic properties would irreparably damage Coronado’s unique community character.
Coronado’s only links to mainland San Diego are via the San Diego-Coronado Bridge and State Route 75 along the Silver Strand.
Commuter trips generated by new housing would exacerbate already congested conditions on the Bridge and State Route 75 and
there are no practical alternatives to increase traffic capacity.

The inclusion of military jobs in the RHNA formula unreasonably escalates Coronado’s housing share.

Naval Air Station North Island (NASNI) comprises almost 70% of Coronado’s total land area, approximately 25% of its population,
and 45% of its total jobs. No other city in San Diego County would be as significantly impacted by the presence of a military base
in their jurisdiction.

Active military jobs should not be included in the RHNA formula. Active duty military jobs are unique because military personnel
are assigned to a base and have no choice where to live and work. Moreover, local governments have no control over military
base population, jobs, or housing provisions.

While the proposed RHNA formula includes all active military jobs at NASNI, it does not account for housing already provided for
the vast majority of service men and women who reside on base, aboard ships, or in federally subsidized military housing in San
Diego County. Moreover, it is illogical to include thousands of Navy jobs assigned to aircraft carriers whose sailors must live
aboard the ship.

NASNI provides regional economic benefits which are enjoyed throughout the SANDAG region while the City of Coronado
disproportionately endures its traffic, noise, and other impacts. Providing additional housing for military personnel should be a
shared burden between the entire San Diego region and the U.S. Navy, not just the City of Coronado. Coronado’s high land
values makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing.

Like many coastal California cities, Coronado is a highly desirable place to live and consequently has very high land costs which
makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing. While the City of Coronado may ultimately endure
a painstaking process to rezone its community to accommodate the desired high density affordable housing, it is unlikely that
developers will construct.

For the reasons outlined above, we respectfully request the SANDAG Board of Directors revise the draft RHNA plan to account for the
unique circumstances and challenges in Coronado.

Janice p Clements  9/4/2019 2:36:19 AM



Objection to Proposed 1000+ Units for Coronado

Dear Honorable Board Members:

The community of Coronado appreciates the opportunity to share our comments and concerns with the proposed 2021-2029 Regional
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) plan. The community recognizes development of the RHNA is a challenging endeavor and we sincerely
appreciate the hard work and active engagement of SANDAG staff throughout the process.

We have grave concerns about the plan’s disproportionate impact on Coronado. Under the proposed RHNA plan, Coronado would be
assigned 1,001 new housing units, up from 50 and 64 units during the prior two housing cycles. While we are committed to doing its fair
share to address the region’s housing shortage, the proposed 2000% RHNA increase is both unreasonable and impractical for the reasons
outlined below.

Coronado is constrained unlike any other city in San Diego County.

Although the City of Coronado occupies 7.7 square miles of land within its boundaries, approximately 5.5 square miles, or 71% of
the City, are owned by the U.S. Navy, the Unified Port District of San Diego, and the California Department of Parks and
Recreation, none of which may be used to accommodate future housing. Consequently, the City only has land use authority over
a 2.2 square mile area.

The 2.2 square miles under the City’s jurisdiction are densely developed with a high concentration of multi-family housing which
provides limited geographic capacity to accommodate significant new growth.

95% of the parcels in Coronado are already zoned for residential use and there are very few vacant properties, severely limiting
the City’s ability to meet the proposed RHNA by rezoning commercial properties or developing vacant land.

The entire City of Coronado is within the coastal zone. Residential uses are not coastal dependent uses and new high-density,
multi-family housing would require Coastal Commission approval and meet attendant off-street parking requirements.

Coronado is within the Airport Influence Area and Accident Potential Zone of NAS North Island which will prevent any increased
density or height.

Coronado has a high concentration of designated historic homes which cannot reasonably be redeveloped with higher density
multi-family units and the loss of historic properties would irreparably damage Coronado’s unique community character.
Coronado’s only links to mainland San Diego are via the San Diego-Coronado Bridge and State Route 75 along the Silver Strand.
Commuter trips generated by new housing would exacerbate already congested conditions on the Bridge and State Route 75 and
there are no practical alternatives to increase traffic capacity.

The inclusion of military jobs in the RHNA formula unreasonably escalates Coronado’s housing share.

Naval Air Station North Island (NASNI) comprises almost 70% of Coronado’s total land area, approximately 25% of its population,
and 45% of its total jobs. No other city in San Diego County would be as significantly impacted by the presence of a military base
in their jurisdiction.

Active military jobs should not be included in the RHNA formula. Active duty military jobs are unique because military personnel
are assigned to a base and have no choice where to live and work. Moreover, local governments have no control over military
base population, jobs, or housing provisions.

While the proposed RHNA formula includes all active military jobs at NASNI, it does not account for housing already provided for
the vast majority of service men and women who reside on base, aboard ships, or in federally subsidized military housing in San
Diego County. Moreover, it is illogical to include thousands of Navy jobs assigned to aircraft carriers whose sailors must live
aboard the ship.

NASNI provides regional economic benefits which are enjoyed throughout the SANDAG region while the City of Coronado
disproportionately endures its traffic, noise, and other impacts. Providing additional housing for military personnel should be a
shared burden between the entire San Diego region and the U.S. Navy, not just the City of Coronado. Coronado’s high land
values makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing.

Like many coastal California cities, Coronado is a highly desirable place to live and consequently has very high land costs which
makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing. While the City of Coronado may ultimately endure
a painstaking process to rezone its community to accommodate the desired high density affordable housing, it is unlikely that
developers will construct.

For the reasons outlined above, we respectfully request the SANDAG Board of Directors revise the draft RHNA plan to account for the
unique circumstances and challenges in Coronado.

Marcia Banks  9/4/2019 2:16:20 AM



Objection to Proposed 1000+ Units for Coronado

Dear Honorable Board Members:

The community of Coronado appreciates the opportunity to share our comments and concerns with the proposed 2021-2029 Regional
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) plan. The community recognizes development of the RHNA is a challenging endeavor and we sincerely
appreciate the hard work and active engagement of SANDAG staff throughout the process.

We have grave concerns about the plan’s disproportionate impact on Coronado. Under the proposed RHNA plan, Coronado would be
assigned 1,001 new housing units, up from 50 and 64 units during the prior two housing cycles. While we are committed to doing its fair
share to address the region’s housing shortage, the proposed 2000% RHNA increase is both unreasonable and impractical for the reasons
outlined below.

Coronado is constrained unlike any other city in San Diego County.

Although the City of Coronado occupies 7.7 square miles of land within its boundaries, approximately 5.5 square miles, or 71% of
the City, are owned by the U.S. Navy, the Unified Port District of San Diego, and the California Department of Parks and
Recreation, none of which may be used to accommodate future housing. Consequently, the City only has land use authority over
a 2.2 square mile area.

The 2.2 square miles under the City’s jurisdiction are densely developed with a high concentration of multi-family housing which
provides limited geographic capacity to accommodate significant new growth.

95% of the parcels in Coronado are already zoned for residential use and there are very few vacant properties, severely limiting
the City’s ability to meet the proposed RHNA by rezoning commercial properties or developing vacant land.

The entire City of Coronado is within the coastal zone. Residential uses are not coastal dependent uses and new high-density,
multi-family housing would require Coastal Commission approval and meet attendant off-street parking requirements.

Coronado is within the Airport Influence Area and Accident Potential Zone of NAS North Island which will prevent any increased
density or height.

Coronado has a high concentration of designated historic homes which cannot reasonably be redeveloped with higher density
multi-family units and the loss of historic properties would irreparably damage Coronado’s unique community character.
Coronado’s only links to mainland San Diego are via the San Diego-Coronado Bridge and State Route 75 along the Silver Strand.
Commuter trips generated by new housing would exacerbate already congested conditions on the Bridge and State Route 75 and
there are no practical alternatives to increase traffic capacity.

The inclusion of military jobs in the RHNA formula unreasonably escalates Coronado’s housing share.

Naval Air Station North Island (NASNI) comprises almost 70% of Coronado’s total land area, approximately 25% of its population,
and 45% of its total jobs. No other city in San Diego County would be as significantly impacted by the presence of a military base
in their jurisdiction.

Active military jobs should not be included in the RHNA formula. Active duty military jobs are unique because military personnel
are assigned to a base and have no choice where to live and work. Moreover, local governments have no control over military
base population, jobs, or housing provisions.

While the proposed RHNA formula includes all active military jobs at NASNI, it does not account for housing already provided for
the vast majority of service men and women who reside on base, aboard ships, or in federally subsidized military housing in San
Diego County. Moreover, it is illogical to include thousands of Navy jobs assigned to aircraft carriers whose sailors must live
aboard the ship.

NASNI provides regional economic benefits which are enjoyed throughout the SANDAG region while the City of Coronado
disproportionately endures its traffic, noise, and other impacts. Providing additional housing for military personnel should be a
shared burden between the entire San Diego region and the U.S. Navy, not just the City of Coronado. Coronado’s high land
values makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing.

Like many coastal California cities, Coronado is a highly desirable place to live and consequently has very high land costs which
makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing. While the City of Coronado may ultimately endure
a painstaking process to rezone its community to accommodate the desired high density affordable housing, it is unlikely that
developers will construct.

For the reasons outlined above, we respectfully request the SANDAG Board of Directors revise the draft RHNA plan to account for the
unique circumstances and challenges in Coronado.

Sally wilson  9/3/2019 11:30:25 PM



Objection to Proposed 1000+ Units for Coronado

Dear Honorable Board Members:

The community of Coronado appreciates the opportunity to share our comments and concerns with the proposed 2021-2029 Regional
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) plan. The community recognizes development of the RHNA is a challenging endeavor and we sincerely
appreciate the hard work and active engagement of SANDAG staff throughout the process.

We have grave concerns about the plan’s disproportionate impact on Coronado. Under the proposed RHNA plan, Coronado would be
assigned 1,001 new housing units, up from 50 and 64 units during the prior two housing cycles. While we are committed to doing its fair
share to address the region’s housing shortage, the proposed 2000% RHNA increase is both unreasonable and impractical for the reasons
outlined below.

Coronado is constrained unlike any other city in San Diego County.

Although the City of Coronado occupies 7.7 square miles of land within its boundaries, approximately 5.5 square miles, or 71% of
the City, are owned by the U.S. Navy, the Unified Port District of San Diego, and the California Department of Parks and
Recreation, none of which may be used to accommodate future housing. Consequently, the City only has land use authority over
a 2.2 square mile area.

The 2.2 square miles under the City’s jurisdiction are densely developed with a high concentration of multi-family housing which
provides limited geographic capacity to accommodate significant new growth.

95% of the parcels in Coronado are already zoned for residential use and there are very few vacant properties, severely limiting
the City’s ability to meet the proposed RHNA by rezoning commercial properties or developing vacant land.

The entire City of Coronado is within the coastal zone. Residential uses are not coastal dependent uses and new high-density,
multi-family housing would require Coastal Commission approval and meet attendant off-street parking requirements.

Coronado is within the Airport Influence Area and Accident Potential Zone of NAS North Island which will prevent any increased
density or height.

Coronado has a high concentration of designated historic homes which cannot reasonably be redeveloped with higher density
multi-family units and the loss of historic properties would irreparably damage Coronado’s unique community character.
Coronado’s only links to mainland San Diego are via the San Diego-Coronado Bridge and State Route 75 along the Silver Strand.
Commuter trips generated by new housing would exacerbate already congested conditions on the Bridge and State Route 75 and
there are no practical alternatives to increase traffic capacity.

The inclusion of military jobs in the RHNA formula unreasonably escalates Coronado’s housing share.

Naval Air Station North Island (NASNI) comprises almost 70% of Coronado’s total land area, approximately 25% of its population,
and 45% of its total jobs. No other city in San Diego County would be as significantly impacted by the presence of a military base
in their jurisdiction.

Active military jobs should not be included in the RHNA formula. Active duty military jobs are unique because military personnel
are assigned to a base and have no choice where to live and work. Moreover, local governments have no control over military
base population, jobs, or housing provisions.

While the proposed RHNA formula includes all active military jobs at NASNI, it does not account for housing already provided for
the vast majority of service men and women who reside on base, aboard ships, or in federally subsidized military housing in San
Diego County. Moreover, it is illogical to include thousands of Navy jobs assigned to aircraft carriers whose sailors must live
aboard the ship.

NASNI provides regional economic benefits which are enjoyed throughout the SANDAG region while the City of Coronado
disproportionately endures its traffic, noise, and other impacts. Providing additional housing for military personnel should be a
shared burden between the entire San Diego region and the U.S. Navy, not just the City of Coronado. Coronado’s high land
values makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing.

Like many coastal California cities, Coronado is a highly desirable place to live and consequently has very high land costs which
makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing. While the City of Coronado may ultimately endure
a painstaking process to rezone its community to accommodate the desired high density affordable housing, it is unlikely that
developers will construct.

For the reasons outlined above, we respectfully request the SANDAG Board of Directors revise the draft RHNA plan to account for the
unique circumstances and challenges in Coronado.

William Brock  9/3/2019 10:28:38 PM



Objection to Proposed 1000+ Units for Coronado

Dear Honorable Board Members:

The community of Coronado appreciates the opportunity to share our comments and concerns with the proposed 2021-2029 Regional
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) plan. The community recognizes development of the RHNA is a challenging endeavor and we sincerely
appreciate the hard work and active engagement of SANDAG staff throughout the process.

We have grave concerns about the plan’s disproportionate impact on Coronado. Under the proposed RHNA plan, Coronado would be
assigned 1,001 new housing units, up from 50 and 64 units during the prior two housing cycles. While we are committed to doing its fair
share to address the region’s housing shortage, the proposed 2000% RHNA increase is both unreasonable and impractical for the reasons
outlined below.

Coronado is constrained unlike any other city in San Diego County.

Although the City of Coronado occupies 7.7 square miles of land within its boundaries, approximately 5.5 square miles, or 71% of
the City, are owned by the U.S. Navy, the Unified Port District of San Diego, and the California Department of Parks and
Recreation, none of which may be used to accommodate future housing. Consequently, the City only has land use authority over
a 2.2 square mile area.

The 2.2 square miles under the City’s jurisdiction are densely developed with a high concentration of multi-family housing which
provides limited geographic capacity to accommodate significant new growth.

95% of the parcels in Coronado are already zoned for residential use and there are very few vacant properties, severely limiting
the City’s ability to meet the proposed RHNA by rezoning commercial properties or developing vacant land.

The entire City of Coronado is within the coastal zone. Residential uses are not coastal dependent uses and new high-density,
multi-family housing would require Coastal Commission approval and meet attendant off-street parking requirements.

Coronado is within the Airport Influence Area and Accident Potential Zone of NAS North Island which will prevent any increased
density or height.

Coronado has a high concentration of designated historic homes which cannot reasonably be redeveloped with higher density
multi-family units and the loss of historic properties would irreparably damage Coronado’s unique community character.
Coronado’s only links to mainland San Diego are via the San Diego-Coronado Bridge and State Route 75 along the Silver Strand.
Commuter trips generated by new housing would exacerbate already congested conditions on the Bridge and State Route 75 and
there are no practical alternatives to increase traffic capacity.

The inclusion of military jobs in the RHNA formula unreasonably escalates Coronado’s housing share.

Naval Air Station North Island (NASNI) comprises almost 70% of Coronado’s total land area, approximately 25% of its population,
and 45% of its total jobs. No other city in San Diego County would be as significantly impacted by the presence of a military base
in their jurisdiction.

Active military jobs should not be included in the RHNA formula. Active duty military jobs are unique because military personnel
are assigned to a base and have no choice where to live and work. Moreover, local governments have no control over military
base population, jobs, or housing provisions.

While the proposed RHNA formula includes all active military jobs at NASNI, it does not account for housing already provided for
the vast majority of service men and women who reside on base, aboard ships, or in federally subsidized military housing in San
Diego County. Moreover, it is illogical to include thousands of Navy jobs assigned to aircraft carriers whose sailors must live
aboard the ship.

NASNI provides regional economic benefits which are enjoyed throughout the SANDAG region while the City of Coronado
disproportionately endures its traffic, noise, and other impacts. Providing additional housing for military personnel should be a
shared burden between the entire San Diego region and the U.S. Navy, not just the City of Coronado. Coronado’s high land
values makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing.

Like many coastal California cities, Coronado is a highly desirable place to live and consequently has very high land costs which
makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing. While the City of Coronado may ultimately endure
a painstaking process to rezone its community to accommodate the desired high density affordable housing, it is unlikely that
developers will construct.

For the reasons outlined above, we respectfully request the SANDAG Board of Directors revise the draft RHNA plan to account for the
unique circumstances and challenges in Coronado.

C Graf

9/3/2019 10:28:04 PM



Objection to Proposed 1000+ Units for Coronado

Dear Honorable Board Members:

The community of Coronado appreciates the opportunity to share our comments and concerns with the proposed 2021-2029 Regional
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) plan. The community recognizes development of the RHNA is a challenging endeavor and we sincerely
appreciate the hard work and active engagement of SANDAG staff throughout the process.

We have grave concerns about the plan’s disproportionate impact on Coronado. Under the proposed RHNA plan, Coronado would be
assigned 1,001 new housing units, up from 50 and 64 units during the prior two housing cycles. While we are committed to doing its fair
share to address the region’s housing shortage, the proposed 2000% RHNA increase is both unreasonable and impractical for the reasons
outlined below.

Coronado is constrained unlike any other city in San Diego County.

Although the City of Coronado occupies 7.7 square miles of land within its boundaries, approximately 5.5 square miles, or 71% of
the City, are owned by the U.S. Navy, the Unified Port District of San Diego, and the California Department of Parks and
Recreation, none of which may be used to accommodate future housing. Consequently, the City only has land use authority over
a 2.2 square mile area.

The 2.2 square miles under the City’s jurisdiction are densely developed with a high concentration of multi-family housing which
provides limited geographic capacity to accommodate significant new growth.

95% of the parcels in Coronado are already zoned for residential use and there are very few vacant properties, severely limiting
the City’s ability to meet the proposed RHNA by rezoning commercial properties or developing vacant land.

The entire City of Coronado is within the coastal zone. Residential uses are not coastal dependent uses and new high-density,
multi-family housing would require Coastal Commission approval and meet attendant off-street parking requirements.

Coronado is within the Airport Influence Area and Accident Potential Zone of NAS North Island which will prevent any increased
density or height.

Coronado has a high concentration of designated historic homes which cannot reasonably be redeveloped with higher density
multi-family units and the loss of historic properties would irreparably damage Coronado’s unique community character.
Coronado’s only links to mainland San Diego are via the San Diego-Coronado Bridge and State Route 75 along the Silver Strand.
Commuter trips generated by new housing would exacerbate already congested conditions on the Bridge and State Route 75 and
there are no practical alternatives to increase traffic capacity.

The inclusion of military jobs in the RHNA formula unreasonably escalates Coronado’s housing share.

Naval Air Station North Island (NASNI) comprises almost 70% of Coronado’s total land area, approximately 25% of its population,
and 45% of its total jobs. No other city in San Diego County would be as significantly impacted by the presence of a military base
in their jurisdiction.

Active military jobs should not be included in the RHNA formula. Active duty military jobs are unique because military personnel
are assigned to a base and have no choice where to live and work. Moreover, local governments have no control over military
base population, jobs, or housing provisions.

While the proposed RHNA formula includes all active military jobs at NASNI, it does not account for housing already provided for
the vast majority of service men and women who reside on base, aboard ships, or in federally subsidized military housing in San
Diego County. Moreover, it is illogical to include thousands of Navy jobs assigned to aircraft carriers whose sailors must live
aboard the ship.

NASNI provides regional economic benefits which are enjoyed throughout the SANDAG region while the City of Coronado
disproportionately endures its traffic, noise, and other impacts. Providing additional housing for military personnel should be a
shared burden between the entire San Diego region and the U.S. Navy, not just the City of Coronado. Coronado’s high land
values makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing.

Like many coastal California cities, Coronado is a highly desirable place to live and consequently has very high land costs which
makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing. While the City of Coronado may ultimately endure
a painstaking process to rezone its community to accommodate the desired high density affordable housing, it is unlikely that
developers will construct.

For the reasons outlined above, we respectfully request the SANDAG Board of Directors revise the draft RHNA plan to account for the
unique circumstances and challenges in Coronado.

Bernard Esrock 9/3/2019 10:21:31 PM



Objection to Proposed 1000+ Units for Coronado

Dear Honorable Board Members:

The community of Coronado appreciates the opportunity to share our comments and concerns with the proposed 2021-2029 Regional
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) plan. The community recognizes development of the RHNA is a challenging endeavor and we sincerely
appreciate the hard work and active engagement of SANDAG staff throughout the process.

We have grave concerns about the plan’s disproportionate impact on Coronado. Under the proposed RHNA plan, Coronado would be
assigned 1,001 new housing units, up from 50 and 64 units during the prior two housing cycles. While we are committed to doing its fair
share to address the region’s housing shortage, the proposed 2000% RHNA increase is both unreasonable and impractical for the reasons
outlined below.

Coronado is constrained unlike any other city in San Diego County.

Although the City of Coronado occupies 7.7 square miles of land within its boundaries, approximately 5.5 square miles, or 71% of
the City, are owned by the U.S. Navy, the Unified Port District of San Diego, and the California Department of Parks and
Recreation, none of which may be used to accommodate future housing. Consequently, the City only has land use authority over
a 2.2 square mile area.

The 2.2 square miles under the City’s jurisdiction are densely developed with a high concentration of multi-family housing which
provides limited geographic capacity to accommodate significant new growth.

95% of the parcels in Coronado are already zoned for residential use and there are very few vacant properties, severely limiting
the City’s ability to meet the proposed RHNA by rezoning commercial properties or developing vacant land.

The entire City of Coronado is within the coastal zone. Residential uses are not coastal dependent uses and new high-density,
multi-family housing would require Coastal Commission approval and meet attendant off-street parking requirements.

Coronado is within the Airport Influence Area and Accident Potential Zone of NAS North Island which will prevent any increased
density or height.

Coronado has a high concentration of designated historic homes which cannot reasonably be redeveloped with higher density
multi-family units and the loss of historic properties would irreparably damage Coronado’s unique community character.
Coronado’s only links to mainland San Diego are via the San Diego-Coronado Bridge and State Route 75 along the Silver Strand.
Commuter trips generated by new housing would exacerbate already congested conditions on the Bridge and State Route 75 and
there are no practical alternatives to increase traffic capacity.

The inclusion of military jobs in the RHNA formula unreasonably escalates Coronado’s housing share.

Naval Air Station North Island (NASNI) comprises almost 70% of Coronado’s total land area, approximately 25% of its population,
and 45% of its total jobs. No other city in San Diego County would be as significantly impacted by the presence of a military base
in their jurisdiction.

Active military jobs should not be included in the RHNA formula. Active duty military jobs are unique because military personnel
are assigned to a base and have no choice where to live and work. Moreover, local governments have no control over military
base population, jobs, or housing provisions.

While the proposed RHNA formula includes all active military jobs at NASNI, it does not account for housing already provided for
the vast majority of service men and women who reside on base, aboard ships, or in federally subsidized military housing in San
Diego County. Moreover, it is illogical to include thousands of Navy jobs assigned to aircraft carriers whose sailors must live
aboard the ship.

NASNI provides regional economic benefits which are enjoyed throughout the SANDAG region while the City of Coronado
disproportionately endures its traffic, noise, and other impacts. Providing additional housing for military personnel should be a
shared burden between the entire San Diego region and the U.S. Navy, not just the City of Coronado. Coronado’s high land
values makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing.

Like many coastal California cities, Coronado is a highly desirable place to live and consequently has very high land costs which
makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing. While the City of Coronado may ultimately endure
a painstaking process to rezone its community to accommodate the desired high density affordable housing, it is unlikely that
developers will construct.

For the reasons outlined above, we respectfully request the SANDAG Board of Directors revise the draft RHNA plan to account for the
unique circumstances and challenges in Coronado.

N J Kuebler 9/3/2019 10:13:04 PM



Objection to Proposed 1000+ Units for Coronado

Dear Honorable Board Members:

The community of Coronado appreciates the opportunity to share our comments and concerns with the proposed 2021-2029 Regional
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) plan. The community recognizes development of the RHNA is a challenging endeavor and we sincerely
appreciate the hard work and active engagement of SANDAG staff throughout the process.

We have grave concerns about the plan’s disproportionate impact on Coronado. Under the proposed RHNA plan, Coronado would be
assigned 1,001 new housing units, up from 50 and 64 units during the prior two housing cycles. While we are committed to doing its fair
share to address the region’s housing shortage, the proposed 2000% RHNA increase is both unreasonable and impractical for the reasons
outlined below.

Coronado is constrained unlike any other city in San Diego County.

Although the City of Coronado occupies 7.7 square miles of land within its boundaries, approximately 5.5 square miles, or 71% of
the City, are owned by the U.S. Navy, the Unified Port District of San Diego, and the California Department of Parks and
Recreation, none of which may be used to accommodate future housing. Consequently, the City only has land use authority over
a 2.2 square mile area.

The 2.2 square miles under the City’s jurisdiction are densely developed with a high concentration of multi-family housing which
provides limited geographic capacity to accommodate significant new growth.

95% of the parcels in Coronado are already zoned for residential use and there are very few vacant properties, severely limiting
the City’s ability to meet the proposed RHNA by rezoning commercial properties or developing vacant land.

The entire City of Coronado is within the coastal zone. Residential uses are not coastal dependent uses and new high-density,
multi-family housing would require Coastal Commission approval and meet attendant off-street parking requirements.

Coronado is within the Airport Influence Area and Accident Potential Zone of NAS North Island which will prevent any increased
density or height.

Coronado has a high concentration of designated historic homes which cannot reasonably be redeveloped with higher density
multi-family units and the loss of historic properties would irreparably damage Coronado’s unique community character.
Coronado’s only links to mainland San Diego are via the San Diego-Coronado Bridge and State Route 75 along the Silver Strand.
Commuter trips generated by new housing would exacerbate already congested conditions on the Bridge and State Route 75 and
there are no practical alternatives to increase traffic capacity.

The inclusion of military jobs in the RHNA formula unreasonably escalates Coronado’s housing share.

Naval Air Station North Island (NASNI) comprises almost 70% of Coronado’s total land area, approximately 25% of its population,
and 45% of its total jobs. No other city in San Diego County would be as significantly impacted by the presence of a military base
in their jurisdiction.

Active military jobs should not be included in the RHNA formula. Active duty military jobs are unique because military personnel
are assigned to a base and have no choice where to live and work. Moreover, local governments have no control over military
base population, jobs, or housing provisions.

While the proposed RHNA formula includes all active military jobs at NASNI, it does not account for housing already provided for
the vast majority of service men and women who reside on base, aboard ships, or in federally subsidized military housing in San
Diego County. Moreover, it is illogical to include thousands of Navy jobs assigned to aircraft carriers whose sailors must live
aboard the ship.

NASNI provides regional economic benefits which are enjoyed throughout the SANDAG region while the City of Coronado
disproportionately endures its traffic, noise, and other impacts. Providing additional housing for military personnel should be a
shared burden between the entire San Diego region and the U.S. Navy, not just the City of Coronado. Coronado’s high land
values makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing.

Like many coastal California cities, Coronado is a highly desirable place to live and consequently has very high land costs which
makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing. While the City of Coronado may ultimately endure
a painstaking process to rezone its community to accommodate the desired high density affordable housing, it is unlikely that
developers will construct.

For the reasons outlined above, we respectfully request the SANDAG Board of Directors revise the draft RHNA plan to account for the
unique circumstances and challenges in Coronado.

Jefferson Rotherham  9/3/2019 10:12:07 PM



Objection to Proposed 1000+ Units for Coronado

Dear Honorable Board Members:

The community of Coronado appreciates the opportunity to share our comments and concerns with the proposed 2021-2029 Regional
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) plan. The community recognizes development of the RHNA is a challenging endeavor and we sincerely
appreciate the hard work and active engagement of SANDAG staff throughout the process.

We have grave concerns about the plan’s disproportionate impact on Coronado. Under the proposed RHNA plan, Coronado would be
assigned 1,001 new housing units, up from 50 and 64 units during the prior two housing cycles. While we are committed to doing its fair
share to address the region’s housing shortage, the proposed 2000% RHNA increase is both unreasonable and impractical for the reasons
outlined below.

Coronado is constrained unlike any other city in San Diego County.

Although the City of Coronado occupies 7.7 square miles of land within its boundaries, approximately 5.5 square miles, or 71% of
the City, are owned by the U.S. Navy, the Unified Port District of San Diego, and the California Department of Parks and
Recreation, none of which may be used to accommodate future housing. Consequently, the City only has land use authority over
a 2.2 square mile area.

The 2.2 square miles under the City’s jurisdiction are densely developed with a high concentration of multi-family housing which
provides limited geographic capacity to accommodate significant new growth.

95% of the parcels in Coronado are already zoned for residential use and there are very few vacant properties, severely limiting
the City’s ability to meet the proposed RHNA by rezoning commercial properties or developing vacant land.

The entire City of Coronado is within the coastal zone. Residential uses are not coastal dependent uses and new high-density,
multi-family housing would require Coastal Commission approval and meet attendant off-street parking requirements.

Coronado is within the Airport Influence Area and Accident Potential Zone of NAS North Island which will prevent any increased
density or height.

Coronado has a high concentration of designated historic homes which cannot reasonably be redeveloped with higher density
multi-family units and the loss of historic properties would irreparably damage Coronado’s unique community character.
Coronado’s only links to mainland San Diego are via the San Diego-Coronado Bridge and State Route 75 along the Silver Strand.
Commuter trips generated by new housing would exacerbate already congested conditions on the Bridge and State Route 75 and
there are no practical alternatives to increase traffic capacity.

The inclusion of military jobs in the RHNA formula unreasonably escalates Coronado’s housing share.

Naval Air Station North Island (NASNI) comprises almost 70% of Coronado’s total land area, approximately 25% of its population,
and 45% of its total jobs. No other city in San Diego County would be as significantly impacted by the presence of a military base
in their jurisdiction.

Active military jobs should not be included in the RHNA formula. Active duty military jobs are unique because military personnel
are assigned to a base and have no choice where to live and work. Moreover, local governments have no control over military
base population, jobs, or housing provisions.

While the proposed RHNA formula includes all active military jobs at NASNI, it does not account for housing already provided for
the vast majority of service men and women who reside on base, aboard ships, or in federally subsidized military housing in San
Diego County. Moreover, it is illogical to include thousands of Navy jobs assigned to aircraft carriers whose sailors must live
aboard the ship.

NASNI provides regional economic benefits which are enjoyed throughout the SANDAG region while the City of Coronado
disproportionately endures its traffic, noise, and other impacts. Providing additional housing for military personnel should be a
shared burden between the entire San Diego region and the U.S. Navy, not just the City of Coronado. Coronado’s high land
values makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing.

Like many coastal California cities, Coronado is a highly desirable place to live and consequently has very high land costs which
makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing. While the City of Coronado may ultimately endure
a painstaking process to rezone its community to accommodate the desired high density affordable housing, it is unlikely that
developers will construct.

For the reasons outlined above, we respectfully request the SANDAG Board of Directors revise the draft RHNA plan to account for the
unique circumstances and challenges in Coronado.

Nancy Mowry  9/3/2019 10:03:55 PM



Objection to Proposed 1000+ Units for Coronado

Dear Honorable Board Members:

The community of Coronado appreciates the opportunity to share our comments and concerns with the proposed 2021-2029 Regional
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) plan. The community recognizes development of the RHNA is a challenging endeavor and we sincerely
appreciate the hard work and active engagement of SANDAG staff throughout the process.

We have grave concerns about the plan’s disproportionate impact on Coronado. Under the proposed RHNA plan, Coronado would be
assigned 1,001 new housing units, up from 50 and 64 units during the prior two housing cycles. While we are committed to doing its fair
share to address the region’s housing shortage, the proposed 2000% RHNA increase is both unreasonable and impractical for the reasons
outlined below.

Coronado is constrained unlike any other city in San Diego County.

Although the City of Coronado occupies 7.7 square miles of land within its boundaries, approximately 5.5 square miles, or 71% of
the City, are owned by the U.S. Navy, the Unified Port District of San Diego, and the California Department of Parks and
Recreation, none of which may be used to accommodate future housing. Consequently, the City only has land use authority over
a 2.2 square mile area.

The 2.2 square miles under the City’s jurisdiction are densely developed with a high concentration of multi-family housing which
provides limited geographic capacity to accommodate significant new growth.

95% of the parcels in Coronado are already zoned for residential use and there are very few vacant properties, severely limiting
the City’s ability to meet the proposed RHNA by rezoning commercial properties or developing vacant land.

The entire City of Coronado is within the coastal zone. Residential uses are not coastal dependent uses and new high-density,
multi-family housing would require Coastal Commission approval and meet attendant off-street parking requirements.

Coronado is within the Airport Influence Area and Accident Potential Zone of NAS North Island which will prevent any increased
density or height.

Coronado has a high concentration of designated historic homes which cannot reasonably be redeveloped with higher density
multi-family units and the loss of historic properties would irreparably damage Coronado’s unique community character.
Coronado’s only links to mainland San Diego are via the San Diego-Coronado Bridge and State Route 75 along the Silver Strand.
Commuter trips generated by new housing would exacerbate already congested conditions on the Bridge and State Route 75 and
there are no practical alternatives to increase traffic capacity.

The inclusion of military jobs in the RHNA formula unreasonably escalates Coronado’s housing share.

Naval Air Station North Island (NASNI) comprises almost 70% of Coronado’s total land area, approximately 25% of its population,
and 45% of its total jobs. No other city in San Diego County would be as significantly impacted by the presence of a military base
in their jurisdiction.

Active military jobs should not be included in the RHNA formula. Active duty military jobs are unique because military personnel
are assigned to a base and have no choice where to live and work. Moreover, local governments have no control over military
base population, jobs, or housing provisions.

While the proposed RHNA formula includes all active military jobs at NASNI, it does not account for housing already provided for
the vast majority of service men and women who reside on base, aboard ships, or in federally subsidized military housing in San
Diego County. Moreover, it is illogical to include thousands of Navy jobs assigned to aircraft carriers whose sailors must live
aboard the ship.

NASNI provides regional economic benefits which are enjoyed throughout the SANDAG region while the City of Coronado
disproportionately endures its traffic, noise, and other impacts. Providing additional housing for military personnel should be a
shared burden between the entire San Diego region and the U.S. Navy, not just the City of Coronado. Coronado’s high land
values makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing.

Like many coastal California cities, Coronado is a highly desirable place to live and consequently has very high land costs which
makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing. While the City of Coronado may ultimately endure
a painstaking process to rezone its community to accommodate the desired high density affordable housing, it is unlikely that
developers will construct.

For the reasons outlined above, we respectfully request the SANDAG Board of Directors revise the draft RHNA plan to account for the
unique circumstances and challenges in Coronado.

Dianna Facey  9/3/2019 9:55:14 PM



Objection to Proposed 1000+ Units for Coronado

Dear Honorable Board Members:

The community of Coronado appreciates the opportunity to share our comments and concerns with the proposed 2021-2029 Regional
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) plan. The community recognizes development of the RHNA is a challenging endeavor and we sincerely
appreciate the hard work and active engagement of SANDAG staff throughout the process.

We have grave concerns about the plan’s disproportionate impact on Coronado. Under the proposed RHNA plan, Coronado would be
assigned 1,001 new housing units, up from 50 and 64 units during the prior two housing cycles. While we are committed to doing its fair
share to address the region’s housing shortage, the proposed 2000% RHNA increase is both unreasonable and impractical for the reasons
outlined below.

Coronado is constrained unlike any other city in San Diego County.

Although the City of Coronado occupies 7.7 square miles of land within its boundaries, approximately 5.5 square miles, or 71% of
the City, are owned by the U.S. Navy, the Unified Port District of San Diego, and the California Department of Parks and
Recreation, none of which may be used to accommodate future housing. Consequently, the City only has land use authority over
a 2.2 square mile area.

The 2.2 square miles under the City’s jurisdiction are densely developed with a high concentration of multi-family housing which
provides limited geographic capacity to accommodate significant new growth.

95% of the parcels in Coronado are already zoned for residential use and there are very few vacant properties, severely limiting
the City’s ability to meet the proposed RHNA by rezoning commercial properties or developing vacant land.

The entire City of Coronado is within the coastal zone. Residential uses are not coastal dependent uses and new high-density,
multi-family housing would require Coastal Commission approval and meet attendant off-street parking requirements.

Coronado is within the Airport Influence Area and Accident Potential Zone of NAS North Island which will prevent any increased
density or height.

Coronado has a high concentration of designated historic homes which cannot reasonably be redeveloped with higher density
multi-family units and the loss of historic properties would irreparably damage Coronado’s unique community character.
Coronado’s only links to mainland San Diego are via the San Diego-Coronado Bridge and State Route 75 along the Silver Strand.
Commuter trips generated by new housing would exacerbate already congested conditions on the Bridge and State Route 75 and
there are no practical alternatives to increase traffic capacity.

The inclusion of military jobs in the RHNA formula unreasonably escalates Coronado’s housing share.

Naval Air Station North Island (NASNI) comprises almost 70% of Coronado’s total land area, approximately 25% of its population,
and 45% of its total jobs. No other city in San Diego County would be as significantly impacted by the presence of a military base
in their jurisdiction.

Active military jobs should not be included in the RHNA formula. Active duty military jobs are unique because military personnel
are assigned to a base and have no choice where to live and work. Moreover, local governments have no control over military
base population, jobs, or housing provisions.

While the proposed RHNA formula includes all active military jobs at NASNI, it does not account for housing already provided for
the vast majority of service men and women who reside on base, aboard ships, or in federally subsidized military housing in San
Diego County. Moreover, it is illogical to include thousands of Navy jobs assigned to aircraft carriers whose sailors must live
aboard the ship.

NASNI provides regional economic benefits which are enjoyed throughout the SANDAG region while the City of Coronado
disproportionately endures its traffic, noise, and other impacts. Providing additional housing for military personnel should be a
shared burden between the entire San Diego region and the U.S. Navy, not just the City of Coronado. Coronado’s high land
values makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing.

Like many coastal California cities, Coronado is a highly desirable place to live and consequently has very high land costs which
makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing. While the City of Coronado may ultimately endure
a painstaking process to rezone its community to accommodate the desired high density affordable housing, it is unlikely that
developers will construct.

For the reasons outlined above, we respectfully request the SANDAG Board of Directors revise the draft RHNA plan to account for the
unique circumstances and challenges in Coronado.

Amy Hansen 9/3/2019 9:50:38 PM



Objection to Proposed 1000+ Units for Coronado

Dear Honorable Board Members:

The community of Coronado appreciates the opportunity to share our comments and concerns with the proposed 2021-2029 Regional
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) plan. The community recognizes development of the RHNA is a challenging endeavor and we sincerely
appreciate the hard work and active engagement of SANDAG staff throughout the process.

We have grave concerns about the plan’s disproportionate impact on Coronado. Under the proposed RHNA plan, Coronado would be
assigned 1,001 new housing units, up from 50 and 64 units during the prior two housing cycles. While we are committed to doing its fair
share to address the region’s housing shortage, the proposed 2000% RHNA increase is both unreasonable and impractical for the reasons
outlined below.

Coronado is constrained unlike any other city in San Diego County.

Although the City of Coronado occupies 7.7 square miles of land within its boundaries, approximately 5.5 square miles, or 71% of
the City, are owned by the U.S. Navy, the Unified Port District of San Diego, and the California Department of Parks and
Recreation, none of which may be used to accommodate future housing. Consequently, the City only has land use authority over
a 2.2 square mile area.

The 2.2 square miles under the City’s jurisdiction are densely developed with a high concentration of multi-family housing which
provides limited geographic capacity to accommodate significant new growth.

95% of the parcels in Coronado are already zoned for residential use and there are very few vacant properties, severely limiting
the City’s ability to meet the proposed RHNA by rezoning commercial properties or developing vacant land.

The entire City of Coronado is within the coastal zone. Residential uses are not coastal dependent uses and new high-density,
multi-family housing would require Coastal Commission approval and meet attendant off-street parking requirements.

Coronado is within the Airport Influence Area and Accident Potential Zone of NAS North Island which will prevent any increased
density or height.

Coronado has a high concentration of designated historic homes which cannot reasonably be redeveloped with higher density
multi-family units and the loss of historic properties would irreparably damage Coronado’s unique community character.
Coronado’s only links to mainland San Diego are via the San Diego-Coronado Bridge and State Route 75 along the Silver Strand.
Commuter trips generated by new housing would exacerbate already congested conditions on the Bridge and State Route 75 and
there are no practical alternatives to increase traffic capacity.

The inclusion of military jobs in the RHNA formula unreasonably escalates Coronado’s housing share.

Naval Air Station North Island (NASNI) comprises almost 70% of Coronado’s total land area, approximately 25% of its population,
and 45% of its total jobs. No other city in San Diego County would be as significantly impacted by the presence of a military base
in their jurisdiction.

Active military jobs should not be included in the RHNA formula. Active duty military jobs are unique because military personnel
are assigned to a base and have no choice where to live and work. Moreover, local governments have no control over military
base population, jobs, or housing provisions.

While the proposed RHNA formula includes all active military jobs at NASNI, it does not account for housing already provided for
the vast majority of service men and women who reside on base, aboard ships, or in federally subsidized military housing in San
Diego County. Moreover, it is illogical to include thousands of Navy jobs assigned to aircraft carriers whose sailors must live
aboard the ship.

NASNI provides regional economic benefits which are enjoyed throughout the SANDAG region while the City of Coronado
disproportionately endures its traffic, noise, and other impacts. Providing additional housing for military personnel should be a
shared burden between the entire San Diego region and the U.S. Navy, not just the City of Coronado. Coronado’s high land
values makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing.

Like many coastal California cities, Coronado is a highly desirable place to live and consequently has very high land costs which
makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing. While the City of Coronado may ultimately endure
a painstaking process to rezone its community to accommodate the desired high density affordable housing, it is unlikely that
developers will construct.

For the reasons outlined above, we respectfully request the SANDAG Board of Directors revise the draft RHNA plan to account for the
unique circumstances and challenges in Coronado.

Claire Carpenter  9/3/2019 9:43:44 PM



Objection to Proposed 1000+ Units for Coronado

Dear Honorable Board Members:

The community of Coronado appreciates the opportunity to share our comments and concerns with the proposed 2021-2029 Regional
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) plan. The community recognizes development of the RHNA is a challenging endeavor and we sincerely
appreciate the hard work and active engagement of SANDAG staff throughout the process.

We have grave concerns about the plan’s disproportionate impact on Coronado. Under the proposed RHNA plan, Coronado would be
assigned 1,001 new housing units, up from 50 and 64 units during the prior two housing cycles. While we are committed to doing its fair
share to address the region’s housing shortage, the proposed 2000% RHNA increase is both unreasonable and impractical for the reasons
outlined below.

Coronado is constrained unlike any other city in San Diego County.

Although the City of Coronado occupies 7.7 square miles of land within its boundaries, approximately 5.5 square miles, or 71% of
the City, are owned by the U.S. Navy, the Unified Port District of San Diego, and the California Department of Parks and
Recreation, none of which may be used to accommodate future housing. Consequently, the City only has land use authority over
a 2.2 square mile area.

The 2.2 square miles under the City’s jurisdiction are densely developed with a high concentration of multi-family housing which
provides limited geographic capacity to accommodate significant new growth.

95% of the parcels in Coronado are already zoned for residential use and there are very few vacant properties, severely limiting
the City’s ability to meet the proposed RHNA by rezoning commercial properties or developing vacant land.

The entire City of Coronado is within the coastal zone. Residential uses are not coastal dependent uses and new high-density,
multi-family housing would require Coastal Commission approval and meet attendant off-street parking requirements.

Coronado is within the Airport Influence Area and Accident Potential Zone of NAS North Island which will prevent any increased
density or height.

Coronado has a high concentration of designated historic homes which cannot reasonably be redeveloped with higher density
multi-family units and the loss of historic properties would irreparably damage Coronado’s unique community character.
Coronado’s only links to mainland San Diego are via the San Diego-Coronado Bridge and State Route 75 along the Silver Strand.
Commuter trips generated by new housing would exacerbate already congested conditions on the Bridge and State Route 75 and
there are no practical alternatives to increase traffic capacity.

The inclusion of military jobs in the RHNA formula unreasonably escalates Coronado’s housing share.

Naval Air Station North Island (NASNI) comprises almost 70% of Coronado’s total land area, approximately 25% of its population,
and 45% of its total jobs. No other city in San Diego County would be as significantly impacted by the presence of a military base
in their jurisdiction.

Active military jobs should not be included in the RHNA formula. Active duty military jobs are unique because military personnel
are assigned to a base and have no choice where to live and work. Moreover, local governments have no control over military
base population, jobs, or housing provisions.

While the proposed RHNA formula includes all active military jobs at NASNI, it does not account for housing already provided for
the vast majority of service men and women who reside on base, aboard ships, or in federally subsidized military housing in San
Diego County. Moreover, it is illogical to include thousands of Navy jobs assigned to aircraft carriers whose sailors must live
aboard the ship.

NASNI provides regional economic benefits which are enjoyed throughout the SANDAG region while the City of Coronado
disproportionately endures its traffic, noise, and other impacts. Providing additional housing for military personnel should be a
shared burden between the entire San Diego region and the U.S. Navy, not just the City of Coronado. Coronado’s high land
values makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing.

Like many coastal California cities, Coronado is a highly desirable place to live and consequently has very high land costs which
makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing. While the City of Coronado may ultimately endure
a painstaking process to rezone its community to accommodate the desired high density affordable housing, it is unlikely that
developers will construct.

For the reasons outlined above, we respectfully request the SANDAG Board of Directors revise the draft RHNA plan to account for the
unique circumstances and challenges in Coronado.

Matthew Finley  9/3/2019 9:11:23 PM



Objection to Proposed 1000+ Units for Coronado

Dear Honorable Board Members:

The community of Coronado appreciates the opportunity to share our comments and concerns with the proposed 2021-2029 Regional
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) plan. The community recognizes development of the RHNA is a challenging endeavor and we sincerely
appreciate the hard work and active engagement of SANDAG staff throughout the process.

We have grave concerns about the plan’s disproportionate impact on Coronado. Under the proposed RHNA plan, Coronado would be
assigned 1,001 new housing units, up from 50 and 64 units during the prior two housing cycles. While we are committed to doing its fair
share to address the region’s housing shortage, the proposed 2000% RHNA increase is both unreasonable and impractical for the reasons
outlined below.

Coronado is constrained unlike any other city in San Diego County.

Although the City of Coronado occupies 7.7 square miles of land within its boundaries, approximately 5.5 square miles, or 71% of
the City, are owned by the U.S. Navy, the Unified Port District of San Diego, and the California Department of Parks and
Recreation, none of which may be used to accommodate future housing. Consequently, the City only has land use authority over
a 2.2 square mile area.

The 2.2 square miles under the City’s jurisdiction are densely developed with a high concentration of multi-family housing which
provides limited geographic capacity to accommodate significant new growth.

95% of the parcels in Coronado are already zoned for residential use and there are very few vacant properties, severely limiting
the City’s ability to meet the proposed RHNA by rezoning commercial properties or developing vacant land.

The entire City of Coronado is within the coastal zone. Residential uses are not coastal dependent uses and new high-density,
multi-family housing would require Coastal Commission approval and meet attendant off-street parking requirements.

Coronado is within the Airport Influence Area and Accident Potential Zone of NAS North Island which will prevent any increased
density or height.

Coronado has a high concentration of designated historic homes which cannot reasonably be redeveloped with higher density
multi-family units and the loss of historic properties would irreparably damage Coronado’s unique community character.
Coronado’s only links to mainland San Diego are via the San Diego-Coronado Bridge and State Route 75 along the Silver Strand.
Commuter trips generated by new housing would exacerbate already congested conditions on the Bridge and State Route 75 and
there are no practical alternatives to increase traffic capacity.

The inclusion of military jobs in the RHNA formula unreasonably escalates Coronado’s housing share.

Naval Air Station North Island (NASNI) comprises almost 70% of Coronado’s total land area, approximately 25% of its population,
and 45% of its total jobs. No other city in San Diego County would be as significantly impacted by the presence of a military base
in their jurisdiction.

Active military jobs should not be included in the RHNA formula. Active duty military jobs are unique because military personnel
are assigned to a base and have no choice where to live and work. Moreover, local governments have no control over military
base population, jobs, or housing provisions.

While the proposed RHNA formula includes all active military jobs at NASNI, it does not account for housing already provided for
the vast majority of service men and women who reside on base, aboard ships, or in federally subsidized military housing in San
Diego County. Moreover, it is illogical to include thousands of Navy jobs assigned to aircraft carriers whose sailors must live
aboard the ship.

NASNI provides regional economic benefits which are enjoyed throughout the SANDAG region while the City of Coronado
disproportionately endures its traffic, noise, and other impacts. Providing additional housing for military personnel should be a
shared burden between the entire San Diego region and the U.S. Navy, not just the City of Coronado. Coronado’s high land
values makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing.

Like many coastal California cities, Coronado is a highly desirable place to live and consequently has very high land costs which
makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing. While the City of Coronado may ultimately endure
a painstaking process to rezone its community to accommodate the desired high density affordable housing, it is unlikely that
developers will construct.

For the reasons outlined above, we respectfully request the SANDAG Board of Directors revise the draft RHNA plan to account for the
unique circumstances and challenges in Coronado.

Joyce Finley  9/3/2019 9:02:13 PM



Objection to Proposed 1000+ Units for Coronado

Dear Honorable Board Members:

The community of Coronado appreciates the opportunity to share our comments and concerns with the proposed 2021-2029 Regional
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) plan. The community recognizes development of the RHNA is a challenging endeavor and we sincerely
appreciate the hard work and active engagement of SANDAG staff throughout the process.

We have grave concerns about the plan’s disproportionate impact on Coronado. Under the proposed RHNA plan, Coronado would be
assigned 1,001 new housing units, up from 50 and 64 units during the prior two housing cycles. While we are committed to doing its fair
share to address the region’s housing shortage, the proposed 2000% RHNA increase is both unreasonable and impractical for the reasons
outlined below.

Coronado is constrained unlike any other city in San Diego County.

Although the City of Coronado occupies 7.7 square miles of land within its boundaries, approximately 5.5 square miles, or 71% of
the City, are owned by the U.S. Navy, the Unified Port District of San Diego, and the California Department of Parks and
Recreation, none of which may be used to accommodate future housing. Consequently, the City only has land use authority over
a 2.2 square mile area.

The 2.2 square miles under the City’s jurisdiction are densely developed with a high concentration of multi-family housing which
provides limited geographic capacity to accommodate significant new growth.

95% of the parcels in Coronado are already zoned for residential use and there are very few vacant properties, severely limiting
the City’s ability to meet the proposed RHNA by rezoning commercial properties or developing vacant land.

The entire City of Coronado is within the coastal zone. Residential uses are not coastal dependent uses and new high-density,
multi-family housing would require Coastal Commission approval and meet attendant off-street parking requirements.

Coronado is within the Airport Influence Area and Accident Potential Zone of NAS North Island which will prevent any increased
density or height.

Coronado has a high concentration of designated historic homes which cannot reasonably be redeveloped with higher density
multi-family units and the loss of historic properties would irreparably damage Coronado’s unique community character.
Coronado’s only links to mainland San Diego are via the San Diego-Coronado Bridge and State Route 75 along the Silver Strand.
Commuter trips generated by new housing would exacerbate already congested conditions on the Bridge and State Route 75 and
there are no practical alternatives to increase traffic capacity.

The inclusion of military jobs in the RHNA formula unreasonably escalates Coronado’s housing share.

Naval Air Station North Island (NASNI) comprises almost 70% of Coronado’s total land area, approximately 25% of its population,
and 45% of its total jobs. No other city in San Diego County would be as significantly impacted by the presence of a military base
in their jurisdiction.

Active military jobs should not be included in the RHNA formula. Active duty military jobs are unique because military personnel
are assigned to a base and have no choice where to live and work. Moreover, local governments have no control over military
base population, jobs, or housing provisions.

While the proposed RHNA formula includes all active military jobs at NASNI, it does not account for housing already provided for
the vast majority of service men and women who reside on base, aboard ships, or in federally subsidized military housing in San
Diego County. Moreover, it is illogical to include thousands of Navy jobs assigned to aircraft carriers whose sailors must live
aboard the ship.

NASNI provides regional economic benefits which are enjoyed throughout the SANDAG region while the City of Coronado
disproportionately endures its traffic, noise, and other impacts. Providing additional housing for military personnel should be a
shared burden between the entire San Diego region and the U.S. Navy, not just the City of Coronado. Coronado’s high land
values makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing.

Like many coastal California cities, Coronado is a highly desirable place to live and consequently has very high land costs which
makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing. While the City of Coronado may ultimately endure
a painstaking process to rezone its community to accommodate the desired high density affordable housing, it is unlikely that
developers will construct.

For the reasons outlined above, we respectfully request the SANDAG Board of Directors revise the draft RHNA plan to account for the
unique circumstances and challenges in Coronado.

Susan Nelson  9/3/2019 8:59:58 PM



Objection to Proposed 1000+ Units for Coronado

Dear Honorable Board Members:

The community of Coronado appreciates the opportunity to share our comments and concerns with the proposed 2021-2029 Regional
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) plan. The community recognizes development of the RHNA is a challenging endeavor and we sincerely
appreciate the hard work and active engagement of SANDAG staff throughout the process.

We have grave concerns about the plan’s disproportionate impact on Coronado. Under the proposed RHNA plan, Coronado would be
assigned 1,001 new housing units, up from 50 and 64 units during the prior two housing cycles. While we are committed to doing its fair
share to address the region’s housing shortage, the proposed 2000% RHNA increase is both unreasonable and impractical for the reasons
outlined below.

Coronado is constrained unlike any other city in San Diego County.

Although the City of Coronado occupies 7.7 square miles of land within its boundaries, approximately 5.5 square miles, or 71% of
the City, are owned by the U.S. Navy, the Unified Port District of San Diego, and the California Department of Parks and
Recreation, none of which may be used to accommodate future housing. Consequently, the City only has land use authority over
a 2.2 square mile area.

The 2.2 square miles under the City’s jurisdiction are densely developed with a high concentration of multi-family housing which
provides limited geographic capacity to accommodate significant new growth.

95% of the parcels in Coronado are already zoned for residential use and there are very few vacant properties, severely limiting
the City’s ability to meet the proposed RHNA by rezoning commercial properties or developing vacant land.

The entire City of Coronado is within the coastal zone. Residential uses are not coastal dependent uses and new high-density,
multi-family housing would require Coastal Commission approval and meet attendant off-street parking requirements.

Coronado is within the Airport Influence Area and Accident Potential Zone of NAS North Island which will prevent any increased
density or height.

Coronado has a high concentration of designated historic homes which cannot reasonably be redeveloped with higher density
multi-family units and the loss of historic properties would irreparably damage Coronado’s unique community character.
Coronado’s only links to mainland San Diego are via the San Diego-Coronado Bridge and State Route 75 along the Silver Strand.
Commuter trips generated by new housing would exacerbate already congested conditions on the Bridge and State Route 75 and
there are no practical alternatives to increase traffic capacity.

The inclusion of military jobs in the RHNA formula unreasonably escalates Coronado’s housing share.

Naval Air Station North Island (NASNI) comprises almost 70% of Coronado’s total land area, approximately 25% of its population,
and 45% of its total jobs. No other city in San Diego County would be as significantly impacted by the presence of a military base
in their jurisdiction.

Active military jobs should not be included in the RHNA formula. Active duty military jobs are unique because military personnel
are assigned to a base and have no choice where to live and work. Moreover, local governments have no control over military
base population, jobs, or housing provisions.

While the proposed RHNA formula includes all active military jobs at NASNI, it does not account for housing already provided for
the vast majority of service men and women who reside on base, aboard ships, or in federally subsidized military housing in San
Diego County. Moreover, it is illogical to include thousands of Navy jobs assigned to aircraft carriers whose sailors must live
aboard the ship.

NASNI provides regional economic benefits which are enjoyed throughout the SANDAG region while the City of Coronado
disproportionately endures its traffic, noise, and other impacts. Providing additional housing for military personnel should be a
shared burden between the entire San Diego region and the U.S. Navy, not just the City of Coronado. Coronado’s high land
values makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing.

Like many coastal California cities, Coronado is a highly desirable place to live and consequently has very high land costs which
makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing. While the City of Coronado may ultimately endure
a painstaking process to rezone its community to accommodate the desired high density affordable housing, it is unlikely that
developers will construct.

For the reasons outlined above, we respectfully request the SANDAG Board of Directors revise the draft RHNA plan to account for the
unique circumstances and challenges in Coronado.

Laurie Blackington  9/3/2019 8:58:37 PM



Objection to Proposed 1000+ Units for Coronado

Dear Honorable Board Members:

The community of Coronado appreciates the opportunity to share our comments and concerns with the proposed 2021-2029 Regional
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) plan. The community recognizes development of the RHNA is a challenging endeavor and we sincerely
appreciate the hard work and active engagement of SANDAG staff throughout the process.

We have grave concerns about the plan’s disproportionate impact on Coronado. Under the proposed RHNA plan, Coronado would be
assigned 1,001 new housing units, up from 50 and 64 units during the prior two housing cycles. While we are committed to doing its fair
share to address the region’s housing shortage, the proposed 2000% RHNA increase is both unreasonable and impractical for the reasons
outlined below.

Coronado is constrained unlike any other city in San Diego County.

Although the City of Coronado occupies 7.7 square miles of land within its boundaries, approximately 5.5 square miles, or 71% of
the City, are owned by the U.S. Navy, the Unified Port District of San Diego, and the California Department of Parks and
Recreation, none of which may be used to accommodate future housing. Consequently, the City only has land use authority over
a 2.2 square mile area.

The 2.2 square miles under the City’s jurisdiction are densely developed with a high concentration of multi-family housing which
provides limited geographic capacity to accommodate significant new growth.

95% of the parcels in Coronado are already zoned for residential use and there are very few vacant properties, severely limiting
the City’s ability to meet the proposed RHNA by rezoning commercial properties or developing vacant land.

The entire City of Coronado is within the coastal zone. Residential uses are not coastal dependent uses and new high-density,
multi-family housing would require Coastal Commission approval and meet attendant off-street parking requirements.

Coronado is within the Airport Influence Area and Accident Potential Zone of NAS North Island which will prevent any increased
density or height.

Coronado has a high concentration of designated historic homes which cannot reasonably be redeveloped with higher density
multi-family units and the loss of historic properties would irreparably damage Coronado’s unique community character.
Coronado’s only links to mainland San Diego are via the San Diego-Coronado Bridge and State Route 75 along the Silver Strand.
Commuter trips generated by new housing would exacerbate already congested conditions on the Bridge and State Route 75 and
there are no practical alternatives to increase traffic capacity.

The inclusion of military jobs in the RHNA formula unreasonably escalates Coronado’s housing share.

Naval Air Station North Island (NASNI) comprises almost 70% of Coronado’s total land area, approximately 25% of its population,
and 45% of its total jobs. No other city in San Diego County would be as significantly impacted by the presence of a military base
in their jurisdiction.

Active military jobs should not be included in the RHNA formula. Active duty military jobs are unique because military personnel
are assigned to a base and have no choice where to live and work. Moreover, local governments have no control over military
base population, jobs, or housing provisions.

While the proposed RHNA formula includes all active military jobs at NASNI, it does not account for housing already provided for
the vast majority of service men and women who reside on base, aboard ships, or in federally subsidized military housing in San
Diego County. Moreover, it is illogical to include thousands of Navy jobs assigned to aircraft carriers whose sailors must live
aboard the ship.

NASNI provides regional economic benefits which are enjoyed throughout the SANDAG region while the City of Coronado
disproportionately endures its traffic, noise, and other impacts. Providing additional housing for military personnel should be a
shared burden between the entire San Diego region and the U.S. Navy, not just the City of Coronado. Coronado’s high land
values makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing.

Like many coastal California cities, Coronado is a highly desirable place to live and consequently has very high land costs which
makes it economically challenging to develop high-density affordable housing. While the City of Coronado may ultimately endure
a painstaking process to rezone its community to accommodate the desired high density affordable housing, it is unlikely that
developers will construct.

For the reasons outlined above, we respectfully request the SANDAG Board of Directors revise the draft RHNA plan to account for the
unique circumstances and challenges in Coronado.

Kevin Wilkinson  9/3/2019 8:54:24 PM



Objection to Proposed 1000+ Units for Coronado

Dear Honorable Board Members:

The community of Coronado appreciates the opportunity to share our comments and concerns with the proposed 2021-2029 Regional
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) plan. The community recognizes development of the RHNA is a challenging endeavor and we sincerely
appreciate the hard work and active engagement of SANDAG staff throughout the process.

We have grave concerns about the plan’s disproportionate impact on Coronado. Under the proposed RHNA plan, Coronado would be
assigned 1,001 new housing units, up from 50 and 64 units during the prior two housing cycles. While we are committed to doing its fair
share to address the region’s housing shortage, the proposed 2000% RHNA increase is both unreasonable and impractical for the reasons
outlined below.

Coronado is constrained unlike any other city in San Diego County.

Although the City of Coronado occupies 7.7 square miles of land within its boundaries, approximately 5.5 square miles, or 71% of
the City, are owned by the U.S. Navy, the Unified Port District of San Diego, and the California Department of Parks and
Recreation, none of which may be used to accommodate future housing. Consequently, the City only has land use authority over
a 2.2 square mile area.

The 2.2 square miles under the City’s jurisdiction are densely developed with a high concentration of multi-family housing which
provides limited geographic capacity to accommodate significant new growth.

95% of the parcels in Coronado are already zoned for residential use and there are very few vacant properties, severely limiting
the City’s ability to meet the proposed RHNA by rezoning commercial properties or developing vacant land.

The entire City of Coronado is within the coastal zone. Residential uses are not coastal dependent uses and new high-density,
multi-family housing would require Coastal Commission approval and meet attendant off-street parking requirements.

Coronado is within the Airport Influence Area and Accident Potential Zone of NAS North Island which will prevent any increased
density or height.

Coronado has a high concentration of designated historic homes which cannot reasonably be redeveloped with higher density
multi-family units and the loss of historic properties would irreparably damage Coronado’s unique community character.
Coronado’s only links to mainland San Diego are via the San Diego-Coronado Bridge and State Route 75 along the Silver Strand.
Commuter trips generated by new housing would exacerbate already congested conditions on the Bridge and State Route 75 and
there are no practical alternatives to increase traffic capacity.

The inclusion of military jobs in the RHNA formula unreasonably escalates Coronado’s housing share.

Naval Air Station North Island (NASNI) comprises almost 70% of Coronado’s total land area, approximately 25% of its population,
and 45% of its total jobs. No other city in San Diego County would be as significantly impacted by the presence of a military base
in their jurisdiction.

Active military jobs should not be included in the RHNA formula. Active duty military jobs are unique because military personnel
are assigned to a base and have no choice where to live and work. Moreover, local governments have no control over military
base population, jobs, or housing provisions.

While the proposed RHNA formula includes all active military jobs at NASNI, it does not account for housing already provided for
the vast majority of service men and women who reside on base, aboard ships, or in federally subsidized military housing in San
Diego County. Moreover, it is illogical to include thousands of Navy jobs assigned to aircraft carriers whose sailors must live
aboard the ship.

NASNI provides regional economic benefits which are enjoyed throughout the SANDAG region while the City of Coronado
disproportionately endures its traffic, noise, and other impacts. Providing additional housing for military personnel should be a
shared burden between the entire San