
 
The City Council also sits as the Community Development Commission Successor Agency and the Santee Public  
Financing Authority.  Any actions taken by these agencies are separate from the actions taken by City Council. 
For questions regarding this agenda, please contact the City Clerk’s Office at (619) 258-4100 x114 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

City of Santee 
Regular Meeting Agenda 

Santee City Council 
 
 
 

****GOVERNOR’S EXECUTIVE ORDER N-29-20**** 
**RE CORONAVIRUS COVID-19** 

 

This meeting will be conducted pursuant to the provisions of the Governor’s 
Executive Order which suspends certain requirements of the Ralph M. Brown Act. 

 

In an effort to protect public health and prevent the spread of COVID-19, the City 
Council meeting on Wednesday, October 28, 2020, will be conducted via webinar and 

telephonically. 
 

To watch the meeting via webinar please click on this link: 
https://attendee.gotowebinar.com/register/408378820213498638 

 
To listen to the City Council meeting telephonically please call:  

(619) 678-0714  
NOTE: A pin number will be required, please enter 690-558-400#. 

 
LIVE PUBLIC COMMENT: 

Members of the public who wish to comment on matters on the City Council agenda or 
during Non-Agenda Public Comment may register for the webinar with the link above 
and email the City Clerk at CITYCLERK@CITYOFSANTEECA.GOV with the name that 
you registered with and the item(s) you wish to speak on. The City Clerk will call the 

name when it is time to speak.  
 

**Public Comment will be limited to 3 minutes and will continue to be accepted until 
the item is voted on. The timer will begin when the participant begins speaking.  

 

 
Please review the 

COVID-19 webpage (Http://Cityofsanteeca.Gov/Our-City/Public-Notice)  
for updates both before and during the Council meeting. 

 
 

 
Wednesday, October 28, 2020                                       Council Chambers – Building 2 
6:30 PM                                                                                          10601 Magnolia Avenue, Santee, CA  92071

                                                                                        

CITY MANAGER – Marlene D. Best 
CITY ATTORNEY – Shawn D. Hagerty 
CITY CLERK – Annette Fagan Ortiz 
 
STAFF: 
ASSISTANT TO THE CITY MANAGER 
Kathy Valverde 
COMMUNITY SERVICES DIRECTOR 
Bill Maertz 
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DIRECTOR 
Melanie Kush 
FINANCE DIRECTOR/TREASURER 
Tim McDermott 
FIRE & LIFE SAFETY DIRECTOR/FIRE CHIEF 
John Garlow 
HUMAN RESOURCES DIRECTOR 
Erica Hardy 
LAW ENFORCEMENT 
Captain Christina Bavencoff 
 

CITY COUNCIL 
 

Mayor John W. Minto 
Vice Mayor Laura Koval  

Council Member Ronn Hall 
Council Member Stephen Houlahan  

Council Member Rob McNelis 
 

https://attendee.gotowebinar.com/register/408378820213498638
mailto:CITYCLERK@CITYOFSANTEECA.GOV
http://cityofsanteeca.gov/our-city/public-notice
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Regular City Council Meeting – 6:30 p.m.  
  
ROLL CALL: Mayor John W. Minto 
 Vice Mayor Laura Koval 
 Council Members Ronn Hall, Stephen Houlahan and Rob McNelis 
 
LEGISLATIVE INVOCATION: Pastor Jaime Pangman – Santee United Methodist Church 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
PRESENTATION:  City of Santee’s Trucks and Treats Event – Bill Maertz  
 
CONSENT CALENDAR:  
 

PLEASE NOTE:  Consent Calendar items are considered routine and will be approved 
by one motion, with no separate discussion prior to voting.  The public, staff or 
Council Members may request specific items be removed from the Consent Calendar 
for separate discussion or action.  Speaker slips for this category must be presented 
to the City Clerk at the start of the meeting.  Speakers are limited to 3 minutes. 

 
(1) Approval of Reading by Title Only and Waiver of Reading in Full of 

Ordinances and Resolutions on the Agenda.  (City Clerk – Ortiz) 
 
(2) Approval of Meeting Minutes of the Santee City Council for the October 14, 

2020, Regular Meeting.  (City Clerk – Ortiz) 
 

(3) Approval of Payment of Demands as Presented.  (Finance – McDermott) 
 
(4) Approval of the Expenditure of $143,112.72 for September 2020 Legal 

Services and Reimbursable Costs.  (Finance – McDermott)   
 
(5) Second Reading and Adoption of an Ordinance Establishing an Automatic 

One-Year Extension for Active Development Approvals, Due to the 
Economic Impacts of the Novel Coronavirus (COVID-19).  (City Clerk – 
Ortiz) 

 
(6) Adoption of a Resolution Accepting the Bus Stop Trash Diversion Project 

(CIP 2019-20) as Complete.  (Development Services – Kush) 
 
(7) Adoption of a Resolution Accepting the Citywide Slurry Seal and Roadway 

Maintenance Program 2020 Project (CIP 2020-04) as Complete.  
(Development Services – Kush) 

 
(8) Adoption of a Resolution Accepting the Citywide Pavement Repair and 

Rehabilitation Program 2020 Project (CIP 2020-03) as Complete.  
(Development Services – Kush) 
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NON-AGENDA PUBLIC COMMENT (15 minutes): 
 

Persons wishing to address the City Council regarding items not on the posted agenda 
may do so at this time.  In accordance with State law, Council may not take action on 
an item not scheduled on the Agenda.  If appropriate, the item will be referred to the 
City Manager or placed on a future agenda.  This first Non-Agenda Public Comment 
period is limited to a total of 15 minutes.  Additional Non-Agenda Public Comment is 
received prior to Council Reports.  

 
CONTINUED BUSINESS: 
 

(9) Second Workshop on the Use of CARES Act Community Development 
Block Grant Coronavirus (CDBG-CV) Funding.  (Development Services – 
Kush) 

 
Recommendation: 
Consider funding options and provide direction to staff in order to prepare the 
Annual Action Plan Amendments for Program Years 2019 and 2020.   
 

NEW BUSINESS: 
 

(10) Resolution Accepting the Public Improvements for Weston Park (CIP 2018-
47) as Complete. Location: 9050 Trailmark Way, Santee, CA 92071.  
(Development Services – Kush)  

 
Recommendation: 
Adopt the Resolution: 
1. Accepting the Weston Park public improvements as complete and accepting 

Weston Park into the City Park Inventory; and  
2. Directing the City Clerk to release 90 percent of the faithful performance bond, 

retain 10 percent for 12 months as a warranty bond, and retain the labor and 
material bond for six months. 

 
(11) Resolution Accepting the Award of State Grant Funds from the Department 

of Housing and Community Development (HCD) 2020 Local Early Action 
Planning Grants Program (LEAP) for Santee’s Sixth Cycle Housing 
Element,  Authorizing the Execution of a Professional Services Agreement 
with RECON Environmental, Inc. for Environmental Consulting Services 
Related to Housing Element General Plan Amendments and Zone Changes, 
and Appropriating Funds.  (Development Services – Kush) 

 
Recommendation: 
Adopt the Resolution:  
1. Accepting and appropriating the LEAP Grant from HCD; and 
2. Authorizing the City Manager to execute a Professional Services Agreement 

with RECON Environmental, Inc. in a contract amount not to exceed 
$172,805.00; and  

3. Appropriating $72,805.00 from the General Fund reserve balance to cover 
the Professional Services Agreement funding gap ($22,805.00) and 
anticipated legal review and incidental processing costs associated with the 
Housing Element Update ($50,000.00). 
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(12) Housing Element Update Workshop III – Assessment of Inclusionary 
Housing Program as an Affordable Housing Strategy Based on Stakeholder 
Input.  (Development Services – Kush) 

 
Recommendation: 
Provide direction to staff as to whether an inclusionary housing program should 
be included in the Sixth Cycle Housing Element. 

 
NON-AGENDA PUBLIC COMMENT (Continued): 
 

All public comment not presented within the first Non-Agenda Public Comment period 
above will be heard at this time. 
 

CITY COUNCIL REPORTS:   
 
CITY MANAGER REPORTS:  
 
CITY ATTORNEY REPORTS:  
 
CLOSED SESSION: 

 
(13) CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL—EXISTING LITIGATION 

(Government Code section 54956.9(d)(1)) 
Name of case: Santee Trolley Square 991, LLP v. City of Santee et al. 
Case Number: 37-2020-00007895-CU-WM-CTL 

  
(14) CONFERENCE WITH REAL PROPERTY NEGOTIATORS 

(Government Code section 54956.8) 
Property: Parcel 4 of Parcel Map 18857 located in Trolley Square (Library site) 
City Negotiator: City Manager 
Negotiating Parties: Excel Hotel Group and Vestar Kimco Santee, LP 
Under Negotiation: Price and terms of payment 
 

(15) CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL—EXISTING LITIGATION 
(Government Code Section 54956.9(d)(1)) 
Name of case: Preserve Wild Santee, Center for Biological Diversity, et al. v. City 
of Santee et al 
Case Number: 37-2020-00038168-CU-WM-CTL 
 

ADJOURNMENT:   
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Oct 01 SPARC Virtual/Telephonic 
Oct 12 Community Oriented Policing Committee Virtual/Telephonic 
Oct 14 Council Meeting Virtual/Telephonic 
Oct 28 Council Meeting Virtual/Telephonic 
 
Nov 05 SPARC Virtual/Telephonic 
Nov 09 Community Oriented Policing Committee Virtual/Telephonic 
Nov 11 Council Meeting                 Cancelled Virtual/Telephonic 
Nov 18 Council Meeting Virtual/Telephonic 
 

 
The Santee City Council welcomes you and encourages your continued 

interest and involvement in the City’s decision-making process. 
 
 
 
 

For your convenience, a complete Agenda Packet is 
available for public review at City Hall and on the 

City’s website at www.CityofSanteeCA.gov. 
 
 

 
 
 

The City of Santee complies with the Americans with Disabilities Act. Upon request, this agenda will 
be made available in appropriate alternative formats to persons with disabilities, as required by 

Section 12132 of the American with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 USC § 12132).  Any person with a 
disability who requires a modification or accommodation in order to participate in a meeting should 

direct such request to the City Clerk’s Office at  
(619) 258-4100, ext. 112 at least 48 hours before the meeting, if possible. 

 
 
 
 

BOARDS, COMMISSIONS AND COMMITTEES  
 

OCTOBER AND NOVEMBER 
MEETINGS 

 









DRAFT Minutes 
Santee City Council 

Council Chamber – Building 2 
10601 Magnolia Avenue 

Santee, California 
October 14, 2020 

 
This Regular Meeting of the Santee City Council was called to order by Mayor John W. 
Minto at 6:37 p.m. 
 
ROLL CALL: Present: Mayor John W. Minto, Vice Mayor Laura Koval and Council 

Members Ronn Hall, Stephen Houlahan and Rob McNelis – 5. 
 
Officers present: City Manager Marlene Best, City Attorney Shawn Hagerty, and City 
Clerk Annette Ortiz 
 
INVOCATION was given by Gary Lawton – Calvary Chapel of Santee 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE was led by Mayor Minto 
 
PROCLAMATION: Fire Prevention Week 
 
Chief Garlow presented a short video related to Fire Prevention Week and was awarded 
the Proclamation by Mayor Minto.   
 
CONSENT CALENDAR: 
The City Manager requested Items 8 and 9 be heard concurrently.  The City Clerk 
announced a speaker for Item 4.   
    

(1) Approval of Reading by Title Only and Waiver of Reading in Full of 
Ordinances and Resolutions on the Agenda.  (City Clerk – Ortiz) 

 
(2) Approval of Meeting Minutes of the Santee City Council for the 

September 23, 2020, Regular Meeting.  (City Clerk – Ortiz) 
 

(3) Approval of Payment of Demands as Presented.  (Finance – 
McDermott) 

 
(4) Item pulled for discussion.   
 
(5) Adoption of a Resolution Approving the Final Map for 10 Residential 

Condominium Units (TM2014-2) and Authorizing the Director of 
Development Services to Execute the Associated Subdivision 
Improvement Agreement. Location: Northeast Corner of E. Heaney 
Circle and Carlton Oaks Drive.  Applicant: Responsible Residential, 
LLC.  (Development Services – Kush) (Reso 112-2020) 
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(6) Claim Against the City by Cynthia Avery.  (Human Resources – Hardy) 
 
(7) Second Reading and Adoption of an Ordinance Approving Rezone 

R2018-1 to Amend the Zone District Map from Hillside/Limited (HL) and 
Low Density Residential to Medium High Density Residential for 
Property at 11000 Sunset Trail Further Identified by Assessor’s Parcel 
Number 384-142-04.  (Development Services – Kush) (Ord 582) 

 
ACTION:  Council Member McNelis moved approval of the Consent Calendar and 
Agenda as amended. 
 
Council Member Hall seconded the motion, which carried by the following roll call vote: 
Mayor Minto: Aye; Vice Mayor Koval: Aye; and Council Members Hall: Aye; Houlahan: 
Aye; and McNelis: Aye.  Ayes: 5. Noes: 0.  
 
Item Pulled from Consent Calendar: 
 

(4) Approval of the Expenditure of $109,205.98 for August 2020 Legal 
Services and Reimbursable Costs – HomeFed Fanita Rancho LLC 
(Fanita Ranch).  (Finance – McDermott)   

 
PUBLIC SPEAKER: 

• Mary Hyder 
 
The City Attorney provided clarification on the materials provided in the staff report.  
 
ACTION:  Council Member Hall moved approval of staff recommendation. 
 
Vice Mayor Koval seconded the motion, which carried by the following roll call vote: Mayor 
Minto: Aye; Vice Mayor Koval: Aye; and Council Members Hall: Aye; Houlahan: Aye; and 
McNelis: Aye.  Ayes: 5. Noes: 0.  
 
NON-AGENDA PUBLIC COMMENT (15 minutes): 
 

(A) Mary Hyder inquired about law enforcement procedures with the San Diego 
Sheriff’s Department.  

(B) Karen Schroeder spoke regarding the referendum.  
(C) Janet Garvin spoke regarding the referendum.  
(D) Nichole Weinman spoke in favor of the Fanita Ranch project.  
(E) Loretta Cole spoke regarding the signature gathering pertaining to the 

referendum.  
 
CONTINUED BUSINESS: 
Items 8 and 9 were heard concurrently. 
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(8) Second Reading and Adoption of an Ordinance Adding Chapter 13.20 
“Specific Plan District” to Title 13 and Amending Chapter 13.04 
“Administration” of the Santee Municipal Code, and Approving the 
Fanita Ranch Specific Plan (Case Files R2017-1 and SP2017-1).  
(Development Services – Kush) (Ord 580) 

 
(9) Second Reading and Adoption of an Ordinance Approving and 

Authorizing Execution of a Development Agreement by and Among 
the City of Santee and HomeFed Fanita Rancho, LLC.  (Development 
Services – Kush) (Ord 581) 

 
The Director of Development Services provided a PowerPoint presentation and 
responded to Council questions. 
 
PUBLIC SPEAKERS: 

• Mary Hyder 
• Daniel Bickford 
• Lynda Marrokal 
• Alan Jones 
• John Olsen 
• Justin Schlaefli 

 
Council Member Hall inquired whether the current General Plan allows for housing to still 
be built despite any referendums or initiatives that are circulating, to which the City 
Attorney responded in the affirmative.  
 
Council Member Houlahan expressed concerns with the fire mitigation plan with Fanita 
Ranch and urged Council to let the people vote.  
 
FAILED MOTION: Council Member Houlahan moved to delay the vote of staff 
recommendation until after the November 3, 2020 election.   
 
The motion failed for lack of a second. 
 
Council Member McNelis stated homes will not be sold until the prerequisite infrastructure 
improvements for development are completed.  
 
Vice Mayor Koval requested staff bring back a traffic mitigation plan and expressed 
support for the water purification program. 
 
Mayor Minto stated he is in support of the motion.  
 
ACTION:  Council Member McNelis moved approval of staff recommendation. 
 
Council Member Hall seconded the motion, which carried by the following roll call vote: 
Mayor Minto: Aye; Vice Mayor Koval: Aye; and Council Members Hall: Aye; Houlahan: 
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No; and McNelis: Aye.  Ayes: 4. Noes: 1.  
 
NEW BUSINESS: 

 
(10) Resolution Proclaiming an Emergency, Authorizing the Construction 

of a Firebreak Along the South Property Boundary of Mast Park West 
Abutting the Residential Structures on Willowgrove Avenue (West of 
Carlton Hills Boulevard), Waiving the Requirement for Competitive 
Bidding, Appropriating Funds, and Authorizing the City Manager to 
Enter Into a Contract to Construct a Firebreak.  (City Manager – Best) 
(Reso 113-2020) 

 
Vice Mayor Koval registered an abstention, muted her microphone and turned off her 
camera. 
 
The City Manager introduced the item and the Fire Chief provided a PowerPoint 
presentation and responded to Council questions.   
 
Council Member Houlahan stated a long-term plan is needed to ensure this problem does 
not occur again.  
 
PUBLIC SPEAKER: 

• Karen Gibson 
 
Written comment was also received by: 

• Ashley Mains 
 
ACTION:  Council Member Hall moved approval of staff recommendation. 
 
Mayor Minto seconded the motion, which carried by the following roll call vote: Mayor 
Minto: Aye; Vice Mayor Koval: Abstain; and Council Members Hall: Aye; Houlahan: Aye; 
and McNelis: Aye.  Ayes: 4. Noes: 0. Abstain: 1. 
 
Vice Mayor Koval rejoined the meeting. 

 
(11) Adoption of Urgency Ordinance and Introduction of Non-Urgency 

Ordinance Establishing an Automatic One-Year Extension for Active 
Development Approvals, Due to the Economic Impacts of the Novel 
Coronavirus (COVID-19), and Setting Forth the Facts Constituting 
Such Urgency.  (City Manager – Best) (Ord 583) 

 
The City Manager introduced the item and responded to Council questions. 
 
PUBLIC SPEAKERS: 

• Mary Hyder 
• Michael Ranson 
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Written Non-Agenda Public Comment was also received by: 

• Michael McSweeney 
• Michael Ranson 

 
ACTION:  Council Member McNelis moved approval of staff recommendation. 
 
Vice Mayor Koval seconded the motion, which carried by the following roll call vote: Mayor 
Minto: Aye; Vice Mayor Koval: Aye; and Council Members Hall: Aye; Houlahan: Aye; and 
McNelis: Aye.  Ayes: 5. Noes: 0.  
 

(12) Update on the Use of the Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic 
Security (CARES) Act Coronavirus Relief Fund (CRF) Allocations from 
the County of San Diego and State of California.  (City 
Manager/Finance – Best/McDermott).  

 
The City Manager introduced the item and the Marketing Coordinator provided a 
PowerPoint presentation and responded to Council questions. 
 

(13) First Workshop on the Use of Cares Act Community Development 
Block Grant Coronavirus (CDBG-CV) FUNDING.  (Development 
Services – Kush)  

 
The Director of Development Services introduced the item and the Senior Management 
Analyst provided a PowerPoint presentation and responded to Council Questions. 
 
Vice Mayor Koval requested more money be allocated on housing needs and the East 
County Homeless Task Force. 
 
Council Member McNelis concurred with Vice Mayor Koval.  
 
Council Member Houlahan stated he supports the rental assistance and the money being 
allocated to the East County Homeless Task Force.  
 

(14) Resolution Accepting the Award of Federal Grant Funds from the 
Cooperative Endangered Species Conservation Fund (Section 6 of the 
Endangered Species Act) Nontraditional Habitat Conservation 
Planning Assistance Program for Santee’s Multiple Species 
Conservation Program (MSCP), Appropriating Said Funds and 
Authorizing the Director of Development Services to Execute an 
Agreement with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife.  
(Development Services – Kush) (Reso 114-2020) 

 
The Director of Development Services presented the item. 
 
ACTION:  Council Member McNelis moved approval of staff recommendation. 
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Council Member Hall seconded the motion, which carried by the following roll call vote: 
Mayor Minto: Aye; Vice Mayor Koval: Aye; and Council Members Hall: Aye; Houlahan: 
Aye; and McNelis: Aye.  Ayes: 5. Noes: 0.  
 
NON-AGENDA PUBLIC COMMENT: (Continued) 
 

(A) Daniel Bickford expressed concerns with the political climate and the 
referendum signature gatherers.   

(B) Lynda Marrokal expressed concerns with the referendum signature 
gatherers and the measures on the ballot.  

(C) Justin Schlaefli spoke regarding the referendum signature gatherers.  
(D) Jeff O’Connor addressed the concerns brought up by members of the 

public.  
 
Written Non-Agenda Public Comment was also received by: 

• Scott Macek 
• Erin D. 

 
CITY COUNCIL REPORTS:   
 
None. 
 
CITY MANAGER REPORTS: 
 
The City Manager provided a brief update regarding the Council Chamber upgrade. 
 
CITY ATTORNEY REPORTS:   
 
None. 
 
CLOSED SESSION: 
 
Council Members recessed at 9:04 p.m. and convened in Closed Session at 9:07 p.m. 
 

(15) CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL—EXISTING LITIGATION 
(Government Code section 54956.9(d)(1)) 
Name of case: Santee Trolley Square 991, LLP v. City of Santee et al. 
Case Number: 37-2020-00007895-CU-WM-CTL 

  
(16) CONFERENCE WITH REAL PROPERTY NEGOTIATORS 

(Government Code section 54956.8) 
Property: Parcel 4 of Parcel Map 18857 located in Trolley Square (Library site) 
City Negotiator: City Manager 
Negotiating Parties: Excel Hotel Group and Vestar Kimco Santee, LP 
Under Negotiation: Price and terms of payment 
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(17) CONFERENCE WITH REAL PROPERTY NEGOTIATORS 

(Gov. Code section 54956.8) 
Property:  Parcel 3 of Parcel Map 20177 located north of Town Center 

Parkway between Cuyamaca Street and Riverview Parkway 
(“Theater Parcel”). City Negotiator:  City Manager. 

Negotiating Party: Eneract, LLC.   
Under negotiation:  Price and terms of payment. 

 
Council Members reconvened in Open Session at 9:55 p.m. with all members presents.  
Mayor Minto reported for direction was given to staff on Items 15 and 16; and for Item 17, 
action was taken by unanimous vote, to direct the Finance Director to return $90,000.00 
to Studio Movie Grill and maintain at least $10,000.00 and if it falls to $5,000.00 they have 
to reestablish a $10,000.00 level.   
 
ADJOURNMENT:  
 
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 9:57 p.m. 
 
Date Approved:   
 
 
       
Annette Ortiz, CMC, City Clerk  















































Attachment 1LEGAL SERVICES BILLING SUMMARY
September 2020

CURRENT INVOICE
DESCRIPTION AMOUNT NUMBER NOTES

Retainer 15,558.73$        887467
1001.00.1201.51020 15,558.73          

Labor & Employment:
Labor & Employment 1,935.90            887444
Employee Benefits 884.30               887464
1001.00.1201.51020 2,820.20            

Litigation & Claims:
Litigation & Claims 1,959.80            887445
Affordable Housing Coalition of San Diego County 321.70               887460
Zulauf Receivership 192.00               887461
Parcel 4 Litigation 836.50               887466
1001.00.1201.51020 3,310.00            

Special Projects (General Fund):
Community Oriented Policing 1,218.90            887452
CEQA Special Advice 1,218.90            887454
Water Quality 310.70               887462
General Elections 2,294.40            887463
1001.00.1201.51020 5,042.90            

Special Projects - COVID-19 (General Fund)
COVID-19 Emergency Response 4,083.57 887469
1001.99.9001.51020

Special Projects (Other Funds):
Cuyamaca Street Right-of-Way Acquisition 286.80               887446 cip71402.30.05

286.80

Third-Party Reimbursable:
Sky Ranch 1,519.40            887447 grd0928a.40.05
Lantern Crest 2,930.80            887448 cup1704a.10.05
Lantern Crest 307.00               887448 grd1281a.20.05
Parcel 4 Hotel 1,386.20            887465 excelena.10.05
Castlerock (Weston) 185.50               887449 spp0801a.10.05
MSCP Subarea Plan 556.50               887451 spp1704a.10.05
HomeFed Project 97,621.22          887450 spp1704a.10.05
Karl Strauss 556.50               887453 dr15010a.10.05
Verizon Wireless Facility (Santana HS) 214.90               887455 var2001a.10.05
AT&T Wireless Facility (Santana Village) 982.40               887455 cup1903a.10.05
Redevelopment of Carlton Oaks 1,185.90            887457 tm19001a.10.05
Hillside Meadows Mitigation 482.30               887456 cup1802a.10.05
All Right Storage 4,081.90            887458 cup1905a.10.05

112,010.52        
 
Total 143,112.72$      



Attachment 2LEGAL SERVICES BILLING RECAP
FY 2020-21

Adopted Revised Previously Spent Available Current Request
Category Budget Budget Year to Date Balance Mo/Yr Amount

General Fund:

General / Retainer 186,120.00$      186,120.00$   31,217.30$     154,902.70$   Sep-20 15,558.73$     
Labor & Employment 60,000.00          60,000.00       2,509.50         57,490.50       Sep-20 2,820.20         
Litigation & Claims 210,000.00        210,000.00     10,683.10       199,316.90     Sep-20 3,310.00         
Special Projects 261,000.00        261,000.00     45,469.99       215,530.01     Sep-20 9,126.47         

Total 717,120.00$      717,120.00$   89,879.89$     627,240.11$   30,815.40$     

Other City Funds:

Highway 52 Coalition 5,000.00$          5,000.00$       -$                5,000.00$       -$                
MHFP Commission 5,000.00            5,000.00         23.90              4,976.10         -                  
Capital Projects -                     75,000.00       1,338.40         73,661.60       Sep-20 286.80            

Total 10,000.00$        85,000.00$     1,362.30$       83,637.70$     286.80$          

Third-Party Reimbursable:

Total 227,330.58$   Sep-20 112,010.52$   `

Total Previously Spent to Date
Total Proposed for Payment

 General Fund 89,879.89$        General Fund 30,815.40$     
 Other City Funds 1,362.30            Other City Funds 286.80            
 Applicant Deposits 227,330.58        Applicant Deposits 112,010.52     

  Total 318,572.77$        Total 143,112.72$   

FY 2020-21





ORDINANCE NO. _____ 

1 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANTEE, CALIFORNIA, 
ESTABLISHING AN AUTOMATIC ONE-YEAR EXTENSION FOR ACTIVE 
DEVELOPMENT APPROVALS, DUE TO THE ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF  

THE NOVEL CORONAVIRUS (COVID-19) 
 
WHEREAS, on March 4 2020, the Governor of the State of California proclaimed 

a state of an emergency to exist in California due to spread of the Novel Coronavirus 
(“COVID-19”); and 

 
WHEREAS, on March 11, 2020, the World Health Organization (WHO) publicly 

characterized COVID-19 as a pandemic; and 
 
WHEREAS, on March 13, 2020, the President of the United States declared a 

National Emergency due to the continued spread and the effects of COVID-19 and 
announced that the federal government would make emergency funding available to 
assist state and local governments in preventing the spread of and  addressing the effects 
of COVID-19; and 

 
WHEREAS, on March 16, 2020, the Governor of the State of California issued 

Executive Order N-28-20, wherein he found that the economic impacts of COVID-19 have 
been significant, and could threaten to undermine the stability of California businesses; 
and 

 
WHEREAS, on March 25, 2020, the Santee City Council adopted Emergency 

Resolution 023-2020, declaring the existence of a local emergency due to COVID-19; 
and 

 
WHEREAS, on March 27, 2020, the County Public Health Officer issued a new 

order, effective March 29, 2020 and continuing until further notice, limiting gatherings of 
a certain number, closing certain business establishments, limiting the operations of other 
business establishments, and requiring social distancing, increased sanitation standards, 
and the use of telecommuting; and 

 
WHEREAS, as of the date of this Ordinance, business closures and reduced 

business hours, in addition to public health orders to limit public gatherings and socially 
distance, continue to have a financial impact on local business; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Governor has labeled California’s economic crisis a “pandemic-

induced recession;” and 
 
WHEREAS, California Government Code section 8634 allows the Council, as the 

governing body, to make orders and regulations necessary during a local emergency to 
provide for the protection of life and property; and 

 
WHEREAS, many businesses are experiencing restrictions on operations related 

to COVID-19, which delay their ability to proceed with approved development in the City; 
and 



ORDINANCE NO. _____ 

2 

WHEREAS, Santee Municipal Code section 13.04.090(A) provides that approvals 
for development review, conditional use permits, minor conditional use permits, 
variances, minor/major revisions and deviations shall lapse three years from the approval 
date, unless certain actions occur; and  

 
WHEREAS, Santee Municipal Code section 13.04.090(B) provides that 

extensions of the approvals may be granted for up to two years and shall not exceed a 
total of five years from the original date of approval; and 

 
WHEREAS, to help relieve the pressure on businesses resulting from the 

limitations on financing and construction due to the pandemic-induced recession, the City 
desires to automatically extend by one year all development approvals described in 
Santee Municipal Code section 13.04.090(A) that are in effect and not lapsed on October 
14, 2020; and  

 
WHEREAS, this automatic one-year extension will have no effect on an applicant’s 

eligibility for other extensions otherwise allowed under the Santee Municipal Code.  
 
NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Santee does ordain as follows:  
 
SECTION 1. The recitals above are each incorporated by reference and adopted 

as findings by the City Council.  
 
SECTION 2.  An automatic one-year extension is granted to all City development 

approvals described in Santee Municipal Code section 13.04.090(A) that are in effect and 
have not lapsed as of October 14, 2020.  This automatic one-year extension has no effect 
on an applicant’s eligibility for other extensions otherwise allowed under the Santee 
Municipal Code. 

 
SECTION 3.  In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (Pub. 

Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.) (“CEQA”) and the State CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code 
Regs., tit. 14, § 15000 et seq.), the City Council finds that adoption and implementation 
of this Ordinance is not subject to CEQA pursuant to Sections 15060(c)(2) (the activity 
will not result in a direct or reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the 
environment) and 15060(c)(3) (the activity is not a project as defined in Section 15378), 
because this Ordinance has no potential for resulting in physical change to the 
environment, directly or indirectly. This Ordinance is also statutorily exempt under Title 
14 of the California Code of Regulations, section 15269(c), as a specific action necessary 
to prevent or mitigate an emergency. 

 
SECTION 4. The City Clerk shall either: (a) have this ordinance published in a 

newspaper of general circulation within 15 days after its adoption or (b) have a summary 
of this ordinance published twice in a newspaper of general circulation, once five days 
before its adoption and again within 15 days after its adoption.  
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SECTION 5. If any provision of this ordinance or its application to any person or 
circumstance is held to be invalid, such invalidity has no effect on the other provisions or 
applications of the ordinance that can be given effect without the invalid provision or 
application, and to this extent, the provisions of this resolution are severable. The City 
Council declares that it would have adopted this resolution irrespective of the invalidity of 
any portion thereof. 

 
INTRODUCED AND FIRST READ at a Regular Meeting of the City Council of the 

City of Santee, California on the 14th day of October, 2020, and thereafter ADOPTED at 
a Regular Meeting of the City Council held on the 28th day of October, 2020, by the 
following roll call vote to wit: 
 

AYES:  
 
 NOES:  
 
 ABSENT:  
 
       APPROVED: 
 
 
              
       JOHN W. MINTO, MAYOR 
 
ATTEST:  
 
 
       
ANNETTE ORTIZ, CMC, CITY CLERK 
 





RESOLUTION NO.    
 
RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANTEE, CALIFORNIA 
ACCEPTING THE BUS STOP TRASH DIVERSON PROJECT (CIP 2019-20) AS 

COMPLETE 
 

WHEREAS, the City Council awarded the construction contract for the Bus Stop 
Trash Diversion Project (CIP 2019-20) to Downstream Services, Inc. on February 26, 
2020 for $19,612.71; and 

 
WHEREAS, City Council authorized staff to approve construction change orders 

in a total amount not to exceed $4,903.00; and 
 
WHEREAS, one non-compensable change order was approved for a contract 

time extension; and 
 

WHEREAS, the project was completed for a total contract amount of $19,612.71; 
and 
 

WHEREAS, Downstream Services, Inc. has completed the project in accordance 
with the contract documents.  

 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of 

Santee, California, that the work for the construction of the Bus Stop Trash Diversion 
Project (CIP 2019-20) is accepted as complete on this date and the City Clerk is 
directed to record a Notice of Completion. 

 
ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Santee, California, at a Regular 

meeting thereof held this 28th day of October, 2020, by the following roll call vote to wit: 
 
 

 
 AYES: 
 
 NOES: 
 
 ABSENT: 
 
       APPROVED: 
 
 
              
       JOHN W. MINTO, MAYOR 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
        
ANNETTE ORTIZ, CMC, CITY CLERK 
 



Bus Stop Trash Diversion
CIP 2019-20
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RESOLUTION NO.                       
 

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANTEE, CALIFORNIA 
ACCEPTING THE CITYWIDE SLURRY SEAL AND ROADWAY MAINTENANCE 

PROGRAM 2020 PROJECT (CIP 2020-04) AS COMPLETE 
 

WHEREAS, on July 22, 2020, the City Council awarded the construction contract 
for the Citywide Slurry Seal and Roadway Maintenance Program 2020 Project (CIP 
2020-04) to American Asphalt South, Inc. for $627,832.20, and authorized staff to 
approve construction change orders in a total amount not to exceed $94,174.83; and 

 
WHEREAS, on September 9, 2020 the City Council increased the change order 

authorization to a total amount not to exceed $125,192.63; and 
 
WHEREAS, two change orders were approved for the project in the amount of 

$111,826.11; and 
 

WHEREAS, the project was completed for a total contract amount of 
$739,658.31; and 
 

WHEREAS, American Asphalt South, Inc. has completed the project in 
accordance with the contract plans and specifications.  

 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of 

Santee, California, that the work for the construction of the Citywide Slurry Seal and 
Roadway Maintenance Program 2020 Project (CIP 2020-04) is accepted as complete 
on this date and the City Clerk is directed to record a Notice of Completion. 

 
ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Santee, California, at a Regular meeting 
thereof held this 28th day of October 2020 by the following roll call vote to wit: 

 
 

AYES: 
 
NOES: 
 
ABSENT: 
 
 

     APPROVED: 
 
      
          
     JOHN W. MINTO, MAYOR 
 
 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
    __________ 
ANNETTE ORTIZ, CMC, CITY CLERK  



 

Citywide Slurry Seal and Roadway Maintenance Program 2020, CIP 2020-04 
 
Street List 
 
Zone AA 
Dalehurst Rd 
Holmby Wy 
Settle Rd 
Strathmore Dr 
Swanton Dr 
 
Zone BD 
Casa Ct 
Clivia St 
Healy Ct 
Healy Wy 
Julio Pl 
Santana St 
Susie Ln 
 

Zone EB 
Aubrey Glen Dr 
Azure View 
Big Rock Rd 
Cherub Ct 
Linen Dr 
Little Rock Rd 
Matterhorn Dr 
Mesa Rd 
Organdy Ln 
Poplin Dr 
Rancho Fanita Dr 
Sandstone Dr 
Shantung Dr 
Smokewood Dr 
Sunridge Dr 
 
Zone EE 
Atlas View Dr 
Pryor Dr 
Rhone Rd 
Shanes Wy 
 
 



Citywide Slurry Seal and Roadway Maintenance Program 2020
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RESOLUTION NO.                       
 

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANTEE, CALIFORNIA 
ACCEPTING THE CITYWIDE PAVEMENT REPAIR AND REHABILITATION 

PROGRAM 2020 PROJECT (CIP 2020-03) AS COMPLETE 
 

WHEREAS, the City Council awarded the construction contract for the Citywide 
Pavement Repair and Rehabilitation Program 2020 Project (CIP 2020-03) to A.M. 
Ortega Construction, Inc. on July 22, 2020 for $332,177.20; and 

 
WHEREAS, City Council authorized staff to approve construction change orders 

in a total amount not to exceed $33,217.00; and 
 
WHEREAS, four change orders were approved for the project in the deductive 

amount of ($27,621.03); and 
 

WHEREAS, the project was completed for a total contract amount of 
$304,556.17; and 
 

WHEREAS, A.M. Ortega Construction, Inc. has completed the project in 
accordance with the contract plans and specifications.  

 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of 

Santee, California, that the work for the construction of the Citywide Pavement Repair 
and Rehabilitation Program 2020 Project (CIP 2020-03) is accepted as complete on this 
date and the City Clerk is directed to record a Notice of Completion. 

 
ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Santee, California, at a Regular meeting 
thereof held this 28th day of October, 2020 by the following roll call vote to wit: 

 
 

AYES: 
 
NOES: 
 
ABSENT: 
 
 

     APPROVED: 
 
      
          
     JOHN W. MINTO, MAYOR 
 
 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
    __________ 
ANNETTE ORTIZ, CMC, CITY CLERK  



 

Citywide Pavement Repair and Rehabilitation Program 2020, CIP 2020-03 
 
Street List 
 
Zone AA 
Settle Rd (Lake Canyon Rd to Las Lomas Rd) 
 

Zone EB 
Graham Terrace 
Woodpecker Wy (Big Rock Rd to East Cul de sac) 
 
Zone EE 
Atlas View Dr (North of Atlas View Ct to Slope St) 
Slope St (Atlas View Dr to Rhone Rd) 
 
 



MAGNOLIA AVE
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Citywide Pavement Repair and Rehabilitation Program 2020
(CIP 2020-03)
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STAFF REPORT 

 
SECOND WORKSHOP ON THE USE OF CARES ACT COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

BLOCK GRANT  CORONAVIRUS (CDBG-CV) FUNDING 
 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
OCTOBER 28, 2020 

 
 

A. CDBG-CV BACKGROUND 
 
The Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic Security Act (CARES Act) was signed into law by 
President Trump on March 27, 2020, which included additional CDBG funds to assist communities 
across the United States in mitigating the impacts of COVID-19. The CARES Act provides 
flexibilities for CDBG grantees to make it easier to use CDBG-CV, Program Year 2019 and 
Program Year 2020 CDBG grants for coronavirus response. Notably, the flexibilities granted are 
the immediate availability of a five-day public comment period (reduced from 30 days) for 
amendments and new plan submissions, and removal of the 15 percent CDBG public services 
funding cap to prevent, prepare for, and respond to the coronavirus pandemic.   
 
The CARES Act provided that CDBG-CV funds would be distributed over three “rounds” of 
allocations.  The City received a letter from HUD dated April 2, 2020 indicating that it would be 
receiving $162,104 in “Round 1” CDBG-CV funding.  The funding allocations as determined 
through the two City Council Workshops in May 2020 for the “Round 1” allocation, as well as, the 
reallocation of $85,389 in Program Year 2019 Entitlement CDBG funds, are listed in the chart 
below.  
 

Category  Subrecipient\Grantee 
Approved 
Allocation Activity Description Status 

Public 
Services Boys and Girls Clubs  $       5,000  Child Care Services Complete 

Public 
Services Cameron Family YMCA  $       5,000  Child Care Services Complete 

Public 
Services Crisis House  $     15,000  CDBG-CV - Emergency 

Shelter Complete 

Public 
Services ElderHelp of San Diego  $       8,000  Home Delivered Food for 

Seniors Underway 

Public 
Services Meals-On-Wheels  $       2,000  Meal Delivery for Seniors Complete 

Public 
Services Santee Food Bank  $     15,000  Operational Expenses, PPEs  Underway 

Public 
Services Santee Santas  $     10,000  Home Delivered Food for 

Seniors Complete 

Public 
Services 

Emergency Rental 
Assistance  $     25,073  CDBG-CV - Rental 

Assistance  Underway 

Program 
Administration City of Santee  $     32,420  CDBG-CV General Program 

Administration  Underway 

Economic 
Development  

East County Economic 
Development Council  $   130,000  

CDBG-CV & CDBG -
Microenterprise Assistance 
Program (MAP) Grants 

Underway 

TOTAL  $     247,493      
 
The City did not receive any funds from the “Round 2” funding allocation as these funds were 
directed entirely to States and Territories.  On September 11, 2020 the United States Department 
of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) released all of the “Round 3” CDBG-CV funding 
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allocations and the City of Santee will be receiving $381,002.  The total amount of the City’s 
CDBG-CV allocation is $543,106 after this third and final round of funding.  In addition, $85,389 
in Program Year 2019 Entitlement CDBG funds have previously been reallocated and $42,310 in 
Program Year 2020 Entitlement CDBG funds have been identified as available for reallocation.    
 
 
B. SUGGESTED “ROUND 3” FUNDING ALLOCATION 
 
Considering the impact the coronavirus pandemic has had on employment, especially for low-
income households with members in service occupations, many renters in Santee are likely in 
jeopardy of losing their housing after the pandemic-related renter eviction protections expire.  
There are more than 6,500 rental households in Santee and based on overall city demographics, 
approximately 1,235 (19%) are low income.  The allocation of $356,952 in “Round 3” CDBG-CV 
funding towards rental assistance would result in at least 30 households being able to maintain 
their current housing.   
 
Based on the need to assist Santee residents in jeopardy of losing their housing, staff presented 
the option of using most of the “Round 3” funds for rental assistance at the October 14th City 
Council meeting.  In addition to rental assistance, five percent of the “Round 3” funds are 
suggested to be used for Program Administration and $5,000 is suggested to assist the East 
County Homeless Task Force (HTF) with their efforts to provide homeless services in response 
to the coronavirus pandemic in Santee (request letter attached).  A chart showing the suggested 
“Round 3” CDBG-CV funding is below.   
    

Category  
Suggested 
Amount Comments 

Rental Assistance                                                
Up to 6 Months  $     356,952  Subrecipients be determined by targeted 

outreach. 

Program Administration  $       19,050  5% of Total Amount.  City staff time and 
administrative costs. 

East County Homeless Task Force  $          5,000  To support the East County HTF’s 
mission.  

TOTAL  $     381,002    
 
 
C. PROGRAM YEAR 2020 CDBG FUND RE-ALLOCATION 
 
A total of $42,310 in Program Year (PY) 2020 CDBG funds are available to be reallocated to other 
programs to respond to the coronavirus pandemic.  This funding comes from $38,810 in PY 2020 
Debt Service Reserve, which is no longer needed as the Section 108 Loan will be paid off in 
August 2021 and $3,500 from the Lutheran Social Services – Caring Neighbors program, which 
was suspended based on coronavirus-related volunteer safety concerns.   
 
Based on the availability of PY 2020 CDBG funds for re-allocation staff reached out to current 
subrecipients to determine their desire for additional funding to respond to the coronavirus 
pandemic.  This chart below shows the subrecipients that have requested additional funding, the 
amounts they requested and the activities to be funded.     
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Current Subrecipient 
Requested 

Amount Additional\Enhanced Services 

Cameron Family YMCA  $ 10,000  
Child Care -  Includes Academic Enrichment 
half-day program, gymnastics, and swim 
lessons.   

Boys & Girls Clubs of East 
County   $   5,000  Child Care - 20 Fall Camp Scholarships 

Crisis House  $ 15,000  
Emergency Shelter for six at-risk households for 
up to 28 days of overnight stays, case 
management, food.   

ElderHelp of San Diego  $  14,400  Home grocery delivery for 30 to 50 seniors per 
month.  Six months of services.      

Meals-On-Wheels   $   6,000  Additional meal deliveries for 45 new Senior 
Santee Meals on Wheels recipients. 

Santee Santas 
Foundation  $ 10,000  Holiday Food Program specific to Seniors.   

TOTAL  $ 60,400    
 
At the October 28, 2020 City Council meeting $42,310 is available to be reallocated by the City 
Council.  The City Council may also decide to fund one or more of the activities listed above out 
of the “Round 3” CDBG-CV funds.    
 
 
D. NEXT STEPS 
 
Following City Council’s direction, the following steps will occur to allocate these CDBG-CV and 
Program Year 2020 CDBG funds.     
 
Amend Program Years 2019 and 2020 Annual Action Plans – HUD requires the preparation of an 
Annual Action Plan to describe how federal funds will benefit low income households. HUD had 
recently provided guidance that jurisdictions should amend their Annual Action Plans to allocate 
CDBG-CV and any available CDBG funds towards activities to prevent the spread of Coronavirus.  
These Amendments would focus on how the CDBG-CV and redirected CDBG funds would be 
used to respond to the coronavirus pandemic.   
  
Based on direction provided at this and the October 14, 2020 City Council meetings, staff will 
prepare and notice amendments to the PY 2019 and PY 2020 Annual Action Plans for approval 
at the November 18, 2020 City Council Public Hearing. 
 
 
E. RECOMMENDATION 

 
Consider funding options and provide direction to staff in order to prepare the Annual Action Plan 
Amendments for Program Years 2019 and 2020.   
 



October 19, 2020  
 
Bill Crane 
Senior Management Analyst, Development Services 
City of Santee 
 
Dear Mr. Crane, 
 
Thank you for inviting the East County Homeless Task Force to submit this $5000 funding request.   
 
We all know that homelessness is a challenge that many U.S. regions are dealing with, including San Diego. 
Per the Annual Point-in-Time (PIT) count, San Diego County has the 4th highest homeless population in the 
nation, and now East County has the second-highest homeless population in the county. In 2016, 
businesses, governments, and residents alike were frustrated and wanted to do more. The San Diego East 
County Chamber Foundation reacted to the community's outcry to address this challenging problem, and 
the East County Homeless Task Force (ECHTF) was born. The ECHTF represents East County's four cities and 
unincorporated communities.  
 
In early 2017, over 100 community members—including those with lived experience—stepped up to 
volunteer their time and expertise to learn how to address the needs of both specific situations and unique 
populations. Today, we continue to welcome and collaborate with community members from both the 
public and private sectors.  Organizations, institutions, and municipalities with concerns about 
homelessness operate independently and enjoy input and support from the ECHTF.  Taskforce support 
includes: 

• increasing service provider programs' capacity 
• creating opportunity for new partnerships 
• facilitating collaboration to bring funding to the region 
• providing information about access to resources 
• advocating for housing policy 
• acting as a conduit for inserting East County needs into County-wide discussions 
• sponsoring monthly, East County coordinated homeless outreach meetings 

 
Accomplishments include creating and distributing printed resource guides, the ECAssist.org website's 
launch, and leading meetings in Lakeside to address the impacts of homelessness in the San Diego Riverbed. 
 
We know you are concerned about the health and well-being of all Santee residents, and especially the 
most vulnerable.  Many of the CDC’s recommendations to prevent the spread of COVID-19 are difficult for 
a person experiencing homelessness.  The task force joins the local and county-wide efforts to magnify the 
resources and connections available for responding to the needs of this vulnerable population during this 
challenging time.   To sustain our momentum, we seek Santee's ongoing contribution to the East County 
Homeless Task Force and invite the City of Santee to join El Cajon and La Mesa as municipal funding 
partners. 
 
Thank you.  
 
Bryan Shull 
 
 
East County Homeless Task Force Steering Committee Chair 
Board Member San Diego East County Chamber of Commerce 





RESOLUTION NO.     

 

 
RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANTEE, CALIFORNIA, 
ACCEPTING THE PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS FOR WESTON PARK (CIP 2018-47) 

AS COMPLETE   
LOCATION: 9050 TRAILMARK WAY, SANTEE, CA 92071 

 
 WHEREAS, Pardee Homes, the developer for the Weston subdivision, entered 
into a Park Development Agreement with the City of Santee to construct certain public 
improvements associated with the development including Weston Park; and 
 

WHEREAS, the public improvements for Weston Park are constructed according 
to the Park Development Agreement, accepted plans, and to the satisfaction of the 
Director of Development Services. 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that City Council of the City of Santee, 
California, does hereby accept the Weston Park public improvements as complete and 
accept Weston Park into the City Park Inventory. 

 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Council does hereby direct the City 

Clerk to release 90 percent of the faithful performance bond, retain 10 percent for 12 
months as a warranty bond, and retain the labor and material bond for six months. The 
retained bonds shall be released upon approval of the Director of Development Services.  

 
ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Santee, California, at a Regular 

meeting thereof held this 28th day of October 2020, by the following roll call vote to wit: 
 
 
AYES: 

 
NOES: 

 
ABSENT: 

 
 
     APPROVED: 
 
 
          
     JOHN W. MINTO, MAYOR 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
       
ANNETTE ORTIZ, CMC, CITY CLERK  
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RESOLUTION ACCEPTING THE AWARD OF STATE GRANT FUNDS FROM THE 
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 2020 LOCAL 

EARLY ACTION PLANNING GRANTS PROGRAM (LEAP) FOR SANTEE’S SIXTH 
CYCLE HOUSING ELEMENT,  AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION OF A 

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT WITH RECON ENVIRONMENTAL, INC. 
FOR ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING SERVICES RELATED TO HOUSING 
ELEMENT GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENTS AND ZONE CHANGES, AND 

APPROPRIATING FUNDS 
 

 WHEREAS, the Housing Element is the City’s main housing policy and planning 
document that identifies housing needs and constraints, sets forth goals and policies that 
address these needs and constraints, and plans for projected housing needs for all 
income levels over an eight-year planning period that coincides with a Regional Housing 
Needs Allocation; and  
 

WHEREAS, the state mandates that all jurisdictions throughout the state maintain 
a Housing Element certified by the California Department of Housing and Community 
Development (HCD); and 
 

WHEREAS, a Housing Element must include a Residential Sites Inventory that 
meets the City’s assigned Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA); and 

 
WHEREAS, HCD has awarded a Local Early Action Planning Grant (LEAP) to the 

City in the amount of $150,000 to facilitate compliance in implementing the Sixth Cycle of 
the RHNA; and  

 
WHEREAS, the City Council considered a preliminary Residential Sites Inventory 

at a workshop on March 11, 2020; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the proposed Residential Sites Inventory includes sites that would be 
subject to General Plan and Town Center Specific Plan Amendments and a 
reclassification of base zone districts (“rezones”); and 
 
  WHEREAS, sites on the proposed Residential Sites Inventory must be assessed 
for environmental impacts prior to corresponding General Plan Amendments, Town 
Center Specific Plan Amendments and rezones; and 

 
 WHEREAS, in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Guidelines Section 15378 the subject Professional Services Agreement is not a project 
under CEQA and therefore, is not subject to CEQA review; and  
 
 WHEREAS, in May 2020 the City solicited a Request for Proposals for consultant 
services to assist in the environmental clearance for General Plan/Town Center Specific 
Plan Amendments and rezones related to the Housing Element with a legal advertisement 
in the East County Californian newspaper and on the City’s website; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City received four (4) proposals; and 
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 WHEREAS, City staff carefully evaluated the proposals received and determined 
that RECON Environmental, Inc. is highly qualified to perform the services needed to 
complete the environmental clearance; and 
 

WHEREAS, the cost proposal received in the amount of $172,805 for professional 
services was the least expensive of the proposals received; and 

 
WHEREAS, the costs for professional services would be offset with $150,000 of 

Local Early Action Program (LEAP) Grant funds from the California Department of 
Housing and Community Development (HCD) that were awarded to the City on 
September 2, 2020 resulting in a funding gap of $22,805; and 

 
WHEREAS, additional costs in the amount of $50,000 are anticipated to be 

incurred for internal legal review associated with the update to the Housing Element and 
incidental processing costs, such as environmental postings, public notices, and legal 
newspaper advertisements.  

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City of Santee City Council, 

accepts and appropriates the LEAP Grant from HCD in the amount of $150,000, 
authorizes the City Manager to execute a Professional Services Agreement with RECON 
Environmental, Inc. in an amount not to exceed $172,805,  authorizes the Director of 
Development Services to execute the HCD Grant Agreement and associated documents 
on behalf of the City, and appropriates $72,805 from the General Fund reserve balance 
for additional costs identified herein. 

 
 ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Santee, California, at a Regular 
meeting thereof held this 28th day of October, 2020 by the following roll call vote to wit: 

 
 

AYES: 
 
NOES: 
 
ABSENT: 
 
 

     APPROVED: 
 
      
          
     JOHN W. MINTO, MAYOR 
 
 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
    __________ 
ANNETTE ORTIZ, CMC, CITY CLERK  



PROPOSAL

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTING SERVICES
for General Plan Amendments and Zone Changes 
for the Sixth Cycle Housing Element

RFP NO. 20-21 40020

Prepared for
City of Santee

City Clerk - Building 3
Attention: Michael Coyne

10601 Magnolia Avenue
Santee, CA 92071

May 26, 2020

Attachment No. 1



 

An Employee-Owned Company 

3111 Camino del Rio North, Ste. 600, San Diego, CA 92108  |  619.308.9333  |  reconenvironmental.com 
SAN DIEGO    |    BAY AREA    |   TUCSON 

May 26, 2020 

Michael Coyne 
City of Santee 
Department of Development Services 
10601 Magnolia Avenue 
Santee, CA 92071 

Reference: Proposal to Provide Environmental Consulting Services for General Plan Amendments and  
Zone Changes for the Sixth Cycle Housing Element, RFP No. 20-21 40020 (RECON No. P9705) 

Dear Mr. Coyne: 

RECON Environmental, Inc. (RECON) is excited for the opportunity partner with the City of Santee (City) 
and Victoria Tam and Associates (VTA) to prepare and process the Program Environmental Impact 
Report (PEIR) for the General Plan Amendments and Zoning Reclassifications for the Sixth Cycle Housing 
Element Update. RECON provides the City with extraordinary experience in preparing PEIRs for General 
Plan Amendments for Housing Elements and Zone Changes. Joining our team for this effort is Chen Ryan 
Associates to prepare the traffic impact analysis for the PEIR. RECON often works with Chen Ryan on 
General Plan Amendment projects requiring a programmatic analysis and together we offer the City an 
unmatched team that is well positioned to assist the City throughout the environmental review process.  

As you know, we are working with Victoria Tam on the City’s Housing Element under a separate contract 
and have teamed with VTA on other Housing Element Program EIRs (e.g., cities of San Clemente, El Cajon, 
and El Centro) requiring zone changes to accommodate the update. 

I will be the Project Director for the City and Nick Larkin, Senior Environmental Analyst, will serve as the 
Project Manager for this effort. Nick has extensive experience preparing programmatic environmental 
documents on long-range planning initiatives as well as recent experience working with City staff. The 
entire RECON team stands committed to providing the City with a successful CEQA process that fulfills the 
project requirements, timeline and budget as outlined in the RFP. I am authorized representative of RECON 
and can contractually negotiate and bind the firm. Please contact me if you have questions or would like 
additional information. I can be reached as follows: 

Jennifer Campos, Environmental Project Director 
RECON Environmental, Inc. 

3111 Camino del Rio North, Suite 600 
San Diego, California 92108 

jcampos@reconenvironmental.com; (619) 308-9333 x123 

Sincerely, 

Jennifer Campos 
Environmental Project Director 
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C. Executive Summary 
RECON Environmental, Inc. (RECON) is a San Diego-based employee owned company who 
has provided professional consulting services to public agencies in southern California for 
more than 48 years. RECON’s team includes certified environmental planners, permitted 
biologists, registered archaeologists, air quality and greenhouse gas (GHG) specialists, 
acoustical experts, and certified GIS specialists. As evidenced below by our experience, our 
staff has a long established working familiarity in the City of Santee and is proficient in 
preparing programmatic and project level analyses for a wide variety of Housing Element 
Updates that include General Plan Amendments and Zoning Changes (e.g., El Cajon, 
Encinitas, Del Mar, and San Clemente). 

Ms. Jennifer (Jen) Campos would provide oversight for the project in her role as Project 
Director, in addition to providing quality control reviews for all deliverables. Ms. Campos is 
authorized to negotiate contract conditions. Ms. Campos is a highly regarded 
environmental planner whose experience has emphasized the management of environmental 
review for policy planning documents (general plans, community plans, and specific plans) as 
well as a full range of large-scale development projects. She brings an in-depth knowledge of 
the regulations, policies, and procedures of federal, state, and local resource agencies to 
ensure the efficient and accurate preparation of legal defensible environmental documents. 
Mr. Nick Larkin would serve as the RECON Project Manager for the Program 
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR). Mr. Larkin has strong expertise in the CEQA 
process for similar long-range planning projects in the San Diego region. Both have notable 
experience with PEIRs and recent experience working with the City of Santee on 
environmental review documents. They are highly committed to a successful and 
collaborative process with the City’s team though completion of the Final EIR. Their 
resumes are included as Attachment A, along with resumes of other essential team 
members dedicated to this project. 

We have established strong partnerships with both Veronica Tam and Associates (VTA) 
and Chen Ryan Associates, Inc. (Chen Ryan) on many similar planning projects over the 
past ten years. For this project, Chen Ryan will be a subconsultant to RECON and will 
prepare the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) for the project. Both RECON and Chen Ryan 
have recent experience in the City of Santee and provide an in-depth knowledge of the 
regulations, policies, and procedures to ensure the efficient and accurate preparation of a 
legally defensible environmental document for the City’s proposed General Plan 
Amendments and Zoning Changes for the Housing Element Update.  
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D. Experience 
RECON Environmental, Inc. 
RECON is exceptionally qualified to prepare the environmental documentation for the 
proposed housing element update. Recognizing the need for increased housing production 
and provision for housing at all income levels, RECON has experience preparing 
environmental documents that maximize streamlining of future housing proposals. RECON 
has prepared several PEIRs supporting General Plan Amendments, housing element 
updates, and community plan updates throughout San Diego County and is currently 
preparing an EIR to support implementation of ordinance changes to support increased 
housing production for all affordability levels for the City of San Diego. Our relevant 
experience with representative projects is summarized below, followed by the relevant 
experience Chen Ryan brings to the team.  

City of Santee 2021 – 2029 Sixth Cycle Housing Element 
Negative Declaration 
Client: Veronica Tam and Associates/City of Santee 

VTA has been selected by the City to prepare the Housing Element Update for the  
2021–2029 Sixth Cycle. As part of the VTA team, RECON will prepare the CEQA document 
to support the Housing Element, which is anticipated to be a Negative Declaration.  

City of San Clemente 2021-2029 Housing Element and Rezoning 
& Safety Element Update Program EIR  
Client: City of San Clemente 

RECON was recently selected by the City of San Clemente to prepare the PEIR for the 
City’s Housing Element Update 2021–2029 Planning Period Sixth Cycle, with VTA 
preparing the Housing Element Update. The San Clemente Housing Element Update 
includes rezoning of parcels to accommodate the Regional Housing Needs 
Assessment (RHNA) in compliance with state statutes for certification by California 
Department of Housing and Community Development. The Housing Element will 
incorporate City policies, strategies, and actions to facilitate the construction of new 
housing and preservation of existing housing to meet the needs of the population during the 
planning period (2021–2029) for all economic segments. The PEIR for the Housing Element 
will address the potential impacts associated with proposed rezones and housing 
development within the identified housing sites.  

City of El Cajon Housing Element Rezone PEIR 
Client: City of El Cajon 

In addition to preparing a Negative Declaration of the Housing Element Update with VTA, 
RECON also prepared a PEIR for the City of El Cajon’s proposed rezoning of parcels 
throughout the city. In addition, RECON completed technical analyses in support of the 
EIR for four proposed rezone areas in and around central El Cajon. The PEIR analyzed 
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impacts associated with future buildout of the rezone opportunity areas and provided a 
mitigation framework to streamline the review and implementation of future projects. 
RECON responded to comments received during public review and prepared the Final EIR, 
which was certified by the El Cajon Planning Commission and City Council.  

Santee Town Center Specific Plan Amendment Master EIR 
Client: City of Santee 
RECON prepared a Master EIR for the amendment to the Santee Town Center Specific 
Plan. This amendment established a physical and design framework for the development of 
154 acres south of the San Diego River within the City's 706-acre Town Center Specific 
Plan Area. The Specific Plan Amendment provided for a mixed-use development of 
approximately 2.5 million square feet of residential and commercial/office uses, and a 
limited number of residential units (220–300 units surrounding the Santee Trolley Center). 
The Master Plan EIR addressed the environmental effects associated with the amendment. 
Issues addressed in the EIR include land use, traffic, noise, biological resources, 
hydrology/water quality, geology/soils, cultural resources, air quality, aesthetics, public 
services, and utilities. 

At Home in Encinitas General Plan Housing Element Update 
PEIR 
Client: City of Encinitas 
RECON prepared the PEIR for the At Home in Encinitas General Plan Housing Element 
Update (2013-2021). Key topics included traffic, public services, and community character. 
The project was an update to the 1992 Housing Element, which was being prepared within 
the context of a requirement that all proposed General Plan land use changes be approved 
by the voters. The City of Encinitas concurrently prepared the implementation program for 
the Housing Element Update, which included the General Plan Amendment, Rezone, 
Design Guidelines, and revisions to discretionary standards. The PEIR analyzed three 
buildout land use scenarios, each balancing community input with the goal of 
accommodating the city’s RHNA deficit. The PEIR included a detailed mitigation 
framework to facilitate the streamlining of future projects. The PEIR for this controversial 
project was completed on an aggressive schedule of 18 months for approval. RECON 
received an achievement award for this EIR from the Association of Environmental 
Professionals in 2016. 

City of Del Mar Residential Zoning Code Amendment PEIR 
Client: City of Del Mar 

To accommodate additional housing units identified in the City of Del Mar's current 
Housing Element, a rezoning of two citywide zones was proposed: the North Commercial 
zone and Professional Commercial zone. Under our as-needed contract with the City of Del 
Mar, RECON prepared a PEIR for the proposed zoning changes and community plan 
amendment which can streamline and minimize the degree of future environmental review 
needed for specific projects future for the parcels under consideration for the rezoning. 
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City of El Centro General Plan Amendment Housing Element 
Update Initial Study/Negative Declaration 
Client: Veronica Tam and Associates/City of El Centro 

RECON worked with VTA to update the 2009 City of El Centro Housing Element of the 
General Plan. The housing element update was intended to provide guidance for the 2013 
to 2021 planning period. RECON prepared the Initial Study Environmental Checklist and 
Negative Declaration in support of the CEQA certification for the updated plan.  

City of Solana Beach General Plan Update PEIR 
Client: City of Solana Beach 

RECON prepared a PEIR to support the 
City of Solana Beach's General Plan Update 
to the Land Use and Circulation Elements. 
This update focused on the incorporation of 
policies related to sustainability, complete 
streets, and climate change and 
implementation of Senate Bill (SB) 743. 
RECON staff worked closely with City on 
the Circulation Element Update to introduce 
multi-modal boulevards rather than 
standard roadway classifications. The new 
policies include a non-Level of Service-based 
threshold, consistent with SB 743. RECON developed the EIR to maximize streamlining 
opportunities for future projects and incorporated a trip-based traffic impact fee for 
mitigation to facilitate implementation of the City of Solana Beach's capital improvement 
program for vehicular and non-motorized improvements. RECON attended multiple public 
meetings in support of the update and conducted the EIR public scoping meeting. In 
conjunction with the EIR, RECON also prepared a Negative Declaration for the City’s 2013 
Housing Element Update. This project involved presentations to the community, as well as 
in-depth meetings with City Council members. 

City of Oceanside General Plan Update–Economic Development 
Element, Energy and Climate Action Element, and Climate 
Action Plan PEIR 
Client: City of Oceanside 

RECON prepared a PEIR for the City of Oceanside to address two new General Plan 
Elements (an Economic Development Element and Energy and Climate Action Element) in 
addition to a Climate Action Plan (CAP). This EIR is part of a first phase of the City's 
General Plan update. The CAP and CEQA documentation were developed with the intent to 
facilitate and streamline the review of future development proposals and included 
development of a CAP checklist to facilitate future discretionary project reviews.  
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Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility 
Choices PEIR 
Client: City of San Diego 

RECON recently prepared the PEIR for the City of San Diego's Complete Communities: 
Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices program, which provides amendments to the San 
Diego Municipal Code to incentivize multi-family housing construction, and increase 
affordability by allowing qualifying development to occur without further discretionary 
review. The Mobility Choices program included implementation of a fee program that would 
fund multi-modal infrastructure improvements. The project included adoption of a new 
threshold for evaluating transportation impacts using vehicle miles traveled to comply with 
SB 743. The PEIR covered a full range of environmental issues as well as an economic 
analysis, stakeholder engagement program, and urban design schematics. 

Chen Ryan Associates, Inc. 
Chen Ryan brings a fresh vision to transportation planning and engineering in Southern 
California. Established in 2011, they are a certified Disadvantaged Business Enterprise 
and Small Business Enterprise, with offices in San Diego and Los Angeles. The firm is 
committed to planning and designing transportation systems and mobility improvements 
that create and support vibrant and sustainable communities. Chen Ryan provides a 
complete, multimodal approach, building upon the multi-dimensional experiences of their 
staff, along with their dedication to serving the full range of client needs. They understand 
the quality-of-life and health benefits of integrated transportation/land use planning, smart 
growth and active transportation, and are committed to ensuring projects have the least 
impact and most benefit to communities. 

In addition to their ability to plan and design for multimodal transportation projects, staff 
at Chen Ryan are also experts in preparing traffic impact analysis both programmatic and 
project site-specific. In recent years, Chen Ryan has provided traffic engineering services to 
several Housing Element Updates including the cities of Encinitas and El Cajon. They are 
very familiar with SB 743 related guidelines; in fact, they are currently assisting many 
local agencies for their SB 743 implementation, including the City and County of San 
Diego, the Port of San Diego, and the City of Chula Vista.  

Chen Ryan, working closely with City staff, successfully developed Santee’s Mobility 
Element in 2017. They are currently assisting the City on its Active Transportation Plan, 
which will be completed in a next few weeks. Through these project efforts, Chen Ryan 
developed unparalleled experience and familiarity with Santee’s transportation network 
and its opportunities and constraints. Chen Ryan has successfully collaborated with 
RECON on many projects over the years, most recently on the City of Encinitas Housing 
Element Update, City of Solana Beach General Plan Update, Morena Corridor Specific 
Plan, Mission Valley Community Plan Update, Downtown San Diego Mobility Plan, and the 
San Clemente Housing Element Update. 
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City of Santee General Plan Mobility Element Update 
(Chen Ryan) 
Client: City of Santee 

The Santee Mobility Element provided a future vision and framework to guide development 
of the City’s transportation network through the year 2035. The Mobility Element set goals, 
policies, and strategies that promoted efficient and safe use of existing and planned 
transportation facilities and plans for multimodal improvements while supporting the 
anticipated travel demands associated with buildout of the Land Use Element. 

Future year analysis involved the validation and calibration of the San Diego Association of 
Governments (SANDAG) Series 12 Sub-Area Model land uses and mobility network, and 
completion of a Traffic Impact Study to identify and disclose impacted transportation 
facilities and mitigation measures. The accompanying technical report also evaluated 
multimodal transportation through Complete Streets Level of Service analyses for 
pedestrian, bicycle, transit, and vehicular modes, considering each user’s perception of 
quality. The Mobility Element was adopted by City Council in 2017. 

Civic San Diego, Downtown San Diego Mobility Plan 
(Chen Ryan) 
Client: Civic San Diego 

Chen Ryan served as the prime consultant preparing the Downtown San Diego Mobility 
Plan. The plan identifies a multimodal mobility network and establishes policies, programs, 
and projects to improve overall mobility throughout the Downtown San Diego area for all 
modes. The Complete Streets concept is predicated upon the idea that a majority of modes 
should be accommodated along all roadways; however, a more flexible approach to 
Complete Streets planning is to ensure every mode is accommodated by a complete network 
across the study area.  

  



City of Santee General Plan Amendments and Zone Changes 
Sixth Cycle Housing Element PEIR, RFP No. 2021 40020 Proposal 

 Page | 7 

E. Understanding of Project 
RECON understands that the project entails the General Plan Amendments and Zone 
Changes that correspond to the Sixth Cycle (2021-2029) Housing Element update and 
RHNA. The Housing Element Update must identify adequate residential sites with 
sufficient capacity to meet the RHNA. As described in the RFP, 36 sites have been 
identified which constitute the Residential Sites Inventory, and the majority of these sites 
would need to be rezoned. There are also two additional sites on Graves Street that are 
listed in Attachment 2 of the RFP. These sites will also be included in the environmental 
assessment. The rezoning of the sites would be adopted as part of the Housing Element. 
The following figure shows the sites under consideration on an aerial photograph base.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
We also understand that the analyses of the sites in the PEIR would be presented at a 
programmatic level while predominantly focusing on the collective cumulative impacts of 
the development associated with the proposed zoning changes. It is recognized that there 
will need to be discretionary review for future development on the zoning change sites in 
the future at the time specific development proposals are brought forward. 
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However, the two sites in the Santee Town Center (Site 18 and Site 19) were included in 
the past two housing element cycles and are now being carried forward into a third cycle, 
As these sites would not be subject to a discretionary review prior to development, the PEIR 
will address potential impacts at these sites with more detail and ensure site specific 
impact conclusions for these sites are identified, if different from the programmatic analysis 
conclusions. This level of analysis is proposed to recognize that future development would 
be allowed with a ministerial action with adoption of the rezone. RECON has experience 
within the Town Center Specific Plan area, having prepared the EIR for the adjacent 
parcels south of the San Diego River that were part of an amendment to the Specific Plan. 
We will use this previous knowledge of the Town Center along with other Town Center 
CEQA documents to the extent feasible for the analysis for these two parcels.  

  



City of Santee General Plan Amendments and Zone Changes 
Sixth Cycle Housing Element PEIR, RFP No. 2021 40020 Proposal 

 Page | 9 

F. Approach and Scope of Work 
Our scope of work below addresses the impacts of the zone changes that are proposed to 36 
parcels that are being evaluated to accompany the Sixth Cycle Housing Element Update 
along with the two additional parcels on Graves Avenue. The PEIR will address the parcels 
to be rezoned at the programmatic level. As noted above, the program analysis will be 
cumulative in nature with and future discretionary review would be anticipated.  

Each section of the EIR will also provide more specific project level findings for the two 
parcels located in the Town Center (Parcels 18 and 19). The goal of the more specific project 
level review for these two Town Center parcels is to recognize that these sites will be 
developed with a ministerial approval and that there would be no future discretionary 
action that would require implementation of the programmatic mitigation framework 
identified for the other Housing Element sites.  

The EIR would provide supporting technical information as necessary for the programmatic 
and more specific project level analyses. Specifically, as outlined below, Chen Ryan would 
prepare a transportation impact analysis for the program analysis of the zone change sites 
to evaluate potential impacts related to Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) and mobility. Their 
report would be an appendix to the PEIR. Any biological, cultural, noise, air quality, and 
GHG technical information needed for program and more specific project level analysis 
would be incorporated directly into each section of the EIR and standalone technical reports 
are not proposed. Modeling outputs, as applicable, would be provided as appendices to the 
EIR. RECON will utilize traffic data provided in the traffic analysis to inform the air 
quality, GHG, and noise analyses. This approach provides for a more cost efficient CEQA 
process for the City.  

Throughout the process, RECON will proactively maintain communication with City staff, 
keeping staff informed with project status updates, and meeting deadlines. The detailed 
scope of work to prepare the TIA and PEIR is presented below. 

Transportation Impact Analysis (Chen Ryan) 
Chen Ryan would prepare the transportation impact analysis for the PEIR. It is Chen 
Ryan’s understanding is that the City intends to adopt the San Diego Institute of 
Transportation Engineers Mobility Task Force Transportation Impact Study (TIS) 
Guidelines. As such, each individual project will need to conduct a Local Transportation 
Analysis (LTA) once a project moves forward for permitting. However, a LTA is not 
required at the programmatic level. It is noted that the CEQA Guidelines now require 
consideration of VMT analysis. While Chen Ryan will use as much data as possible from 
their recent mobility work with the City, current requirements for VMT analysis limit the 
applicability of those prior efforts. For this reason, additional SANDAG modeling is 
anticipated in order to provide VMT modeling for the proposed selected land use scenario. 
Chen Ryan’s scope of work for the PEIR is included below:  
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1. Coordinate with the City and SANDAG to determine the appropriate model for the 
Santee Housing Element Update project. It is anticipated that the SANDAG Series 
14 Regional Transportation Model will be available the time in which study begins. 
Therefore, the baseline VMT per Capita and VMT per Employee for the San Diego 
region will be revised. However, based on conversations with SANDAG staff, the 
Series 14 model may not be able to access land use edits once it is first published. If 
this is the case, the SANDAG Series 13 model will need to be utilized. Therefore, 
once the Housing Element land use alternatives are prepared, Chen Ryan staff will 
coordinate with City staff to determine the appropriate model to conduct the project 
VMT analysis. 

2. Convert the land use assumptions for the preferred Housing Element alternative 
and the currently adopted land use into the proper format to be inputted into the 
SANDAG model. This includes the validation of the current mobility network coded 
within the SANDAG model (Regional Transportation Improvement Program). Up to 
two land use alternatives are assumed under this task, the currently adopted land 
uses, and the preferred land use. 

3. Coordinate with SANDAG to conduct a VMT per Capita and VMT per Employee 
analysis for the currently adopted and preferred Housing Element alternative. 

4. Coordinate with the project team and City Staff to develop programmatic VMT 
mitigation measures including VMT reducing infrastructure, Transportation 
Demand Management measures, and potential land use changes that are applicable 
at the programmatic level. 

5. Determine the effectiveness of the feasible mitigation measures, identified in Task 4, 
by identifying amount of VMT that would be reduced with their implementation. 
The VMT reductions associated with the feasible mitigations measures will be 
determined based on either the California Association of Air Pollution Control 
Officer Quantification Report or the SANDAG Mobility Management 
Guidebook/VMT Reduction Calculator Tool. 

6. Summarize the findings of the previous tasks into a TIS. It is assumed that an 
initial draft study will be provided to the City for initial review and comment. After 
the City’s comments are addressed, a Public Draft Version of the TIS will be 
produced for inclusion of the Draft EIR.  

7. Finally, after receiving public comments on the Draft EIR, assist City staff and the 
project team in responding to transportation related comments on the Draft EIR. Up 
to ten comments are assumed under this task. 

8. Attend up to five (5) meetings with the project team and City staff. 

Program Environmental Impact Report 
RECON’s scope of work to complete a programmatic- and more specific project-level 
analysis in the PEIR is presented below. RECON will serve as “extension of staff” 
throughout the EIR process. The RECON Project Manager will maintain close 
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communication with City staff throughout the process. RECON will coordinate the 
collection of relevant data in order to streamline the preparation of the environmental 
document.  

In addition to specific tasks outlined in the RFP (Tasks 1–9), RECON would also anticipate 
the following meetings as requested in the RFP: 

• Attend a project kick-off meeting 
• Attend up to three additional meetings with City staff during the preparation and 

processing of the PEIR  
• Host a virtual PEIR Scoping Meeting 

Task 1 – Project Initiation 
At project initiation, RECON will attend a kick-off meeting within two weeks of 
authorization to proceed. At the kick-off meeting, the EIR schedule will be finalized, 
communication protocols will be established, and EIR format will be agreed upon. We will 
also begin review of all existing data and reports, begin compiling existing condition 
information, and work with City staff to identify CEQA alternatives to satisfy the 
requirement of the PEIR. During this time, RECON will also conduct a visit of the sites 
identified in the Residential Sites Inventory. The collected information will serve as the 
basis for the PEIR’s environmental setting and existing conditions discussions.  

Following the kick-off meeting, RECON will also prepare and distribute to the City a draft 
project description that will include thorough descriptions of the proposed project. A list of 
the discretionary zoning change approvals required by the City to implement the project 
will also be included. As part kick-off of this task, RECON will work closely with the City to 
ensure that the project description comprises the “whole of the project,” as defined in 
Section 21159.27 of the CEQA Guidelines, and to develop concise and accurate project 
objectives. The project description will be used for the Notice of Preparation (NOP) as 
described below. 

Task 2 – Notice of Preparation 
RECON will prepare an NOP that will include a detailed project description, a location 
map, and a list of probable environmental effects. Public comments received during the 
NOP period may further refine the PEIR scope. The NOP will solicit input from the public, 
as well as interested agencies and organizations, regarding the scope and content of the 
PEIR. If requested by the City, RECON is available to assist with preparation of necessary 
correspondence and coordination to ensure compliance with tribal consultation 
requirements.  

Task 3 – Scoping Meeting 
RECON will host a public PEIR Scoping meeting during the 30-day NOP period. As 
described in the RFP, the scoping meeting would be held via a virtual platform or other 
method as arranged by City staff. RECON will prepare a PowerPoint presentation for staff 
to review and will prepare revisions based on staff comments. RECON will also deliver the 
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presentation. The template for the presentation will be provided by the City and the City 
will be responsible for the noticing and distribution. 

Deliverables: Digital copy of the PowerPoint presentation.  

Task 4 – Administrative Draft PEIR 
The PEIR will assemble all available data and assess the probable short- and long-term 
direct and cumulative impacts associated with both the proposed project. Impacts will be 
determined considering the existing conditions and the potential for physical changes 
caused by implementation of the proposed Housing Element zoning changes in relationship 
to the thresholds of significance. The PEIR will include a discussion of all issues required 
by the CEQA Guidelines either in the Issues Analysis section of the PEIR or within with 
the Issues Found Not to Be Significant section. If feasible, a mitigation framework, for 
future discretionary projects that would reduce or eliminate adverse impacts, will be 
included in the PEIR.  

Based on the compressed project schedule and the lengthy processing time required for the 
VMT modeling by SANDAG, RECON anticipates submitting the Administrative Draft PEIR 
without the transportation findings and any other analysis that relies on the VMT outputs. 
This approach will allow the EIR processing timeline to achieve overall project schedule.  

It is recognized that development of a mitigation framework for any project level impacts 
from the rezoning of the two Town Center parcels may not be feasible. As such, there may be 
the need for a Statement of Overriding Considerations for significant and unmitigated 
impacts associated with these two parcels. Where appropriate, the PEIR will identify specific 
conclusions for these two sites where they differ from the programmatic analysis conclusions. 
Finally, the PEIR will also analyze feasible alternatives to the proposed project. 

Preparation of the PEIR will focus on the programmatic analysis of environmental issues 
identified as potentially significant during the scoping phase of the project described above. 
As noted above, the program analysis will focus on the cumulative evaluation of impacts 
from the proposed zoning changes for the parcels listed in the sites inventory. Each issue 
identified as potentially significant will be addressed in terms of existing conditions, 
thresholds of significance, impacts, level of significance prior to mitigation, mitigation, and 
level of significance after mitigation. It is anticipated that the following key issues would 
need to be addressed in the PEIR. 

Aesthetics/Visual Quality. The aesthetics section of the PEIR will discuss at the program 
level the extent to which the proposed zone change sites in the residential inventory could 
represent a potentially significant change within the context of the visual setting of the areas 
surrounding the sites and the extent to which potential future development would be 
aesthetically compatible with neighboring uses. The level of analysis for the two Town Center 
sites is anticipated to be at the same level as the other rezoning sites since project specific 
design plans are not known. This section also will describe any existing key or protected 
views or view corridors that may be affected and will address buildout compatibility with the 
existing aesthetic environment relative to light and glare. The potential for visual changes 
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would rely on the allowable uses and densities that could occur under the proposed zone 
changes. A mitigation framework to be considered at the time specific development 
proposals are brought forward will be included in the program analysis.  

Air Quality. The programmatic analysis of air quality impacts in the PEIR will describe 
the existing air quality conditions in the air basin based on California Air Resources Board 
data from nearby monitoring stations. A summary of existing federal, state, and local air 
quality standards and regulatory review requirements will be included. Emissions 
associated with buildout of the zone change sites inventory for carbon monoxide, nitrogen 
oxides, and other criteria pollutants will be estimated using standard emission factors and 
the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) computer program. Specifically, we 
will include the CalEEMod operational calculations for existing on the ground development, 
buildout of existing zoning, and buildout of proposed zoning to provide an overall 
cumulative comparison. The significance of these air quality emissions will be assessed 
using quantitative thresholds established by the San Diego Air Pollution Control District. 
The PEIR will conclude whether the anticipated emissions from the zone changes proposed 
to accommodate the Housing Element Updates could violate any air quality standard or 
contribute to a projected air quality violation; result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is in non-attainment, 
or expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollution concentrations. The PEIR will also 
address the potential for conflict with the state air quality plan and Regional Air Quality 
Standards. In addition, for the two Town Center sites, we will provide project level 
construction and operational calculations.  

Biological Resources. The programmatic assessment of biological resources will be based 
on reviews of existing GIS mapping and biological databases (the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife California Natural Diversity Database, United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service All-species Occurrences database, and SANDAG SanBIOS database) along with 
other secondary source information. It will summarize biological resources occurring within 
the PEIR study area, including vegetation communities, sensitive species, and potential 
jurisdictional wetlands and waters. In addition, it will identify potential impacts to 
sensitive biological resources and provide a programmatic mitigation framework. 

In addition, RECON will provide additional specific biological information to the extent it is 
available for the two vacant parcels on Cottonwood Avenue that total 33.85 acres. The 
potential impacts and any feasible mitigation (focusing on ordinance or regulatory 
compliance) will be identified, acknowledging that the sites would not require further 
discretionary review.  

Paleontological Resources. The paleontological resources will be based on secondary 
source information. RECON will research available geotechnical investigations, geologic 
mapping, and consult with City staff in order to identify the underlying geological 
formation and determine paleontological sensitivity associated with the proposed zone 
change parcels. 
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Cultural Resources. The cultural resources analysis will be based on a records search of 
the 38 parcels. This data will be used to identify previously recorded archaeological and 
built-environmental structures that are over 50 years old. The PEIR will include an 
analysis of potential adverse impacts to archaeological and historic structures and provide 
an appropriate mitigation framework, as needed.  

RECON will provide additional specific cultural information to the extent it is available for 
the two vacant parcels on Cottonwood Avenue that total 33.85 acres. The potential impacts 
and any feasible mitigation (focusing on ordinance or regulatory compliance) will be 
identified, acknowledging that the sites would not require further discretionary review. 
RECON will work with the City to identify mechanisms to address these impacts 
considering the anticipated ministerial approval process.  

Tribal Cultural Resources. RECON will request a sacred lands search from the Native 
American Heritage Commission and coordinate with the City to identify if any potential 
tribal cultural resources were identified by tribes as a result of City-led tribal consultation. 
The PEIR will evaluate whether implementation of the zone changes proposed to 
accommodate the Housing Element Update could cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource as defined in the CEQA Guidelines. A mitigation 
framework for potentially significant impacts to tribal cultural resources will be provided in 
the PEIR to ensure that future site-specific development proposal impacts are addressed.  

Energy. For both the programmatic and project level evaluations for the proposed zone 
change sites, the anticipated energy consumption will be evaluated in this section of the 
PEIR using energy consumption data taken from existing secondary sources and the 
proposed air quality modeling.  

Geology and Soils. The evaluation of geologic hazards and soil conditions will be 
addressed through information obtained through online GIS databases and other secondary 
source resources, such as seismic and geologic mapping, soils mapping, and other 
previously prepared reports. It is anticipated that potential impacts would be addressed 
through compliance with existing City municipal code requirements for geotechnical 
investigations prior to actual development. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions. The analysis of GHG in the PEIR will focus on two issues: 
(1) whether the proposed zone change sites for the Housing Element Update would 
generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact 
on the environment and (2) whether the update would conflict with the Sustainable Santee 
Action Plan or an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing 
GHG emissions. The existing GHG emissions baseline will first be established by modeling 
the existing land uses and vehicle trips through the CalEEMod and EMission 
FACtor (EMFAC) programs. Then the future GHG emissions will be estimated based on 
any proposed land uses changes and vehicle trip generated. GHG-reducing aspects of 
current regulations and City requirements associated with future projects will be factored 
into the modeling. 
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In addition to this quantitative analysis, the project will also be qualitatively analyzed for 
consistency with City and state plans and strategies adopted for the purpose of reducing 
GHG emissions and adapting to climate change. The PEIR will also identify appropriate 
programmatic mitigation measures such as the completion of CAP Checklist for future 
projects to reduce emissions further if required.  

Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The hazardous materials discussion of the PEIR will 
be based on RECON’s knowledge of the regulatory environment surrounding hazardous 
materials handling and storage, secondary source information provided to RECON by the 
City (if applicable), and from database searches of public listings (Geotracker and 
Envirostor) of hazardous materials sites within the City. Given the numerous existing 
regulations surrounding hazardous materials handling and storage, subsequent projects’ 
compliance with these regulatory mandates typically are adequate to ensure potential 
hazards impacts would be avoided or reduced to below a level of significance.  

Hydrology and Water Quality. The hydrology and water quality section of the PEIR will 
provide a programmatic analysis of potential impacts and will be based on the secondary 
source information available from the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board and 
FEMA floodplain mapping database. Given the numerous current regulations governing 
water quality and hydrology that would be imposed on any new development, and through 
incorporation of mandated best management practices and low impact development 
practices, it is anticipated that subsequent projects’ compliance with these regulatory 
mandates will ensure that hydrology and water quality impacts associated with the 
proposed zone changes would be avoided or reduced to below a level of significance. 

Land Use and Planning. This section of the PEIR will evaluate the proposed zoning 
change sites and describe the potential for development compared to the existing under the 
proposed rezone. In addition, the relationship to the adopted plans and policies will be 
described, followed by an analysis of how the proposed zone changes may be compatible 
with or conflict with these plans. As part of this analysis, the potential for significant 
secondary impacts resulting from any land use plan inconsistencies will be assessed. A 
mitigation framework for potentially significant impacts will be provided in the PEIR to 
ensure that future site-specific development proposal impacts are addressed.  

Noise. The noise section of the PEIR will describe the potential for future noise associated 
with vehicles and land uses resulting from the proposed zone changes in the Residential 
Sites Inventory. Noise measurements will be taken for the two Town Center sites as part of 
the project level review. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Traffic Noise Model 
will be used to show noise contours for the two Town Center sites, and will be used to 
calculate noise contour distances and changes in vehicle traffic noise levels at the program 
level. Noise associated with construction and operation of the two Town Center sites will 
also be discussed. If potential impacts are identified for the sites at the program level, then 
a mitigation framework would be presented to ensure future development achieves the 
necessary noise reduction. 
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Population and Housing. RECON will provide a programmatic evaluation the proposed 
zoning changes in the Residential Sites Inventory in light of its potential to adversely affect 
population and housing. The PEIR will analyze what impact the collective zoning changes 
may have on population growth both directly or indirectly in the City.  

Public Services. The public services section of the PEIR will identify at the programmatic 
level the capability of service providers to serve the maximum allowable development under 
the proposed zone changes in the Residential Sites Inventory and specify whether any 
additional facilities or expansion of existing facilities would be required and if significant 
environmental impacts would result. If necessary, a programmatic mitigation framework 
would be presented for when site-specific development proposals are brought forward.  

Transportation. The transportation/traffic section of the PEIR will be based on a traffic 
impact analysis prepared by Chen Ryan. If necessary, the PEIR will identify a 
programmatic mitigation framework, which would focus on methods to reduce the VMT 
impacts of future development. 

Utilities. The PEIR will discuss at the programmatic level the available capacity for water 
supply, the water service system, wastewater treatment system, storm water drainage, and 
solid waste disposal. If necessary, a programmatic mitigation framework would be 
presented for when site-specific development proposals are brought forward.  

Cumulative Impacts. Section 15130(a) of the CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of 
cumulative impacts of a project “when the project’s incremental effect is cumulatively 
considerable.” The evaluation of cumulative impacts will be based on a summary of 
projections contained in adopted local and regional plans that describe or evaluate 
conditions contributing to the cumulative effect. The discussion of cumulative impacts will 
be tailored to each environmental issue area to ensure an appropriate cumulative study 
area is considered; for example, the air basin for air quality and the watershed for water 
quality impacts. 

Project Alternatives. CEQA requires consideration of a reasonable range of alternatives 
selected pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6. RECON will work closely with City 
staff to develop CEQA alternatives, including the No Project/Adopted Plan Alternative and 
other alternatives that could reduce potentially significant impacts identified during the 
environmental review process. RECON will work with City staff to develop and refine the 
PEIR alternatives and an environmentally superior alternative will ultimately be 
identified. A comparative analysis table will be included in the PEIR to facilitate the 
reader’s understanding of the project alternatives. All of the PEIR issues determined to be 
significant for the element updates will be evaluated for each alternative.  

Other Sections. The Draft PEIR will include other mandated sections including an 
executive summary, introduction, project description, environmental setting, growth 
inducement, significant irreversible and unavoidable changes, effects found not to be 
significant, and a list of organizations and persons consulted.  
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Deliverables: Three bound copies and a digital copy in PDF and MS Word of the 
Administrative Draft PEIR. 

Task 5 – Screencheck Draft Program EIR 
Based on comments received from the City, RECON will revise the Draft PEIR, 
incorporating edits based on City comments. Preparation of the Screencheck Draft EIR will 
involve the following: 

• Review staff comments on the Administrative Draft PEIR. 

• Incorporate the findings from the transportation analysis and final modeling for air 
quality and GHG. 

• Attend necessary meetings and conference calls with City staff to address issues 
associated with the Administrative Draft PEIR, if needed. 

• Prepare revisions to the Administrative Draft PEIR based on staff comments. 

The scope of work for revisions to the Screencheck Draft PEIR includes one full round of 
edits described above and one additional cycle of minor edits focused on the added 
transportation, air, and noise sections.  

Deliverables: Digital copies in PDF and MS Word of the Screencheck Draft EIR. 

Task 6 – Public Review Draft PEIR 
The public review Draft PEIR includes the following tasks: (1) RECON will prepare the 
public review Draft PEIR to reflect any final staff comments on the Screencheck Draft, 
(2) provide the requested copies necessary for the State Clearinghouse for City distribution, 
and (3) RECON will complete the Notice of Completion, Notice of Availability, and State 
Clearinghouse Summary Form for staff to review and comment prior to the distribution. 

Deliverables: Five bound copies and 30 digital copies (PDF version) on CDs for the public 
and State Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and Research. Also, three digital copies for 
City staff (PDF and MS Word formats).  

Task 7 – Screencheck Final PEIR 
After the close of the public review period, RECON will work with City staff to respond to 
comments on the Draft PEIR, which will involve the following tasks: (1) compile and review 
comment letters received on the Draft PEIR and bracket comment letters as appropriate, 
(2) submit to the City for preliminary review a copy of the draft responses to comments 
along with any edits made to the Public Review Draft EIR based on the comment letters. If 
non-CEQA issues are raised in the comment letters, RECON will coordinate with the City 
to determine appropriate responses to policy issues. RECON will revise the draft responses 
to comments and Final PEIR text based on City review; prepare a list of persons, 
organizations, and agencies commenting on the PEIR; and finalize responses in side-by-side 
formatting for final responses to comments. 
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The Screencheck Final PEIR will also include a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program (MMRP). The MMRP will contain a list of the programmatic-level mitigation 
measures and monitoring programs required for each identified significant environmental 
impact. In addition, RECON will prepare Candidate CEQA Findings and if necessary, a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations (SOC). Information needed to support the Findings 
and SOC will be developed in coordination with City staff. If there are any programmatic 
mitigation measures or alternatives to the proposed project that can reduce the adverse 
consequences, but which are infeasible, RECON will cite in the candidate CEQA findings, 
the specific economic social or other conditions which render the mitigation measure or 
alternatives infeasible. The CEQA candidate findings will also address any feasible 
alternatives, which can reduce the adverse impacts but are not being proposed.  

Deliverables: Digital copies in PDF and MS Word of the Screencheck Final PEIR. 

Task 8 – Final PEIR 
RECON will finalize the Final PEIR based on staff comments which would include the 
responses to comments, revisions made to the public review draft EIR, MMRP, and 
Findings and SOC. RECON would also prepare the Final EIR with technical appendices for 
distribution. 

Deliverables: Five bound copies including the technical appendixes on CDs, 20 digital copies 
(PDF version) on CDs for the public, and three digital copies on CDs for City staff. 

Task 9 – Public Hearing 
RECON will prepare the PowerPoint presentation to address the CEQA issues and assist 
with the presentation at the public hearing to certify the PEIR. The presentation will be 
revised based on staff comments. 

Deliverables: Digital copy of the PowerPoint presentation. 
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G. Work Schedule 
RECON understands that compliance with the April 15, 2021 adoption deadline for the 
Sixth Cycle Housing Element is critical for the overall EIR project timeline. A critical path 
action item for the Draft PEIR timeline will be receiving the preferred land use alternative 
so that the quantitative VMT modeling can be completed. We have assumed a 45-day EIR 
public review period and that the draft traffic impact analysis could take up to 12 weeks to 
complete and be available for inclusion in the Draft EIR given that the SANDAG modeling 
process can take up to 6 weeks by itself.  

Task Completion Date Duration 
Project Initiation on PEIR July 3, 2020  - 
Kick-Off Meeting  July 7, 2020  - 
Issue NOP  July 17, 2020 1 week 
Scoping Meeting July 22, 2020 1 day 
Preferred Land Use Alternative to Consultant Team August 1, 2020 - 
Submit Administrative Draft PEIR to City (with gaps 
in traffic, noise, and air) Sept. 4, 2020 6 weeks 

City complete review of Administrative Draft PEIR Sept. 18, 2020 2 weeks 
SANDAG modeling (4-6 weeks from receipt of 
preferred Land Use Alternative) September 15, 2020 4 – 6 weeks 

Transportation data to RECON for Noise, Air/GHG 
inputs October 12, 2020 

3 weeks from 
SANDAG 

model 
results 

RECON prepare revisions to Administrative Draft 
PEIR based on City comments and incorporate 
traffic, noise, air, and GHG analysis 

October 26, 2020 
2 weeks 

City complete review of final revisions November 9 2020 2 weeks 
Incorporate final Draft PEIR edits (minor revisions) 
and prepare for public review November 20, 2020 2 weeks 

Public review of Draft PEIR (45 days) November 23, 2020 
– January 6 , 2021 

45 days 

Prepare Screencheck Final PEIR and Response to 
Comments January 21, 2021 2 weeks 

City complete review of Screencheck Final PEIR  January 28, 2021 1 week 
Revise Final PEIR February 11, 2021 2 weeks 
Final City review February 18, 2021 1 week 
Print & Distribute Final EIR February 25, 2021  1 week 
Public Hearing/EIR Certification by April 15, 2021 
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Traffic 
Monique Chen, PE 

Phuong Nguyen, PE 

Air/Noise/GHG 
Jessica Fleming 

Project Manager 
Nick Larkin, M.A. 

Project Director 
Jennifer Campos, M.S. 

Biology 
Beth Procsal 

Cultural 
Carmen Zepeda-Herman, 

M.A., RPA 

CEQA Compliance 
Nick Larkin, M.A. 

Lori Spar, J.D. 
Morgan Weintraub 

H. Key Personnel 
The organization of the RECON project team is provided below followed by project 
summaries for the key staff. As. Project Director, Ms. Campos will provide direct oversight 
of the PEIR including quality control review. Mr. Larkin will be the Project Manager and 
day-to-day point of contact for the City and responsible for all phases of the EIR 
preparation, subcontractor oversight, budget and schedule management, and attendance at 
meetings and hearings. They will be supported by RECON’s in house technical specialists 
along with Monique Chen and Phuong Nguyen of Chen Ryan leading the preparation of the 
traffic analysis.  

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



City of Santee General Plan Amendments and Zone Changes 
Sixth Cycle Housing Element PEIR, RFP No. 2021 40020 Proposal 

 Page | 21 

Jennifer Campos, Environmental Project Director 
• 18 years of CEQA experience 
• M.S. International Agricultural Development  
• B.A. Geography  
• County of San Diego Approved CEQA Consultants List-EIR Preparer 

Jennifer (Jen) Campos is an Environmental Project Director with expertise 
in environmental review and project management for both private 
development and publicly initiated long range planning efforts. With 18 years of experience 
in the environmental field, she successfully guides clients and facilitates project processing 
through environmental review and permitting. Through experience gained as an 
environmental planner and planning manager at the County of San Diego, she provides 
valuable experience and insight into public agency processes and planning efforts. Ms. 
Campos works closely with applicants, planners, engineers, and architects throughout all 
stages of the planning process to ensure preparation of high-quality environmental 
documents. Her experience has emphasized the management of environmental review for 
policy planning documents (general plans, community plans, and specific plans) as well as a 
full range of large-scale development projects including mixed-use, commercial, residential, 
and urban redevelopments.  

Ms. Campos currently serves as the lead environmental consultant to the City of Del Mar 
and the City of San Diego planning departments, where she provides as-needed CEQA 
consulting services for privately and agency-initiated projects. In her role working for the 
City of Del Mar, Ms. Campos regularly advises City staff on appropriate CEQA processing 
requirements and provides general CEQA expertise and direction for public and private 
development projects.  

Ms. Campos was principal in charge or project manager on the following similar projects: 
• City of San Clemente 2021-2029 Housing Element and Rezoning & Safety Element 

Update PEIR 
• Complete Communities: Housing and Mobility Choices PEIR 
• At Home in Encinitas (General Plan Housing Element Update - 2013-2021) PEIR 
• Uptown and North Park/Golden Hill CPUs PEIR 
• Mission Valley CPU PEIR 
• Morena Corridor Specific Plan PEIR 
• Mission Trails Regional Park Master Plan Update PEIR 
• Solana Beach General Plan Update PEIR 
• City of Oceanside General Plan Update – Economic Development Element, Energy and 

Climate Action Element, and Climate Action Plan PEIR 
• City of Del Mar Zoning Code Amendment PEIR 
• Santee Brewery Project Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) 
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Nick Larkin, Project Manager 
• 18 years of CEQA/NEPA experience 
• M.A. Urban Planning  
• County of San Diego Approved CEQA Consultants List; EIR Preparer 
• Experienced with planning and development projects  

Nick Larkin is a Senior Project Manager who has led large, interdisciplinary 
consultant teams in the process of gaining entitlement and environmental 
compliance approvals, including CEQA/NEPA compliance, for a variety of 
land development projects, many in the coastal region of San Diego. Mr. Larkin has served as 
project manager on a number of major EIR documents, providing close coordination with 
clients and team members, participation in project scoping meetings and hearings, ensuring 
compliance with project budgets and schedules, and providing quality control. He is 
experienced with managing and preparing programmatic environmental documents 
supporting planning efforts for various jurisdictions.  

Mr. Larkin has recent experience working with the City on the environmental review for 
private development projects including Prospect Estates II IS/MND, Lantern Crest Ridge II 
Project IS/MND, and Cottonwood Avenue Self Storage Project IS/MND.  

Mr. Larkin served as project manager or lead analyst on the following similar projects: 

• City of Moreno Valley General Plan Update PEIR 
• City of San Clemente 2021-2029 Housing Element and Rezoning & Safety Element 

Update PEIR 
• City of El Cajon Housing Element Rezone PEIR 
• Uptown and North Park/Golden Hill CPUs PEIR 
• City of Oceanside General Plan Update – Economic Development Element, Energy and 

Climate Action Element, and Climate Action Plan PEIR 
• Morena Corridor Specific Plan EIR 
• El Cajon Transit District Specific Plan PEIR 

Lori Spar, Senior Environmental Analyst 
• 19 years of experience preparing state and federal environmental 

documents 
• LL.M. Environmental Law; J.D.; B.A. Political Science  
• Expertise in high-profile, controversial projects 
Lori Spar is a valuable member of the project team bringing a broad 
history of experience in project management, environmental planning and 
analysis, and environmental litigation. Her work in the legal community 
allows her to provide valuable insights on land use requirements and procedures. Ms. Spar 
previously worked for the County of San Diego as an environmental planner and EIR 
coordinator, co-authoring the County of San Diego EIR and General Content Guidelines. 
Her experience preparing environmental documents for long-range planning initiatives in 
the San Diego area has provided her with the local knowledge required to effectively 
prepare legally defensible and high quality environmental documents.  
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Ms. Spar served as project manager or senior analyst on the following similar projects: 

• City of Oceanside General Plan Update PEIR 
• At Home in Encinitas (General Plan Housing Element Update (2013-2021) PEIR 
• Downtown El Cajon Specific Plan EIR 
• Morena Corridor Specific Plan PEIR 
• Lilac Hills Specific Plan EIR 
• City of Chula Vista General Plan and Otay Ranch General Development Plan 

Amendments Supplemental EIR 
• City of Del Mar Zoning Code Amendment PEIR 

Morgan Weintraub, Environmental Analyst 
• 6 years of CEQA/NEPA experience 
• B.A. Environmental Studies  
• Experience on multiple housing element projects 
Morgan Weintraub brings experience preparing a range of environmental 
documents, in addition to public agency experience as adjunct staff. 
Environmental document experience includes evaluation of policy 
documents including General Plans, Specific Plans, and Zoning Code 
amendments. She currently serves as environmental analyst in the preparation of the City 
of Del Mar Zoning Code Amendment PEIR to implement several actions associated with the 
City's Housing Element, including rezoning of specific sites within the city to allow for 
multi-family and mixed-use development. Ms. Weintraub is also an environmental analyst 
for the preparation of the Complete Communities: Housing and Mobility Choices PEIR to 
address the potential impacts associated with adoption of the City’s Transit Priority Area 
Housing and Infrastructure Incentive PEIR. She has previously served as adjunct staff to 
the cities of Wildomar and Eastvale planning departments.  

Ms. Weintraub served as environmental analyst on the following similar projects: 

• Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices PEIR 
• County of Riverside 2013-2021 Housing Element Update EIR 
• City of Wasco Housing Element Initial Study 
• City of Suisun City Housing Element Initial Study 
• City of Los Altos Housing Element Initial Study 
• Town of Yountville Housing Element Initial Study/Negative Declaration 
• City of Palm Desert General Plan Update EIR 
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Jessica Fleming, Air Quality/Noise/Greenhouse Gas 
Specialist 
• 15 years of experience  
• B.S. Mathematics 
• Training in FHWA Traffic Noise Model, SoundPLAN, URBEMIS, 

CalEEMod, EMFAC, AERMOD, ArcGIS 
• County of San Diego Approved CEQA Consultants List: Noise and Air 

Quality 
Jessica Fleming is the lead noise, air quality, and GHG specialist whose responsibilities 
include preparation of technical studies that require ambient conditions identification, 
dispersion and emission models, and preparation and processing of reports. She is 
proficient with various air quality and noise models including SoundPlan, FHWA Traffic 
Noise Model, CalEEMod, CALINE, EMFAC, URBEMIS, CalRoads, and URBEMIS. 
Ms. Fleming has conducted noise, air quality, and GHG studies for a number of residential, 
affordable housing, assisted living, commercial, and mixed-use projects in the San Diego 
region. She has recent experience with the City preparing technical reports in support of 
the Lantern Crest Ridge II Project IS/MND and the Cottonwood Avenue Self-Storage 
Project IS/MND. 

Ms. Fleming served as technical specialist on the following similar projects: 

• At Home in Encinitas General Plan Housing Element Update (2013-2021) PEIR 
• City of Solana Beach General Plan Update PEIR 
• Uptown, North Park, Golden Hill Community Plan Updates CPU EIRs 
• City of Del Mar Zoning Code Amendment 
• Morena Corridor Specific Plan EIR 

Carmen Zepeda-Herman, RPA, Cultural Resources 
Project Director 
• 20 years of experience  
• M.A. Anthropology 
• Certified by the Register of Professional Archaeologists (RPA) 
• City of San Diego Qualified Archaeological Principal Investigator 
• County of San Diego Approved CEQA Consultants List: Archaeology 
Carmen Zepeda-Herman is a local expertise in local cultural resources and is responsible 
for leading and conducting field surveys, test excavations, data recovery excavations, and 
construction monitoring for cultural resource studies. She conducts background research, 
site records maintenance, and assembles crews for completion of projects. She regularly 
works with a range of regulatory and assessment frameworks, including the National 
Register of Historic Places, National Historic Preservation Act, California Register of 
Historic Resources, and CEQA. Ms. Zepeda-Herman completed a survey and report for the 
Prospect Estates II project in Santee and the South County Animal Shelter Project.  
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Ms. Zepeda-Herman served as lead archaeologist on the following similar projects: 

• Meadowood Specific Plan Project Additional Studies 
• Complete Communities: Housing and Mobility Choices PEIR 
• Cottonwood Avenue Self Storage Project IS/MND 

Beth Procsal, Associate Biologist 
• 17 years of experience  
• B.S. Biological Sciences 
• CDFW Scientific Collecting Permit  
• USFWS Permit TE-797665 
Beth Procsal is a skilled biologist who specializes in southwestern U.S. bird 
identification, avian point counts, and focused surveys for endangered, 
threatened, and sensitive bird species. She also manages and conducts 
general biological and wetland assessments and constraints analyses, vegetation mapping, 
habitat revegetation and mitigation implementation and monitoring, and biological 
monitoring. Ms. Procsal regularly coordinates with agency staff and has a strong 
understanding of the guidelines and reporting requirements of federal, state, and local 
agencies. She has specific experience managing large-scale projects and has served as lead 
biologist in support of similar programmatic projects. 

Ms. Procsal was the lead biologist for the following projects: 

• Uptown, North Park, Golden Hill Community Plan Updates EIRs 
• Meadowood Specific Plan Project Additional Studies 
• Friars Road Residential Project 
• Vidler Estates Residential Project 
• Biological Resources Report for the South County Animal Shelter Project, Santee 

Monique Chen, PE, Traffic Engineer 
• 21 years of experience 
• B.S. Civil Engineering 
• Professional Engineer (Traffic), California 

Monique Chen has 21 years of experience providing engineering and planning services to 
the transportation industry, including both public and private sector clients. As a registered 
traffic engineer, she has been responsible for project management on numerous projects 
ranging from general plans, master plans, specific plans, mobility studies, corridor studies, 
transportation impact analysis, operational and demand assessments to conceptual 
engineering. Specific areas of experience and expertise include traffic engineering and 
operations, local and regional transportation planning, smart growth planning, multimodal 
planning, development of specifications and cost estimates, and traffic impact studies. Ms. 
Chen has served as the project manager for several planning and engineering projects, such 
as the Downtown San Diego Mobility Plan, the National City General Plan Mobility 
Element Update, and the County of San Diego Mobility Element Update. 
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Ms. Chen served as traffic engineer on the following similar projects: 

• City of Santee Mobility Element and TIS 
• City of Solana Beach General Plan Update – Mobility Element and TIS 
• Southeastern San Diego and Encanto Community Plan Update–Mobility Element and TIS 
• Mission Valley Community Plan Update – Mobility Element and TIS 

Phuong Nguyen, PE, Senior Traffic Engineer 
• 13 years of experience 
• B.S. Civil Engineering 
• Professional Engineer (Civil), California 

Phuong Nguyen has 13 years of experience providing engineering services to the 
transportation industry. He has been responsible for project and task management on a 
number of efforts ranging from parking plans, traffic operations, micro-simulation, peer 
review, and transportation impact analysis to conceptual engineering. Phuong is very 
experienced in the application of transportation planning and traffic engineerings analysis 
software, such as VISSIM, Synchro/SimTraffic, Vistro, Traffix, Highway Capacity Software, 
Complete Street Level of Service, Rodel Roundabouts, and SANDAG MXD method and tool 
for Smart Growth Trip Generation. His relevant project experience includes serving as 
traffic engineer for preparation of the Mobility Elements and TIS for the City of Santee, 
Mission Valley Community Plan Update, Southeastern San Diego and Encanto Community 
Plan Update, and the City of Indio General Plan Update.  

Mr. Nguyen served as traffic engineer on the following similar projects: 
• City of Encinitas Housing Element Update 
• City of Solana Beach General Plan Update 
• Mission Valley Community Plan Update 
• City of Santee Mobility Element & Traffic Impact Study 
• Southeastern San Diego and Encanto Community Plan Update 
• Kearny Mesa Community Plan Update 
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I. Fee Schedule and Cost Estimate 
RECON’s cost estimate and fee schedule to prepare the PEIR are provided below. The cost 
includes both direct labor costs as well as indirect costs (e.g., cultural resources records 
search) for both RECON and Chen Ryan. Please note that the SANDAG modeling costs are 
included in the Chen Ryan estimate and account for approximately 50 percent of their total 
cost. The cost estimate takes into account budget efficiencies associated with our 
anticipated completion of a Negative Declaration for the Housing Element Update. We are 
willing to work closely with the City to refine the scope of work as needed to achieve the 
objectives of the RFP while providing the most cost efficient work product.   
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HOURLY RATE SCHEDULE 

POSITION RATE  
EXPERT WITNESS .......................................................................................... $ 340.00 
PRINCIPAL ...................................................................................................... $ 218.00 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT DIRECTOR ................................................... $ 198.00 
SENIOR  ........................................................................................................... $ 177.00 
ASSOCIATE ..................................................................................................... $ 145.00 
ANALYST  ........................................................................................................ $ 135.00 
ASSISTANT ...................................................................................................... $ 110.00 
RESEARCH ASSISTANT ................................................................................ $ 105.00 
UNMANNED AERIAL VEHICLE (DRONE) OPERATOR ............................. $ 184.00 
GIS SPECIALIST ............................................................................................. $ 120.00 
PRODUCTION SUPERVISOR  ....................................................................... $ 100.00 
PRODUCTION SPECIALIST III  .................................................................... $ 90.00 
PRODUCTION SPECIALIST II  ...................................................................... $ 80.00 
PRODUCTION SPECIALIST I  ....................................................................... $ 75.00 
RESOURCE MONITOR II ............................................................................... $ 80.00 
RESOURCE MONITOR I ................................................................................. $ 70.00 
 

Unless otherwise agreed upon, RECON shall charge, at cost, for reproduction, out-of-town 
transportation and expenses, delivery charges, and the use of GPS units and tablets, noise meters, 
and UAV/drone. 

Personnel rates are in effect from July 1, 2019, through June 30, 2020. Increases occur annually on 
July 1. 



Task Description

Env 
Project 

Director Senior Associate Analyst
Research 
Assistant

Production 
II

GIS 
Specialist

Total 
Hours Total Cost

Rate $198 $177 $145 $135 $105 $80 $120
Task 1 - Project Initiation 2               4             -            16            -           4                4                30             $4,064
Task 2 - Notice of Preparation -            1             -            8              -           1                -             10             $1,337
Task 3 - Scoping Meeting -            16           -            -           -           2                -             18             $2,992
Task 4 - Administrative Draft PEIR 20             52           -            128          -           32              32              264           $36,844
  -  Biology Support -            -          13             4              -           -             8                25             $3,385
  - Archaeology Support -            8             -            -           10            -             3                21             $2,826
  - Noise Support 1               -          25             -           -           -             -             26             $3,823
  - Air Quality Support 1               -          18             -           -           -             -             19             $2,808
  - GHG Support 1               -          18             -           -           -             -             19             $2,808
Task 5 - Screencheck Draft PEIR 12             30           -            64            -           16              8                130           $18,566
Task 6 - Draft PEIR and Technical App. 4               16           -            24            -           24              -             68             $8,784
Task 7 - Screencheck Final PEIR 7               38           -            80            -           14              -             139           $20,032
Task 8 - Final PEIR 5               16           -            36            -           12              -             69             $9,642
Task 9 - Public Hearing -            22           -            -           -           -             -             22             $3,894
Expenses (record search, copying) -            -          -            -           -           -             -             -            $3,050
Subcontractor - Chen Ryan -            -          -            -           -           -             -             -            $47,950
Total 53            203        74            360         10           105           55             860          $172,805
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J. Additional Information 
RECON’s insurance coverage and policy limits are listed below. As part of our policy 
through Travelers Insurance, RECON carries $10,000,000 umbrella liability coverage in 
compliance with the City’s Commercial General Liability coverage requirements. Note that 
we do not carry pollution/asbestos liability insurance, as it is not applicable to the scope of 
our professional services. 

 RECON Coverage 
Commercial General 
Liability 

$1,000,000 per occurrence/ $2,000,000 aggregate for bodily injury 
(including death), personal injury and property damage 

Automobile Liability $1,000,000 per occurrence for bodily injury (including death) 
and property damage 

Employer's Liability $1,000,000 per accident for bodily injury or disease 
Professional Liability/ELL $1,000,000 per claim and aggregate (errors and omissions) 
Pollution Liability $2 million per claim/$4 million/aggregate 
Cyber Liability Insurance $1,000,000 per occurrence /$1,000,000 aggregate 

 
Client References 
Russ Cunningham, Principal Planner 
City of Oceanside, Development Services Department, Planning Division 
(760) 435- 3525; rcunningham@ci.oceanside.ca.us 
Project: City of Oceanside General Plan Update – Economic Development Element, Energy 
and Climate Action Element, and Climate Action Plan PEIR  
 

Alyssa Muto, Deputy Director 
City of San Diego, Planning Department 
(619) 533-3103; amuto@sandiego.gov 
Project: Uptown, North Park, Golden Hill Community Plan Updates PEIRs  
 

Michael Strong, Project Manager, City of Escondido  
(760) 839-467, mstrong@escondido.org 
Project At Home in Encinitas (General Plan Housing Element Update (2013-2021) PEIR  

Client Testimonials 
RECON stepped in to take over completion of EIRs for three City of San Diego community 
plan updates. In an extremely short timeframe and working closely with City staff, RECON 
completed two Draft EIRs and finalized the documents hearing within the timeline allotted 
and within budget.  

City of San Diego Evaluation 
Uptown, North Park, Golden Hill Community Plan Updates PEIRs 

Ms. Campos has been effective in working closely with County staff in project planning and 
land development to navigate and assist in bringing resolution to numerous issues involved 
in the processing of the Meadowood Project.  

City of San Diego Evaluation 
Meadowood Specific Plan PEIR 



 

ATTACHMENT A: RESUMES 



 

  Jennifer Campos 
Environmental Project Director 

 

Experience 
16 years 

Education/Registrations 
B.A. Geography, University 
of California, Berkeley 

M.S. International 
Agricultural Development, 
University of California, 
Davis 

Certifications/Permits 
County of San Diego 
Approved CEQA 
Consultants List; 
Agricultural Resources and 
EIR Preparer 

Affiliations 
Association of Environmental 
Professionals 

American Planning 
Association 

 

 Ms. Campos serves as a RECON Environmental Project 
Director for CEQA compliance. She leads a team of 
environmental planners, archaeologists, biologists, noise, and 
air quality specialists to ensure successful completion of 
environmental processing requirements for both public 
agencies and private clients. With over 16 years of experience 
in the environmental field, she successfully guides clients and 
facilitates project processing through environmental review 
and permitting. Ms. Campos coordinates with local, state, 
and federal agencies to obtain project authorizations.  
Ms. Campos has worked with both the public and private 
sectors and has an exceptionally wide range of expertise in 
areas including managing the preparation of environmental 
(CEQA and NEPA) and planning documents for projects in 
the southern and central coast regions of California. She 
works closely with applicants, planners, engineers, and 
architects throughout all stages of the planning process to 
ensure preparation of high-quality environmental documents. 
Ms. Campos' experience has emphasized the management of 
environmental review for policy planning documents (general 
plans, community plans, specific plans, and housing 
elements) as well as a full range of large-scale projects. 

City of San Clemente 2021-2029 Housing Element & 
Safety Element Update Program EIR 
Ms. Campos is the Environmental Project Director for the 
City of San Clemente Housing Element & Safety Element 
Update Program EIR.  Ms. Campos worked closely with City 
staff to refine the scope of work for the PEIR to ensure an 
efficient schedule and environmental approach for their 
Housing Element and rezone program.  
City of Santee 2021-2029 Sixth Cycle Housing Element 
ND, Santee, CA 
Ms. Campos will serve as Environmental Project Director 
for the City of Santee Housing Element Update for the 2021 
– 2029 Sixth Cycle, as a subcontractor to Veronica Tam & 
Associates.  She will oversee the preparation of the CEQA 
document to support the Housing Element, which is 
anticipated to be a Negative Declaration. 
At Home in Encinitas (General Plan Housing Element 
Update - 2013-2021) Program EIR, Encinitas, CA 
Ms. Campos assisted with the EIR for City of Encinitas 
Housing Element Update project for the 2013 to 2021 
planning period. The project includes an update to the 1992 
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Housing Element, including revised goals and policies, 
along with new and continuing implementation programs to 
ensure consistency with current state housing law. The 
update also integrates updated socioeconomic data, as well 
as other population and household characteristics to support 
the development of the Housing Element. 

City of El Cajon Housing Element Rezone Program,  
El Cajon, CA 
Ms. Campos prepared a Program EIR for the City of El 
Cajon Rezone Program that identified specific housing 
opportunity sites in order to accommodate the City's future 
housing demands. The EIR approach was to provide a 
comprehensive analysis and mitigation framework to allow 
for the streamlined review and tiering of subsequent 
housing and mixed-use projects.  

City of Oceanside Phase I General Plan Update/ 
Climate Action Plan, Oceanside, CA 
Ms. Campos was the project manager for the preparation of 
CEQA documentation for Phase I of the City of Oceanside's 
General Plan Update. The project included the preparation 
of new Economic Development and Energy elements, along 
with a Climate Action Plan (CAP), as part of a first phase of 
the City's General Plan update.  The CAP and CEQA 
documentation are being developed with intent to facilitate 
and streamline the review of future development proposals. 
City of Del Mar Zoning Code Amendment Program EIR, 
Del Mar, CA 
Ms. Campos is overseeing preparation of a Program EIR to 
implement several actions associated with the City’s 
Housing Element including rezoning of specific sites within 
the city to allow for multi-family and mixed use 
development. Working also includes developing an 
appropriate analysis approach to address citizen concerns.  
City of Santee Village Run Homes Condominiums 
Project Initial Study, Santee, CA 
Ms. Campos prepared the Initial Study and Mitigated 
Negative Declaration for the Village Run Condominium 
project that addresses construction of 40 multi-family 
dwelling units on a 2-acre parcel. 
Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and 
Mobility Choices Program EIR, San Diego, CA 
Ms. Campos prepared a Program EIR for the City's 
Complete Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility 
Choices program which provides amendments to the San 
Diego Municipal Code to incentivize multi-family housing 
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construction, affordability by allowing qualifying 
development to occur without further discretionary review.  
The Mobility Choices program included implementation of a 
fee program that would fund multi-modal infrastructure 
improvements. The project included adoption of a new 
threshold for evaluating transportation impacts using 
vehicle miles traveled to comply with Senate Bill 743. 
Prospect Estates IS/MND, Santee, CA 
Ms. Campos prepared the Initial Study and Mitigated 
Negative Declaration for the Prospect Estates project which 
included a General Plan Amendment, Zone Reclassification, 
and Tentative Map for development of 75 single-family 
residential lots on a 12-acre project site.  She worked closely 
with City staff to prepare the IS/MND and resolve project 
issues on a short schedule to meet goals of both the 
applicant and the City. 
Rockville Street Self Storage MND, Santee, CA 
Ms. Campos prepared the Initial Study and Mitigated 
Negative Declaration for the Rockville Street Self Storage 
project which included a Conditional Use Permit to allow 
development of 174,675 square feet of self-storage facility 
and administrative offices on a 5.16 acre site. She worked 
closely with City staff to resolve project issues and the 
project was approved by City Council. 
Santee Brewery Project IS/MND, Santee, CA 
Ms. Campos was the project manager for the Santee 
Brewery IS/MND project which included a request for a 
Development Review Permit, a Variance for reduced on-site 
parking, and an amendment to the Santee Town Center 
Specific Plan and RiverView Office Park Master Plan to 
allow construction of structures to support a brewery 
operation and restaurant on a 10-acre site. This project was 
approved by the Santee City Council. 
El Cajon Transit District Specific Plan, El Cajon, CA 
RECON prepared a PEIR for the El Cajon Transit District 
Specific Plan which supported transit-oriented development 
around the El Cajon Transit Center.  Ms. Campos served as 
the project manager for this PEIR that was approved in 
May 2018. 
Mission Valley Community Plan Update Program EIR, 
San Diego, CA 
Ms. Campos is preparing a Program EIR for the Mission 
Valley Community Plan update. The plan area is located at 
the crossroads of San Diego's central freeway system, and 
serves as a regional center of offices, hotels, and retail sales. 
The updated community plan provides goals and supporting 
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policies for future development, consistent with the 2008 
City of San Diego General Plan, as well as a long-range, 
comprehensive policy framework for growth and 
development in the community through 2035. 
Uptown, North Park, and Golden Hill Community Plan 
Updates, San Diego, CA 
Ms. Campos was the project manager and EIR preparer for 
two City Program EIRs addressing Community Plan 
Updates for the communities of North Park, Golden Hill, 
and Uptown. Ms. Campos worked closely with City staff to 
finalize two Draft Program EIRs for the three communities 
for public review on a compressed schedule. Following 
public review, Ms. Campos prepared Response to 
Comments, Findings, and a Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting. The Final Program EIRs for North Park/Golden 
Hill and Uptown were certified and the projects were 
approved by City Council. 

Morena Corridor Specific Plan, San Diego, CA 
Ms. Campos was the lead author for the Morena Corridor 
Specific Plan Program EIR which provides a policy 
framework to support transit-oriented development within a 
280-acre Specific Plan area focused around the future 
Tecolote Drive trolley stop and the existing Morena 
Boulevard trolley stop within portions of the Clairemont and 
Linda Vista communities. The Specific Plan establishes 
planning districts and provides policies and design guidelines 
for future development and redevelopment consistent with 
the City of Villages Strategy and the City’s CAP. 
City of Del Mar Zoning Code Amendment Program EIR, 
Del Mar, CA 
Ms. Campos is overseeing preparation of a Program EIR to 
implement several actions associated with the City's 
Housing Element including rezoning of specific sites within 
the city to allow for multi-family and mixed use 
development. Working closely with City staff, RECON is 
developing an appropriate analysis approach to address 
citizen concerns. 
Friars Road Mixed-Use Project IS/MND, San Diego, CA 
Ms. Campos prepared an Initial Study and Mitigated 
Negative Declaration for the Friars Road Mixed-Use Project 
for a Site Development Permit, Planned Development 
Permit, Mission Valley Development Permit, and Vesting 
Tentative Map for a 319-unit multi-family residential 
mixed-use project, consisting of 243 apartments, 
6 shopkeeper units, and 70 condominiums on 5.43 acres in 
Linda Vista, just north of Fashion Valley Mall.  



 

  Nick Larkin 
Project Manager 

 

Experience 
18 years 

Education/Registrations 
M.A. Urban Planning, 
University of California 
Los Angeles  

B.A. Urban Studies and 
Planning, University of 
California San Diego 

Certifications/Permits 
County of San Diego 
Approved CEQA 
Consultants List; EIR 
Preparer 

Training 
Caltrans Section 4(f) 
training 

Affiliations 
Association of 
Environmental 
Professionals 

 

 Mr. Larkin's experience includes preparation of CEQA and 
NEPA compliance documents for a variety of project types, 
including private sector residential and commercial 
development, as well as public sector large- and small-scale 
infrastructure, public works, and energy projects. 
Mr. Larkin's expertise includes management of complex 
projects, preparation of EIRs and Mitigated Negative 
Declarations for CEQA, and preparation of EISs and 
Environmental Assessments for NEPA.  He has recent 
experience working with the City of Santee on the Prospect 
Estates II IS/MND, the Cottonwood Avenue Self-Storage 
IS/MND, and the Lantern Crest Ridge II IS/MND. 

City of San Clemente 2021-2029 Housing Element and 
Safety Element Update Program EIR 
Mr. Larkin is the Project Manager for the City of San 
Clemente Housing Element & Safety Element Update 
Program EIR. The Housing Element Update, which will be 
prepared under a separate agreement by Veronica Tam & 
Associates, also includes rezoning of parcels to 
accommodate the Regional Housing Needs Assessment. 
City of El Cajon Housing Element Rezone Program 
EIR, El Cajon, CA 
Mr. Larkin assisted with research and edits of an EIR for 
the City of El Cajon's Housing Element Rezone Program in 
order to accommodate the City's future housing demands. 
The EIR provides a comprehensive analysis and mitigation 
framework to allow for the streamlined review and tiering 
of subsequent housing and mixed-use projects. 
Furthermore, it included a detailed cumulative analysis 
including other long-range planning efforts in the City. 
Uptown, North Park, Golden Hill Community Plan 
Updates Program EIRs, San Diego, CA 
Mr. Larkin served as an environmental analyst and 
assisted with the preparation of Response to Comments and 
Final Programmatic EIRs for the Uptown, North Park, and 
Golden Hill Community Plan Updates. 
City of Oceanside General Plan Update – Economic 
Development Element, Energy and Climate Action 
Element, and Climate Action Plan PEIR, Oceanside CA 
Mr. Larkin served as an environmental analyst for the 
preparation of a Climate Action Plan (CAP) and CEQA 
documentation for the City of Oceanside.  The project 
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included the preparation of new Economic Development 
and Energy Elements, along with a CAP, as part of a first 
phase of the City's General Plan update.  The CAP and 
CEQA documentation were developed with intent to 
facilitate and streamline the review of future development 
proposals. 
El Cajon Transit District Specific Plan Program EIR, 
El Cajon, CA 
RECON was part of the interdisciplinary team selected to 
prepare a Specific Plan and CEQA documentation for an 
area surrounding the El Cajon Transit Center.  Mr. Larkin 
served as an analyst for a transit-oriented specific plan 
PEIR. 
Prospect Estates II IS/MND, Santee, CA 
Mr. Larkin served as project manager the Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Prospect 
Estates II Project for development of 38 attached 
condominiums and 15 single-family residences on a 6.8-
gross acre project site. Mr. Larkin finalized the Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for public circulation 
and is lead the effort to draft response to comments 
received during public circulation and prepare the Final 
IS/MND. 
Morena Corridor Specific Plan, San Diego, CA 
Mr. Larkin served as an environmental analyst and 
assisted with the preparation of EIR sections for the 
Morena Corridor Specific Plan, which would increase 
residential density in Linda Vista by redesignating and 
rezoning land to allow for transit-oriented development. 
Pacific Highlands Ranch, San Diego, CA 
Mr. Larkin served as project manager and primary author 
of Findings tiering off the Pacific Highlands Ranch Master 
EIR for the Coralina, Rancho Milagro, and Commercial 
Phase II projects. He oversaw preparation of technical 
studies and served as the primary point of contact with the 
City and project design team. 
2017 Water and Wastewater Master Plan Update, 
Vallecitos Water District, San Marcos, CA 
Mr. Larkin served as project manager and primary author for 
the Program EIR for the Vallecitos Water District's 2017 
Master Plan Update, including program-level analysis for 
Capital Improvement Program projects throughout the service 
area, and project-level analysis for the Diamond Siphon 
Replacement project in San Marcos, including technical review 
of the project's biological resources report. Mr. Larkin 
prepared response to comments and the Final Program EIR. 



 

  Lori Spar 
Senior Environmental Analyst 

 

Experience 
18 years 

Education/Registrations 
B.A. Political Science, State 
University of New York, 
Binghamton 

J.D., Benjamin Cardozo 
School of Law 

L.L.M. Environmental Law, 
University of San Diego 

 

 Ms. Spar is a senior environmental analyst with experience in 
environmental planning, project management and analysis, and 
environmental litigation. Her work in the legal community 
allowed her to become familiar with land use requirements and 
procedures.  Ms. Spar worked for the County of San Diego as an 
environmental planner and EIR coordinator.  She performed 
varying tasks, from processing and planning of complex projects 
and CEQA/NEPA document preparation and review. 

At Home in Encinitas (General Plan Housing Element 
Update (2013-2021) Program EIR, Encinitas, CA 
Ms. Spar served as environmental analyst on the City of 
Encinitas Housing Element Update (2013-2021) Program EIR. 
The project included an update to the 1992 Housing Element, 
including revised goals and policies, along with new and 
continuing implementation programs to ensure consistency 
with current state housing law. The update also integrated 
updated socioeconomic data, as well as other population and 
household characteristics. 
City of Del Mar Zoning Code Amendment Program EIR, 
Del Mar, CA 
Ms. Spar is project manager for the City of Del Mar 
Professional Commercial and North Commercial Zoning Code 
Amendment (ZA18-002) Project and the primary author of the 
Program EIR. The project would implement several actions 
associated with the City's Housing Element including rezoning 
of specific sites within the city to allow for multi-family and 
mixed-use development. Working closely with City staff, 
RECON is developing an appropriate analysis approach to 
address citizen concerns. 
City of Chula Vista General Plan and Otay Ranch General 
Development Plan Supplemental EIR, Chula Vista, CA  
Ms. Spar was project manager for the Supplemental EIR for 
the Amendments to the City of Chula Vista General Plan and 
Otay Ranch General Development Plan. The amendments 
would increase the intensity and alter development allowed by 
the General Development Plan and provide for an improved 
interface with regional infrastructure within two Villages and 
the University site of Otay Ranch. The amendments include  a 
mix of land uses, primarily including a maximum of 6,050 
residential units at varying densities; designations of Town 
Centers and creation of an 85-acre Regional Technology Park 
within a 1,200-acre site in the western portion of Otay Ranch. 
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Morena Corridor Specific Plan Program EIR,  
San Diego, CA 
Ms. Spar is preparing the Program EIR for this controversial 
large-scale General Plan Update associated with increased 
density and intensity of uses through the Clairemont Mesa and 
Linda Vista community planning areas. 
Downtown El Cajon Specific Plan EIR, El Cajon, CA 
Ms. Spar served as an environmental associate for the EIR for 
the proposed El Cajon Downtown Specific Plan covering 527 
acres within the City's redevelopment project area. The City's 
future vision for the area is a revitalized pedestrian-oriented, 
sustainable, mixed-use community. 
Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan EIR, San Diego County, 
CA 
Ms. Spar continues to serve as project manager and primary 
author and point of contact for the EIR for the Lilac Hills 
Ranch project. Lilac Hills Ranch is a proposed mixed-use 
development project located in the Valley Center and Bonsall 
communities in the County of San Diego. This project includes 
1,746 residential units, including senior living units, three 
neighborhood centers, parks, school, senior housing and on-site 
recycling and wastewater facilities. The project includes a 
general plan amendment, specific plan, rezone, and multiple 
site plans. Complex issues associated with this project include 
navigating greenhouse gas regulations including recent 
litigation filed to stay the County's Climate Action Plan and 
allowance for emission offsets. Additional responsibilities 
include coordinating closely with the project team and County 
staff, managing subconsultants, maintaining timing and 
budget, and preparing and editing the CEQA documents. 
Meadowood Specific Plan EIR, San Diego, CA 
Ms. Spar assisted in the preparation of this EIR for the 
Meadowood project in the Fallbrook community of San Diego 
County. The project included a general plan amendment, 
specific plan, rezone, vesting tentative map, and site plans for 
the development of 867 single- and multi-family units, an 
elementary school, a neighborhood park, pocket parks, multi-
use trails, and water and wastewater facilities on the 390-acre 
site. Key issues addressed in the EIR included visual, 
biological, agricultural and cultural resources, along with land 
use, noise and utilities.  The EIR was certified and the project 
approved by the Board of Supervisors. 

 



 

  Morgan Weintraub 
Environmental Analyst 

 

Experience 
6 years 

Education/Registrations 
B.A. Environmental 
Studies, University of 
California, Santa Cruz 

Affiliations 
Association of 
Environmental 
Professionals  

Mentorship Committee 
Member, American 
Planning Association  

Toastmasters, past 
Secretary 

 

 

 Ms. Weintraub's responsibilities include preparation of 
environmental documents, coordination with agency staff, and 
project management.  She has prepared EIRs, MNDs, initial 
studies, and environmental assessments. Ms. Weintraub brings 
agency expertise through her experience serving as adjunct 
staff for the City of Wildomar and City of Eastvale. 
Complete Communities: Housing and Mobility Choices 
Program EIR, San Diego, CA 
Ms. Weintraub is serving as environmental analyst for the 
preparation of a program EIR to address the potential impacts 
associated with adoption of the City of San Diego’s Multi-Family 
Affordable Housing Program. The City is pursuing ordinance 
amendments to further implement its Climate Action Plan and 
General Plan City of Villages Strategy by allowing for 
streamlined affordable housing developments within Transit 
Priority Areas.  The EIR covers a full range of environmental 
issues as well as an economic analysis, stakeholder engagement 
program, and urban design schematics.  
2013-2021 Housing Element Update EIR, County of 
Riverside, CA  
Ms. Weintraub was an author of the EIR evaluating the 
countywide projections of growth, including population and 
employment projections. The projections developed for the 
current General Plan (also referred to as GPA 960) form the 
baseline projections for the impact analysis in the EIR. 
Housing Element Initial Study, Wasco, CA  
Ms. Weintraub was the primary author of the Initial Study for 
the City's 2015-2023 Housing Element designed to address the 
projected housing needs of current and future residents. 
Housing Element Initial Study, Suisun City, CA  
Ms. Weintraub was the primary author of the Initial Study. 
The 2015-2023 Housing Element is the City's policy document 
guiding the provision of housing to meet future needs for all 
economic segments in Suisun City, including housing 
affordable to lower-income households. 
Housing Element Initial Study, Los Altos, CA 
Ms. Weintraub was the primary author of the Initial Study for 
the 2015 Housing Element. The EIR addressed analysis of the 
policy document addressing housing to meet future needs for 
all economic segments in Los Altos, including housing 
affordable to lower-income households.  
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Housing Element IS/ND, Town of Yountville, CA 
Ms. Weintraub was the primary author of the Initial Study. A 
Negative Declaration consistent with CEQA was also prepared. 
The purpose of the IS/ND was to evaluate the potential 
environmental impacts of the Town's 2015-2023 Housing 
Element. 
General Plan Update EIR, Palm Desert, CA 
Ms. Weintraub was an author of the EIR. The General Plan 
update focuses on key areas of the city, including the Highway 
111 corridor/City Center and the areas around the CSU 
campus. The update also includes goals and policies that 
provide the City with the tools to seek pedestrian-oriented 
development patterns to diversify the city's existing primarily 
automobile-oriented development patterns and realize both a 
true City Center and a vibrant university campus area.  
PLAN Hermosa (General Plan EIR), Hermosa Beach, CA  
Ms. Weintraub was an author of an EIR that considered the 
environmental impacts likely to occur with adoption of 
Hermosa Beach's General Plan and Local Coastal Program. 
PLAN Hermosa serves as the City's blueprint and vision for 
future growth and development.  
General Plan Safety Element Initial Study, Maricopa, CA  
Ms. Weintraub was an author of the Initial Study and Negative 
Declaration for the City of Maricopa Safety Element update. 
The purpose of the Safety Element was to identify natural or 
human activity-related hazards that exist in Maricopa and to 
define policy objectives and implementation actions to address 
them. This update coincided with an update to the Kern 
County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan 
(MJHMP). Revisions to the Safety Element integrated updates 
associated with recent changes to state law and new legislation 
pertaining to general plan safety elements.   
Norwalk High School MND and EIR, Norwalk, CA 
Ms. Weintraub was the primary author of the MND and an 
author of the EIR. The project consisted of replacing the 
existing grass field with synthetic turf and developing new 
athletic fields for football, soccer, baseball, softball, and track 
and field.  

 



 
 

  Jesse Fleming 
Air Quality and Noise Specialist 

 

Experience 
14 years 

Education/Registrations 
B.S. Mathematics, 
University of California, 
Santa Barbara 

Certifications/Permits 
County of San Diego 
Approved CEQA 
Consultants List; Air 
Quality and Noise 

OSHA 10-Hour Training 
Course in Construction 
Safety and Health  

Training 
CalEEMod 

AEDT 

Affiliations 
Association of 
Environmental 
Professionals 

 

 Ms. Fleming is an associate project manager and noise, air 
quality, and greenhouse gas specialist whose responsibilities 
include conducting acoustical, air quality, and greenhouse gas 
technical studies that require ambient conditions 
identification, dispersion and emission models, and 
preparation and processing of reports. Ms. Fleming is 
proficient with various air quality models (e.g. AERMOD, 
CalEEMod, EMFAC, CalRoads, AEDT, and AP42) and noise 
prediction models (e.g., SoundPLAN, FHWA TNM, FHWA 
RCNM, and CREATE railroad noise model).She has extensive 
knowledge of environmental regulations related to noise, air 
quality, and greenhouse gases.  

At Home in Encinitas General Plan Housing Element 
Update (2013-2021) Program EIR, Encinitas, CA 
Ms. Fleming prepared the noise, air quality, and greenhouse 
gas analyses for the Program EIR. The project included an 
update to the City's Housing Element, along with a 
comprehensive implementation program, including general 
plan amendments to the Land Use and Noise Elements; a 
rezone program; design guidelines and other associated 
discretionary actions. The reports fully analyzed 33 housing 
opportunity sites and four housing strategies developed 
through community input and included a detailed mitigation 
framework to streamline the CEQA review of future projects. 
Solana Beach General Plan Update, Solana Beach, CA 
Ms. Fleming served as an author of the City of Solana Beach 
General Plan Update Program EIR, and prepared the noise 
and air quality technical analyses. The General Plan Update 
includes the City's Housing, Land Use and Circulation 
Elements and focuses on the incorporation of policies related to 
sustainability, healthy communities, and climate change. 
Uptown, North Park, Golden Hill Community Plan 
Updates CPU EIRs, San Diego, CA 
Ms. Fleming prepared the noise, air quality, and greenhouse 
gas technical reports for the Uptown, North Park, and Golden 
Hill Community Plan Updates (CPUs). The analyses included 
the calculation of community-wide noise levels, air emissions, 
and GHG emissions, and the determination of impacts and 
measures required to be implemented at a community plan 
and future project level, and guide future development in the 
communities. 
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Morena Corridor Specific Plan, San Diego, CA 
Ms. Fleming conducted the air quality, noise, and GHG 
analyses for the Morena Corridor Specific Plan. The Specific 
Plan included land use changes, mobility improvements, policy 
direction, and supplemental regulations intended to guide 
development in the project area. The analysis included the 
calculation of emissions of criteria pollutants and GHG 
associated with existing and future development within the 
Specific Plan area and the calculation of vehicle traffic noise 
contours distances. The analysis also included the 
determination of impacts and measures required to be 
implemented at a community plan and future project level. 
City of Del Mar Zoning Code Amendment, Del Mar, CA 
Ms. Fleming prepared the noise, air quality, and greenhouse 
gas analyses for the City’s Zoning Code Amendment which 
proposes changes to the Zoning Code to allow for residential 
development within certain areas of the city. The noise 
analysis included measurements of the existing noise 
conditions and determined future compatibility of residential 
uses with the surrounding noise environment including vehicle 
traffic and rail noise, as well as stationary sources. The air 
quality and GHG analyses included calculation of existing and 
future emissions with and without implementation of the 
Zoning Code Amendment, and determined whether the project 
would conflict with regional air quality plans and GHG 
reduction goals. The analyses included a detailed mitigation 
framework to streamline future development.  
941 Camino Del Mar Specific Plan, Del Mar, CA 
Ms. Fleming conducted the air quality, noise, and greenhouse 
gas analyses. The project proposed to construct a mixed-use 
development consisting of residential hospitality, retail, office, 
and restaurant uses. The Specific Plan provides development 
standards as well as design guidelines for future project 
components. The analysis included the calculation of emissions 
of criteria pollutants and greenhouse gas as well as emission 
reduction features associated with the development. The 
analysis also included that calculation of future vehicle traffic 
noise levels and land use compatibility determination, as well 
as the calculation of property line noise levels associated with 
construction activities and future operational characteristics. 
Lilac Hills Ranch Specific Plan, San Diego County, CA 
Ms. Fleming conducted the noise, air quality, and greenhouse 
gas analyses for the proposed Lilac Hills Specific Plan 
encompassing 608 acres in the unincorporated community of 
Valley Center in the County of San Diego. The project is 
planned with a mix of residential, commercial, and 
institutional uses, along with parks and open space. 

 



 

  Carmen Zepeda-Herman, RPA 
Archaeology Project Director  

 

Experience 
20 years 

Education/Registrations 
M.A. Anthropology, San 
Diego State University 

B.A. Anthropology, 
University of California, 
Berkeley 

Registered Professional 
Archaeologist, 15119 

Certifications/Permits 
City of San Diego Qualified 
Archaeological Principal 
Investigator 

County of San Diego 
Approved CEQA 
Consultants List; 
Archaeology 

California Department of 
Transportation, PQS 
Equivalent, Principal 
Investigator in Prehistoric 
Archaeology  

California BLM Cultural 
Resource Use Permit CA-
19-02 

Affiliations 
San Diego County 
Archaeological Society 

 Ms. Zepeda-Herman is certified by the Register of 
Professional Archaeologists (RPA) and is responsible for 
leading and conducting field surveys, test excavations, data 
recovery excavations, and construction monitoring for cultural 
resource studies. She conducts background research, site 
records maintenance, and assembles crews for completion of 
projects. Ms. Zepeda-Herman regularly works with a range of 
regulatory and assessment frameworks including National 
Historic Preservation Act, National Register of Historic 
Places, California Register of Historic Resources, and CEQA. 

Prospect Estates II, Santee, CA 
Ms. Zepeda-Herman surveyed the expanded portion of the 
project located in Santee and updated the survey report. One 
prehistoric site and two isolated artifacts were identified 
during the survey. Because of the degree of disturbance, the 
site was recommended not significant under CEQA guidelines. 
South County Animal Shelter Project, Santee, CA 
Ms. Zepeda-Herman served as the principal investigator for 
this project. The San Diego County Department of General 
Services proposes the construction of a new animal shelter. 
Ms. Zepeda-Herman completed a survey and report in the 
appropriate County format. Because research indicated that 
the project area had been graded for construction of a school 
building in the past with the presence of archaeological and 
Native American monitors, and that the cultural resource site 
identified had been destroyed, no mitigation measures were 
recommended for the current project.  
Meadowood Specific Plan Project Additional Studies, 
San Diego, CA 
Ms. Zepeda-Herman served as the principal investigator for 
the updated cultural resources survey for the Meadowood 
project, a proposed development of 389.5 acres. The project is 
subject to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act. She authored the report and attended Section 106 Tribal 
Consultation meetings with the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers. 
Complete Communities: Housing and Mobility Choices 
Program EIR, San Diego, CA 
RECON prepared a Program EIR for the City's Complete 
Communities: Housing Solutions and Mobility Choices 
program which provides amendments to the San Diego 
Municipal Code to incentivize multi-family housing 
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construction, affordability by allowing qualifying development 
to occur without further discretionary review.  Ms. Zepeda-
Herman analyzed the records search data for approximately 
200,557 acres within the City of San Diego to create an 
archaeological sensitivity map.  
14th and Commercial Streets Project, San Diego, CA 
Ms. Zepeda-Herman evaluated the potential for subsurface 
archaeological deposits to be present on the project parcel. 
Research included a review of the results of a records search 
at the California Historical Resources Information System 
South Coastal Information Center, a review of the 1876 Bird's 
Eye View drawing of San Diego, applicable Sanborn Fire 
Insurance Maps, and a review of the files at the San Diego 
Historical Society. Based on the presence of prior buildings, it 
was determined that the potential for subsurface historic 
archaeological deposits to be present does exist. 
Cottonwood Avenue Self-Storage Project, Santee, CA 
Ms. Zepeda-Herman coordinated with a Kumeyaay Native 
American monitor and completed an archaeological survey of 
the project area. Prior to the survey, a records search was 
performed at the South Coastal Information Center to 
identify any previously recorded cultural resources. As part of 
the analysis, historic aerial photographs were also examined 
to determine past disturbances. Based on the survey, records 
search, past disturbances, and topographic location, the 
results report recommended cultural resources monitoring 
during construction due to the likelihood of buried 
archaeological deposits.  
Mission Trails Regional Park Natural Resources 
Management Plan and Master Plan Update, San Diego, CA 
Ms. Zepeda-Herman completed the existing conditions and 
impact analysis section for the Master Plan Update. The 
overall goal of the Master Plan Update is to provide a 
structure for ongoing land and resource management actions, 
improve recreational connectivity, and to protect the Park's 
natural and cultural resources. The existing conditions were a 
summary of cultural resources and identified which areas 
have not been surveyed. 
Santee Lakes Trails Phase 4 Record Search for Padre 
Dam Municipal Water District, San Diego, CA 
Ms. Zepeda-Herman requested and compiled the record 
search from the South Coastal Information Center and the 
San Diego Museum of Man for this project. The results of the 
search were used for the three subsequent projects: Floating 
Trails and Island, Environmental Trail and Signage, and 
Santee Lakes Gazebo projects. 

 



 

  Beth Procsal 
Associate Biologist 

 

Experience 
15 years 

Education/Registrations 
B.S. Biological Sciences, 
San Diego State University 

Certifications/Permits 
CDFW Scientific Collecting 
Permit for birds, 
invertebrates, 
rodents/small mammals, 
and reptiles/amphibians   

CDFW Flat-Tailed Horned 
Lizard Training and 
Certification  

OSHA 10-Hour Training 
Course in Construction 
Safety and Health  

USFWS Permit TE-797665 
for coastal California 
gnatcatcher and Quino 
checkerspot butterfly, and 
nest monitoring for least 
Bell's vireo 

Training 
Southwestern Willow 
Flycatcher Workshop, 
Kern River Research 
Center 

Certified Wetland 
Delineation Training, 
Wetland Training Institute 

SDG&E NCCP Training 

 Ms. Procsal is a knowledgeable biologist who specializes in 
southwestern U.S. bird identification and focused surveys 
for endangered, threatened, and sensitive bird species in a 
variety of habitats in southern California. Additionally, she 
manages and conducts general biological and wetland 
assessments and constraints analyses, vegetation mapping, 
habitat revegetation/mitigation implementation and 
monitoring, biological monitoring.  Ms. Procsal prepares 
biological technical reports to document findings and uses 
GPS to map vegetation and sensitive species habitats.  
Ms. Procsal regularly coordinates with agency staff and has 
a strong understanding of the guidelines and reporting 
requirements.  Additionally, Ms. Procsal has experience 
managing large-scale projects and has served as lead 
biologist/manager on several projects.  She provides 
effective coordination of biological staff on projects with 
complicated environmental constraints. 

Uptown, North Park, Golden Hill Community Plan 
Updates EIRs, San Diego, CA 
Ms. Procsal assisted in preparing a programmatic level 
general biological analysis, which included an evaluation of 
the biological resources within the Uptown, North Park, 
and Golden Hill communities that could potentially be 
affected by the respective community plan updates. 
Proposed revisions to the open space boundaries in each 
planning area based on updated open space mapping were 
also evaluated. 
Meadowood Specific Plan Project Additional Studies, 
San Diego, CA 
Ms. Procsal prepared the Resource Management Plan, 
Resource Preservation Plan, Revegetation Plan, and 
conducted the coastal California gnatcatcher and least 
Bell's vireo protocol surveys for the 389-acre Meadowood 
Specific Plan Project. The project site will consist of a mix of 
single-family and multi-family units (up to 886 dwelling 
units); an elementary school site; a neighborhood park; 
pocket parks; multi-use trails; and biological, agricultural, 
and cultural open spaces and supporting infrastructure. 
Ms. Procsal also worked with the project's civil engineer 
and landscape architect to meet timely submittals. 
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Friars Road Residential Project, San Diego, CA 
Ms. Procsal conducted the biological survey, wrote the 
biological technical report, and coordinated with the client 
for a timely submittal for this proposed family residential 
and condominium development project in the community of 
Linda Vista. An open space easement was proposed to 
protect sensitive biological resources. 
Vidler Estates Residential Project, San Marcos, CA 
Ms. Procsal served as biological project manager for this 5 
acre residential development project.  She conducted the 
general biological survey and wrote the biological letter 
report. Responsibilities also included working with the 
client and RECON team to ensure the other technical 
reports, including archeology, noise, and thread-leaved 
brodiaea surveys and results letter, adequately assessed 
potential impacts from the proposed development. 
Otay Ranch Preserve Habitat Management,  
Chula Vista, CA  
Ms. Procsal conducted baseline surveys for wildlife species, 
coastal California gnatcatcher protocol surveys, and 
diurnal/nocturnal avian surveys within the Preserve. She 
also conducted Quino checkerspot butterfly surveys during 
the spring season and assisted in protocol surveys for 
yellow-billed cuckoo. The Otay Ranch Preserve is located in 
southwestern San Diego County and includes lands within 
the city of Chula Vista and the county of San Diego. 
Southwest Village, San Diego, CA 
Ms. Procsal prepared the jurisdictional waters delineation, 
and conducted the coastal California gnatcatcher and Quino 
Checkerspot butterfly protocol surveys for 76 acres of the 
500-acre Southwest Village Specific Plan Project.  The 
Southwest Village Specific Plan would allow up to 
approximately 4,000 residences, a central 140,000-square-
foot commercial and retail use area, a 13-acre elementary 
school site, 43 acres of parks, and 170 acres of open space 
and undeveloped areas. 
Southwind Multi-Family Development, San Diego, CA 
Ms. Procsal conducted the biological survey, the western 
burrowing owl surveys in accordance with the guidelines 
prepared by the California Department Fish and Wildlife, 
assisted in the Quino checkerspot butterfly protocol 
surveys, wrote the biological technical report, and consulted 
with the client for a timely submittal. This multi-family 
condominium project is proposed in the Otay Mesa 
Planning Area in the City of San Diego. 

 



Monique Chen, PE |  
Mobility Project Manager 
 

Education 
BS, Civil Engineering 
 
 
Licenses/Registrations 
Professional Engineer (Traffic), CA 
 
 
Years of Experience 
22 
 
 
Monique Chen has 22 years of 
experience providing engineering and 
planning services to the transportation 
industry, including both public and 
private sector clients.  As a registered 
traffic engineer, she has been 
responsible for project management 
on numerous projects ranging from 
general plans, master plans, specific 
plans, mobility studies, corridor studies, 
transportation impact analysis, 
operational and demand assessments 
to conceptual engineering.  Specific 
areas of experience and expertise 
include traffic engineering and 
operations, local and regional 
transportation planning, smart growth 
planning, multimodal planning, 
development of specifications and 
cost estimates, and traffic impact 
studies. Monique has served as the 
Project Manager for several planning 
and engineering projects, such as the 
Downtown San Diego Mobility Plan, the 
National City General Plan Mobility 
Element Update, and the County of 
San Diego Mobility Element Update. 

Relevant Experience 
City of Solana Beach General Plan Update – Mobility Element & TIS, Solana 
Beach, CA. Project Manager. Working with City staff, elected officials, and 
community members, Chen Ryan Associates developed an innovative, 
multi-modal circulation network that serves the needs of all travelers. As part 
of this effort, Chen Ryan Associates developed a new roadway typology to 
express the City’s balanced approach to roadway design, including Multi-
Modal Boulevards, Community Connectors, Bicycle Boulevards, Pedestrian 
Corridors, and Class I Multi-Use Paths. The Mobility Element also considered 
first-last mile multimodal access to Coaster and Amtrak Surfliner regional rail. 
While the City greatly benefits from these services due to an advantageous, 
central station placement that interfaces with Solana Beach’s compact, 
walkable city center, connectivity challenges were posed by neighborhoods 
located further from the central portion of the City.  
 
Southeastern San Diego and Encanto Community Plan Update – Mobility 
Element & TIS, San Diego, CA. Project Manager. The Mobility Element update 
efforts required a fully multimodal approach with a strong emphasis on 
active transportation modes.  Chen Ryan Associates completed pedestrian, 
bicycle, transit, and auto level of service analyses along the major urban 
streets within both communities.  We worked extensively with the City’s 
collision database to document locational trends in pedestrian, bicycle, and 
vehicular collisions.  A detailed traffic engineering operational analysis was 
conducted along all Circulation Element roads, as well as over 70 key 
intersections.  Synchro/SimTraffic, CompleteStreets LOS (CSLOS), and GIS 
software were employed for this project.  The Community Plan Updates were 
adopted by City Council in November 2015 and won the Outstanding Large 
Planning Document award in 2015 by the American Planning Association. 
 
Mission Valley Community Plan Update – Mobility Element & TIS, San Diego, 
CA.  Project Manager.  This report provided an analysis of the existing 
physical and operational conditions related to the mobility system within the 
Mission Valley community.  The Mission Valley mobility system consists of 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities, transit routes and stops (bus and light-rail), 
and roadways, as well as innovate mobility features such as a potential 
aerial tramway, as well as demand-responsive community circulators.  Each 
mode of transportation is addressed throughout the report, in addition to the 
methodologies used to analyze each mode. 
 
Downtown San Diego Mobility Plan & TIS, San Diego, CA. Project Manager.  
The Plan identifies a multimodal mobility network and establishes policies, 
programs and projects to improve overall mobility throughout the Downtown 
area for all travel modes.  The Plan is supported by a layered network 
approach, prioritizing specific corridors for specific modes, while allowing for 
travel by the non-prioritized modes.  This approach results in well-connected 
“layered” networks across the community, providing multimodal mobility in a 
manner that minimizes conflicts and provides for comfortable and 
convenient travel choices community-wide. A supporting Traffic Impact 
Study and multimodal technical report provided documentation for the 
accompanying PEIR.  

  



Monique Chen, PE Continued 
City of Indio General Plan Update – Mobility Element & TIS, 
Indio, CA. Project Manager. The Mobility Element 
emphasizes multimodal mobility through protected bicycle 
facilities and multi-use paths, largely focused around 
schools, parks, and downtown area. The wide existing 
roadways will enable improvements to be implemented 
with minimal modifications, greatly reducing construction 
costs and limiting effects on vehicular operations. Chen 
Ryan coordinated Riverside County Traffic Analysis Model 
(RivTAM) calibration and validation for existing and future 
year analyses, documenting results in the Mobility 
Technical Report and EIR.  
 
City of Vista Traffic Engineering On-Call, Vista, CA. 
Contract Manager. For the past ten plus years, Ms. Chen 
served as the City’s On-Call consultant and prepared 
numerous Traffic Impact Studies to identify and document 
the near-term and longer-term traffic impacts related to 
the proposed development, as well as to recommend 
mitigation measures for identified roadway and 
intersection deficiencies associated with the project.  She 
has participated in City Council/Planning Commission 
briefings and presentations.  She has also coordinated with 
environmental consultants in preparation of EIR/MND 
consistent with CEQA requirements. 
 
City of San Diego As-Needed Traffic Engineering for the 
Planning Department, San Diego, CA. Contract Manager. 
Chen Ryan Associates is currently providing as-needed 
traffic engineering services for the City of San Diego 
Planning Department.  Our 20+ task orders to date are 
consisted of a variety of traffic engineering, multimodal 
planning, research, and policy development related 
projects.  At the core of our approach to each task order is 
an emphasis on multimodal mobility – ensuring that each 
mode is considered, evaluated and planned for. 
 
Working closely with City staff, Chen Ryan Associates has 
provided transportation planning services under this 
contract for communitywide efforts, corridor projects and 
site-specific assessments.  We evaluated transportation 
operations for projects of varying sizes and environments, 
using both standard and advanced techniques. Our 
research resulted in the development of new multimodal 
analysis procedures intended for application to all future 
long-range planning efforts.  We assisted the City in the 
development of a new policy intended to alleviate 
parking-related cost burdens encountered by multifamily 
residential developers within transit priority areas. Most 
recently, we are working on developing separate 
programmatic frameworks to update the City’s 
development impact fee program and prepare the City 
to transition to a post-SB-743 world. 
 

City of Santee Mobility Element & TIS, Santee, CA. Project 
Manager. The Mobility Element identifies a future vision 
and key direction for achieving a truly multimodal 
transportation system that serves all community 
members. This effort analyzed existing conditions and 
past accomplishments and refocused mobility direction 
to effectively plan a balanced transportation system. The 
Mobility Element includes planned mobility networks, 
supported by a series of goals, policies, and strategies 
intended to promote the safe and efficient use of existing 
and planned transportation facilities. 
 
Morena Corridor Specific Plan, San Diego, CA. Principal-
in-Charge.  The project serves to transform the auto-
oriented corridor into a multimodal village, supported by 
mixed-use development and a balanced transportation 
network. Chen Ryan Associates assisted with identifying 
alternatives that leverage planned and existing light rail 
trolley stations. A two-way cycle track proposed along 
the west side of the Morena Boulevard will take 
advantage of the existing rail corridor alignment to limit 
conflicts. Multimodal access to all three trolley stops will 
be supported by intersection curb bulb-outs, high visibility 
crosswalks, lead pedestrian and bicycle intervals, and 
new bicycle facilities. A realigned roadway network will 
strengthen the street grid and improve connections for all 
travel modes. 
 
Euclid Avenue Systmic Safety Analysis Report Program, 
Ontario, CA. Project Manager. The Euclid Avenue SSARP 
project provides an analysis of over 400 records along 
the nearly 5-mile long corridor in the City of Ontario.  The 
analysis findings are being used to develop site specific 
recommendations intended to improve multimodal 
safety, with a large focus on pedestrian and bicycle 
involved collisions and countermeasures.  An extensive 
data collection process was undertaken to document 
roadway conditions at collision locations throughout the 
corridor to better understand factors contributing to 
different collision types. Multimodal counts were 
conducted to aid in the calculation of collision rates at 
intersections and segments and to better understand 
exposure.  Safety improvements or countermeasures will 
be proposed to address high collision locations or 
features throughout the corridor found to contribute to 
collisions.  The data collection effort, analysis approach 
and findings, and resulting recommendations will be 
compiled into a comprehensive Caltrans compliant 
report, that provides the City of Ontario with planned 
projects that will contribute to improved safety along the 
Euclid Avenue corridor. 
 
  

 



Phuong Nguyen, PE |  
Lead Traffic Engineer 
 

Education 
B.S., Civil Engineering 
 
 
Licenses/Registrations 
Professional Engineer (Civil), CA 
 
 
Years of Experience 
12 
 
 
Phuong Nguyen has 12 years of 
experience providing engineering 
services to the transportation industry.  
He has been responsible for project 
and task management on a number of 
efforts ranging from parking plans, 
traffic operations, micro-simulation, 
peer review, and transportation impact 
analysis to conceptual engineering. 
Phuong is very experienced in the 
application of transportation planning 
and traffic engineering analysis 
software, such as VISSIM, 
Synchro/SimTraffic, Vistro, Traffix, 
Highway Capacity Software (HCS), 
Complete Street Level of Service 
(CSLOS), Rodel Roundabouts, and 
SANDAG MXD method & tool for Smart 
Growth Trip Generation. 

Relevant Experience 
Mission Valley Community Plan Update – Mobility Element & TIS, San Diego, 
CA.  Traffic Engineer.  This report provided an analysis of the existing physical 
and operational conditions related to the mobility system within the Mission 
Valley community.  The Mission Valley mobility system consists of pedestrian 
and bicycle facilities, transit routes and stops (bus and light-rail), and 
roadways, as well as innovate mobility features such as a potential aerial 
tramway, as well as demand-responsive community circulators.  Each mode 
of transportation is addressed throughout the report, in addition to the 
methodologies used to analyze each mode. The TIS included a VMT analysis, 
evaluated using International Council for Local Environmental Initiatives 
(ICLEI) methodology. The SB-743 compliance analysis was evaluated using 
VMT per capita and VMT per employee metrics.  These methods utilized the 
tour nature of the Activity Base Model (ABM) to replicate the population 
behavior of residents and employees. 
 
Southeastern San Diego and Encanto Community Plan Update – Mobility 
Element & TIS, San Diego, CA. Traffic Engineer. An extensive multimodal 
existing conditions analysis was conducted to identify existing issues and 
opportunities.  Multimodal network alternatives were developed that 
accommodated proposed land use changes while providing for improved 
mobility for all users. Aggressive yet feasible bicycle facility improvements 
were incorporated and supported by a two-phase implementation plan: 1) 
secure bicycle facility right-of-way through restriping; 2) installation of 
physical vertical buffers. Chen Ryan Associates also prepared the supporting 
TIS and transportation chapter of the EIR. 
 
City of Santee Mobility Element & TIS, Santee, CA. Traffic Engineer. The 
Mobility Element identifies a future vision and key direction for achieving a 
truly multimodal transportation system that serves all community members. 
This effort analyzed existing conditions and past accomplishments and 
refocused mobility direction to effectively plan a balanced transportation 
system. The Mobility Element includes planned mobility networks, supported 
by a series of goals, policies, and strategies intended to promote the safe 
and efficient use of existing and planned transportation facilities. 
 
City of Indio General Plan Update – Mobility Element & TIS, Indio, CA. Traffic 
Engineer. The Mobility Element emphasizes multimodal mobility through 
protected bicycle facilities and multi-use paths, largely focused around 
schools, parks, and downtown area. The wide existing roadways will enable 
improvements to be implemented with minimal modifications, greatly 
reducing construction costs and limiting effects on vehicular operations. 
Chen Ryan coordinated Riverside County Traffic Analysis Model (RivTAM) 
calibration and validation for existing and future year analyses, documenting 
results in the Mobility Technical Report and EIR. 
 
City of Vista Traffic Engineering On-Call, Vista, CA.  Project Engineer. Services 
performed under this contract primarily include preparation of Traffic Impact 
Studies to identify and document near- and long-term traffic impacts related 
to the proposed development, as well as to recommend mitigation 
measures for identified roadway and intersection associated project 
deficiencies. Additional services include parking studies and TIS peer reviews. 

 



Attachment No. 2
PRELIMINARY RESIDENTIAL SITES INVENTORY

Site No. APN Address Acreage
Existing 
Use

Percent 
Developable

Current 
Zoning

Proposed 
Zoning

Density 
Factor

Unit 
Yield

1 37819001 10939 SUMMIT AVE 4.65 SFH 90% R-1A R-7 7 29.3
2 37818010 11009 SUMMIT AVE 2.32 SFH 90% R-1A R-7 7 14.62
3 37818009 11025 SUMMIT AVE 2.32 SFH 90% R-1A R-7 7 14.62
4 37818008 11041 SUMMIT AVE 2.32 SFH 90% R-1A R-7 7 14.62
5 37818007 11059 SUMMIT AVE 2.32 SFH 70% R-1A R-7 7 11.37
6 37818029 10215 SUMMIT CREST DR 1.16 SFH 100% R-1 R-7 7 8.12
7 37821021 11010 SUMMIT AVE 1.15 SFH 100% R-1 R-7 7 8.05
8 37821020 11020 SUMMIT AVE 1.02 SFH 100% R-1 R-7 7 7.14
9 37818028 11115 SUMMIT AVE 1.16 SFH 100% R-1 R-7 7 8.12
10 37818020 11129 SUMMIT AVE 2.32 SFH 70% R-1 R-7 7 11.37
11 38103107 9945 CONEJO RD 1.19 SFH 100% R-2 R-7 7 8.33
12 38169028 9960 CONEJO RD 0.86 SFH 100% R-2 R-7 7 6.02
13 38003118 LAKE CANYON RD 1.67 Vacant 100% R-2 R-7 7 11.69
14 38003118 LAKE CANYON RD 0.89 Vacant 100% R-2 R-7 7 6.23
15 38104036 WALMART 5.26 Vacant 100% TC-C TC-R-22 22 115.7
16 38105082 PARCEL 6 PORTION 11.39 Vacant 100% TC-C TC-R-30 30 341.7
17 38105118 COTTONWOOD AVE 22.15 Vacant 90% TC-R-30 TC-R-14 14 279.1
18 38105117 COTTONWOOD AVE 11.71 Vacant 60% TC-R-22 TC-R-14 14 98.36
19 38103208 PARK CENTER DR 2.35 Vacant 100% TC-R-22 TC-R-14 14 32.9

20A 38105081 9200 MAGNOLIA AVE 10 Polo Barn 100% TC-O/I TC-R-22 22 220
20B 38105081 9200 MAGNOLIA AVE 10 Polo Barn 100% TC-O/I TC-R-30 30 300
21 38410616 8942 1ST ST 0.6 SFH 100% TC-R-22 TC-R-22 22 13.2
22 38447009 ROCKVILL ST 1.96 Vacant 100% GC/IL R-30 30 58.8
23 38414211 10952 SUNSET TRL 1.24 2 SFH 100% R-14 R-14 14 17.36
24 38416204 9953 BUENA VISTA AVE 4.8 SFH 100% R-2 R-22 22 105.6
25 38402007 8801 OLIVE LN 2.93 Trucking 100% IL R-14 14 41.02
26 38349056 PROSPECT AVE 0.72 Vacant 90% R-7 R-7 7 4.536
27 38619217 8572 FANITA DR 1.73 SFH 100% R-7 R-7 7 12.11
28 38669038 8504 FANITA DR 0.68 Vacant 100% R-7 R-7 7 4.76
29 38630031 7737 MISSION GORGE RD 3.25 Commercial 90% GC R-22 22 64.35
30 38630009 8714 STARPINE DR 1.3 SFH 100% R-7/GC R-22 22 28.6
31 38306103 7980 MISSION GORGE RD 5.23 SFH 70% R-22 R-22 22 80.54
32 38306101 7950 MISSION GORGE RD 0.95 SFH 100% R-22 R-22 22 20.9
33 38401115 8750 ATLAS VIEW DR 1.85 SFH 70% R-7 R-7 7 9.065
34 38401255 8742 ATLAS VIEW DR 0.91 SFH 100% R-7 R-7 7 6.37
35 37903031 MAST BLVD 47.45 Vacant 37% POS/IL POS/R-7 7 122.9

TOTAL 2137

The following two parcels are not part of the proposed Sixth Cycle Residential Sites Inventory, but are in the current
Fifth Cycle Residential Sites Inventory and would be included as part of the environmental assessment to permanently
remove them from the City's residential inventory due to their location near the flight approach to Gillespie Field Airport:

Site No. APN Address Acreage
Existing 
Use

Percent 
Developable

Current 
Zoning

Proposed 
Zoning

A 38706111 8355 GRAVES AVE 3.69 Vacant 100% R-14 CN
B 38706112 GRAVES AVE 2.26 Vacant 100% R-14 CN



GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
DIVISION OF HOUSING POLICY DEVELOPMENT 
2020 W. El Camino Avenue, Suite 500 
Sacramento, CA  95833 
(916) 263-2911 / FAX (916) 263-7453
www.hcd.ca.gov

September 2, 2020 

Marlene Best  
City Manager 
City of Santee 
10601 Magnolia Avenue 
Santee, CA 92071 

RE: 2020 Local Early Action Planning (LEAP) Grants Program Award 

Dear Marlene Best: 

The California Department of Housing and Community Development (Department) is 
pleased to announce that the City of Santee has been approved for funding under the 
Local Early Action Planning Grants Program (LEAP Program). The Department has 
determined that the application submitted in response to the Notice of Funding 
Availability released on January 27, 2020, meets LEAP Program requirements. This 
letter constitutes a conditional commitment of an award in the amount of $150,000. 

The LEAP Program reflects the state’s commitment to work in partnership with local 
governments to address California’s critical housing needs. Local governments are 
using the grant awards for the preparation and adoption of planning documents, 
process improvements that accelerate housing production, and to facilitate compliance 
in implementing the sixth cycle of the regional housing need assessment (RHNA). 

Congratulations on your successful application. Staff will be contacting you shortly to 
initiate the process of the Standard Agreement for fund distribution. For further 
information, please contact Fidel Herrera, of our staff, at (916) 263-7441 or at 
fidel.herrera@hcd.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

Gustavo Velasquez 
Director

 STATE OF CALIFORNIA - BUSINESS, CONSUMER SERVICES AND HOUSING AGENCY 
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STAFF REPORT 
 

HOUSING ELEMENT UPDATE WORKSHOP III – ASSESSMENT OF 
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING PROGRAM AS AN AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

STRATEGY BASED ON STAKEHOLDER INPUT 
 

 CITY COUNCIL MEETING  
October 28, 2020 

 
A. BACKGROUND  

 
At the Housing Element workshop on June 24, 2020 the Council continued discussion on 
inclusionary housing from the May 27, 2020 Housing Element workshop.  An inclusionary 
housing program was suggested as a tool for helping the City meet its low-income 
housing needs as set forth in the City’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) for 
the upcoming Sixth Cycle housing planning period which runs from April 15, 2021 to April 
15, 2029.  The City’s RHNA includes the goal of producing 1,209 units during this planning 
period, of which 606 are very-low and low-income units. 
 
B. DISCUSSION 
 
Stakeholders 
 
 

After being provided a presentation of the various components of an inclusionary housing 
program, the Council directed staff to proactively reach out to housing groups, including 
the San Diego Chapter of the Building Industry Association (BIA) for their input on 
inclusionary housing.  After the June 24, 2020 Council workshop, staff engaged with the 
BIA and on July 17, 2020, staff provided a PowerPoint presentation to their members on 
the City’s exploration of a possible inclusionary housing ordinance.  The BIA suggested 
not moving forward with an inclusionary program primarily because it would raise costs 
to potential homebuyers.  After engaging the BIA, staff reached out to market-rate and 
affordable housing developers to participate in an Inclusionary Housing Committee.  The 
Inclusionary Housing Committee held its first meeting on October 15, 2020 and consisted 
of representatives from the BIA, Bridge Housing, Cameron Brothers Company, City 
Ventures, Mirka Investments, the San Diego Housing Federation, Jamboree Housing 
Corporation, and Community Housing Works.  As a precursor to the meeting, the 
Committee members were provided a survey with questions on the various aspects of 
inclusionary housing (see Attachment No. 1). 
 
Inclusionary Housing Committee Findings 
 
At the first Inclusionary Housing Committee meeting, staff provided the Committee with a 
presentation on the City’s efforts to evaluate an inclusionary housing program as a tool 
for meeting some of its low-income housing production goals.  The various components 
of an inclusionary housing program were discussed, including percentage requirements, 
applicability, on-site construction requirements, and in-lieu fees.  There was consensus 
among the members that if the City were to move forward with an inclusionary housing 
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program, the program should not mandate the on-site construction of units within a 
residential development and should allow for the payment of in-lieu fees.    Market-rate 
developers mentioned the difficulty of selling affordable units to qualified individuals or 
families and affordable housing developers mentioned that many low-income households 
require supportive services that would not be provided within a market-rate development.  
Based on the first Committee meeting and surveys received to date the majority of the 
members suggested a 10% inclusionary housing requirement and making only those 
developments over 10 units in size subject to the requirement.   
 
A common concern for many of the Committee members is the in-lieu fee, which is paid 
by housing developers as an alternative to providing affordable units on-site within the 
development.  City Ventures, a market-rate housing developer, cited an example of one 
city setting an in-lieu fee so high that it resulted in no housing production for a number of 
years until the fee was reduced.  As a counterpoint, Community HousingWorks, an 
affordable housing developer, mentioned that setting an in-lieu fee too low would not be 
very beneficial as it would not provide sufficient funds to generate any affordable housing 
within the City.   
 
In-lieu Fees 
 
In-lieu fees are typically set by a fee study based on local housing goals and the real 
estate market.  The fees can be calculated based on building square footage or on a per 
unit basis.  These in-lieu fees are usually deposited in a local housing trust fund that can 
be used by a city to fund the development of new affordable housing or to assist qualified 
individuals or families through rental assistance programs.  Many cities have partnered 
with affordable housing developers to provide “seed money” or “gap funding” from 
housing trust funds that can allow a proposed affordable housing development to qualify 
for additional federal and state funding and tax credits to make the development feasible. 
 
In order to determine what a reasonable in-lieu fee would be for Santee, a fee study would 
be needed. Based on initial outreach to various fiscal analysis firms, it is estimated that 
such a fee study would cost approximately $37,500, an amount that has been 
appropriated in the currently adopted Budget.  Should the Council decide to move forward 
with an inclusionary housing program, Staff would return to Council for a request to award 
funds once a firm is selected through a formal request-for-proposals (RFP) process. 

 
C. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
Provide direction to staff as to whether an inclusionary housing program should be 
included in the Sixth Cycle Housing Element. 



Minutes 
Santee City Council 

Council Chamber - Building 2 
10601 Magnolia Avenue 

Santee, California 
June 24, 2020 

This Regular Meeting of the Santee City Council was called to order by Mayor John W. 
Minto at 6:30 p.m. 

ROLL CALL: Present: Mayor John W. Minto, Vice Mayor Laura Koval and Council 
Members Ronn Hall, Stephen Houlahan and Rob McNelis - 5. 

Officers present: City Manager Marlene Best, City Attorney Shawn Hagerty, and City 
Clerk Annette Ortiz. 

PROCLAMATION: Proclaiming July as Parks Make Life Better Month 

Mayor Minto presented the Proclamation to Ken Fox, Santee Park and Recreation 
Committee Chairperson. 

INVOCATION was given by Phil Herrington - Pathways Community Church 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE was led by Mayor Minto. 

CONSENT CALENDAR: 
Council Member Houlahan requested Item 18 be reordered to be heard after the Consent 
Calendar. The City Clerk announced that public comment was submitted for Item 6. 

(1) Approval of Reading by Title Only and Waiver of Reading in Full of
Ordinances and Resolutions on the Agenda. (City Clerk - Ortiz)

(2) Approval of Payment of Demands as Presented. (Finance -
McDermott)

(3) Approval of the Expenditure of $36,179.05 for May 2020 Legal Services
and Related Costs. (Finance - McDermott)

(4) Approval of the Expenditure of $128,815.80 for May 2020 Legal
Services and Related Costs - HomeFed (Fanita Ranch). (Finance -
McDermott)

(5) Adoption of a Resolution Establishing the Appropriations Limit for
Fiscal Year 2020-21. (Finance - McDermott)

(6) Item Pulled for Discussion

Attachment No. 1
June 24, 2020 City Council Minutes - Extract, Item 13
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Paid by the Owner(s) of Record of Said Parcels. (Development 
Services - Kush) 

The Public Hearing was opened at 7:34 p.m. The Director of Development Services 
provided a PowerPoint presentation. 

ACTION: Council Member Hall moved approval of staff recommendation. 

Council Member McNelis seconded the motion, which carried by the following roll call 
vote: Mayor Minto: Aye; Vice Mayor Koval: Aye, and Council Members Hall: Aye; 
Houlahan: Aye, and McNelis: Aye. Ayes: 5. Noes: 0. 

The Public Hearing was closed at 7:39 p.m. 

CONTINUED BUSINESS: 

(13) Continued Housing Element Update Workshop II - Overview of
lnclusionary Housing Program as an Affordable Housing Strategy.
(Development Services - Kush)

The Director of Development Services introduced the Item and the Associate Planner 
provided a PowerPoint presentation and responded to Council questions. 

Mayor Minto inquired how much the City would need to collect in housing in-lieu fees to 
construct affordable units; he stated due to the amount of money it takes for inclusionary 
housing, is a reason he is not in favor of it; he is not in favor of having a group of individuals 
have to pay for their neighbor's house; he expressed concerns with the City's ability to 
receive enough money to afford building based on the lack of housing being built; he 
added if the General Plan Protection Initiative passes it may be even harder; he 
suggested finding other ways to put funds aside to dedicate to affordable housing. 

Council Member Houlahan urged the Council to seriously consider the need for affordable 
housing; he stated that being able to get any affordable housing is good and clarified that 
state mandated housing requirements are only for affordable housing; he mentioned that 
the General Plan Protection Initiative has nothing to do with affordable housing; he 
supports a 15 percent inclusionary housing requirement; he does not support all of the 
affordable housing in one place; he believes this is one step towards creating equity and 
equality for all citizens; he clarified that the City is not required to build thousands of 
houses, but is required to build affordable housing and that the City needs to mandate 
inclusionary housing; he stated there are good models already out there to follow and 
mentioned a lot of people cannot afford to buy a house; he expressed concerns with the 
current economic situation. 

Vice Mayor Koval stated that she agrees that the City needs inclusionary housing and 
agrees that she does not want it all in one location; she suggested 10 percent if the 
developer builds the housing or 15 perfect if the developer pays the in-lieu fee; she 

RParravano
Highlight
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considered the examples staff provided and took into account the customer who would 
be purchasing affordable housing; she stated she is in favor of vertical mixed use housing, 
near the trolley; she stated the City needs a study and requested developers be included 
during the study. 

Council Member Hall inquired how much an in-lieu fee study would cost; he also 
questioned whether developers would still be willing to build if required to build 
inclusionary housing, to which the Director of Development Services responded; he 
expressed concerns related to the General Plan Protection Initiative and how it would 
affect inclusionary housing; he suggested the study review more than one option; he 
affirmed he supports Vice Mayor Koval's position and that the City should complete the 
study. 

Council Member McNelis expressed concerns for the cost to build inclusionary housing 
compared to other units and how inclusionary housing would affect smaller 
developments, citing examples used in the presentation; he concurred with Mayor Minto 
that there should be other approaches to meeting the affording housing requirements; he 
expressed concerns that developers of small projects already have impediments to 
building; he suggested including the building industry in the process of the study to see 
what ideas they proposed to help the City meet affordable housing requirements; he 
requested more information by working with stakeholders in the industry. 

Vice Mayor Koval concurred with Council Member McNelis on including the building 
industry in the discussion. 

Mayor Minto request information regarding the cost to build homes in Santee, to compare 
the cost for developers. 

Council Member Houlahan stated based on Exhibit D in the presentation, the minimum 
zoning requirements would be in R-7; he stated based on the exhibit's unit yield, he would 
support excluding very small developments if the requirement caused an undue burden. 

Council Member Hall requested clarification on the Polo Barn site listed in Exhibit D and 
expressed concerns of the proposed re-zoning of the location if the General Plan 
Protection Initiative passes. 

Vice Mayor Koval clarified that the building industry would be included in the process. 

FAILED MOTION: Council Member Houlahan moved approval of the in-lieu study. 

Council Member Hall seconded the motion, which carried by the following roll call vote: 
Mayor Minto: No; Vice Mayor Koval: No, and Council Members Hall: Aye; Houlahan: Aye, 
and McNelis: No. Ayes: 2. Noes: 3. 
ACTION: Vice Mayor Koval moved to meet with stakeholders prior to hiring a consultant 
for the study and approve the funding for the study. 
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Council Member McNelis seconded the motion, which carried by the following roll call 
vote: Mayor Minto: Aye; Vice Mayor Koval: Aye, and Council Members Hall: Aye; 
Houlahan: No, and McNelis: Aye. Ayes: 4. Noes: 1 
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Executive Summary 
 
Real  estate  consulting  firms  have  drafted  reports  for  several  California  municipal  governments 
containing so‐called “residential nexus analyses” (“RNAs”).  These analyses purport to demonstrate the 
effect of market‐rate  residential development on  the demand  for affordable housing and  thus  justify 
inclusionary housing percentage requirements (“IHRs” or “inclusionary percentages”) and “in‐lieu” fees.    
 
This  report  details  the methodology  and  findings  of  a  study  evaluating  the  use  of  residential  nexus 
analysis in California today and includes:  (1) a literature review, (2) a review of available nexus reports, 
(3) a description of the general RNA model, (4) a step‐by‐step comparison of different firms’ methods, 
and (5) an analysis of several RNA outputs.  
 
Overall, this effort has uncovered  (1) a set of universal  issues common among all  (or nearly all) of the 
RNAs studied that call into question the accuracy of the methodology as a whole and (2) a set of issues 
arising out of an abundance of  inter‐firm variation—in assumptions and data sources, but also  in vital 
calculations—the prevalence of which challenge the existence of an industry standard, or even generally 
accepted principles, for residential nexus analysis. 
 
For a summary of all such issues, with citations to the report sections discussing each issue, see Figures 
ES‐1 and ES‐2 below.  For the full discussion of these issues, see Section 4. 
 
Figure ES‐1.  Summary of Universal RNA Issues 
Issues  Implications Examples 

4.1(A) ‐ Overly Broad 
Jurisdictional Scope.  All RNAs 
studied set IHRs and in‐lieu fees 
based on estimates of affordable 
housing demand generated at the 
countywide level or greater. 

Cities relying on these estimates to 
set local IHRs and fees are likely 
charging developers for affordable 
housing demand generated in other 
cities and, in some cases, other 
counties. 

Simply accounting for commuting 
rates in Berkeley (i.e., the 
percentage of jobs in the city filled 
by people living outside the city) 
would reduce RNA‐estimated fees 
by 22%. 

4.1(B) ‐ Unreliable Affordability 
Gap Estimates.  The RNAs studied 
used various methods to calculate 
affordability gaps (the difference 
between the cost of developing an 
“affordable” unit and the amount 
a lower‐income tenant could 
afford to pay for the unit), all of 
which are questionable.    

The affordability gap estimates in 
the RNAs studied are likely inflated, 
and thus the maximum in‐lieu fee 
estimates generated using these 
figures are likely inflated as well. 

Using fair market rent figures 
generated by the US Department 
of Housing and Urban 
Development, instead of the 
figures consultants generated via 
an informal survey of local rents, 
would reduce the RNA‐estimated 
fees in Fremont by 30%.  

4.1(C) ‐ Statistically Improbable 
Lower‐Income Household 
Percentages.  All but one of the 
RNAs studied estimated that 60% 
to 78% of jobs created by market‐
rate development would fall in the 
bottom 40% of the area’s income 
distribution.  This is improbable 
since these RNAs purport to 
account for all jobs created across 
the income distribution, not just 
low‐wage jobs. 

The percentages of lower‐income 
households (i.e., those earning 80% 
or less of area median income) 
estimated by most RNAs are likely 
inflated, and thus the IHR and in‐
lieu fee estimates generated using 
these percentages are likely 
significantly inflated. 

Reducing the percentage of lower‐
income households generated in 
Mountain View from 78% to 40% 
(since 80% of values below a 
median represent the bottom 40% 
of the distribution) would reduce 
the RNA‐estimated in‐lieu fees by 
96%.  Similarly, reducing the same 
value in Fremont from 60% to 40% 
would lower the RNA‐estimated in‐
lieu fees by 32%. 
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Figure ES‐1 (Continued) 

4.1(D) ‐ Use of Total Economic 
Impacts.  Rather than considering 
only the spending of the 
households occupying newly 
created housing (direct impacts), 
all but one of the RNAs studied 
estimate IHRs and fees based on 
all spending resulting from 
development (total impacts), no 
matter how remotely linked to the 
development itself. 

The inclusionary percentages and 
in‐lieu fees estimated by these RNAs 
are significantly higher than they 
would be if it was assumed that 
cities should only charge developers 
for their direct impacts on the local 
economy. 

In Napa County, one firm 
estimated 26.9 jobs directly 
created but 46.6 total jobs 
created.  Using only the direct 
impacts would have cut the RNA‐
estimated in‐lieu fee by nearly 
50%. 

 
Figure ES‐2.  Summary of Variation‐Related RNA Issues 
Issues  Implications Examples 

4.2(A) ‐ Wide Range of 
Jurisdictional Scopes.  The range 
of jurisdictional scopes used by the 
different firms studied varies from 
a county‐level scope, to a regional 
scope, to an all‐inclusive scope. 

As discussed in Figure ES‐1 above,
changing RNAs’ jurisdictional scope 
could significantly affect their job 
creation estimates and, in turn, 
their IHR and in‐lieu fee estimates. 

Including in Hayward’s affordable 
housing demand calculation a 
household that was actually 
created in another city or county 
increases the RNA‐estimated fee 
for a two‐bedroom condo by 8%, 
or more than $2,300. 

4.2(B) ‐ Inconsistent Affordability 
Gap Estimation Methodology.  
Each firm uses radically different 
assumptions, data sources, and 
calculations to determine 
affordable unit development costs 
and thus affordability gaps. 

Because of the way in‐lieu fees are 
calculated (i.e., by multiplying the 
number of lower‐income 
households by affordability gaps), a 
one‐dollar difference in an 
affordability gap estimate translates 
to a multi‐dollar difference in an in‐
lieu fee estimate. 

Increasing the affordability gap 
estimate for 0‐80% AMI 
households in Mountain View by 
one dollar increases the RNA‐
estimated in‐lieu fee by eighteen 
dollars. 

4.2(C) ‐ Inconsistent Job Creation‐
Related Data Sources.  All three 
firms studied use different data 
sources to calculate the income 
distribution of new worker 
households. 

This variation in data may explain 
significant variation in lower‐income 
household percentages and thus 
RNA‐estimated fees. 

Even after controlling for 
differences between cities and unit 
types, there is nearly a 20% 
difference between the lowest and 
highest in‐lieu fee estimates in the 
RNAs studied.  

4.2(D) ‐ Inconsistent Lower‐
Income Household Percentages.  
There is a great deal of 
unexplained inter‐firm variation 
related to the percentage of lower‐
income households (i.e., those 
earning 0‐80% of AMI) among 
newly created households. 

As discussed in Figure ES‐1 above, 
changing this percentage has 
significant multiplier effects on RNA‐
estimated fees. 
 

Reducing the percentage of lower‐
income households generated in 
Mountain View by 1% translates to 
a 2.5% reduction in RNA‐estimated 
in‐lieu fees.  Doing the same in 
Fremont translates to a 1.6% 
reduction.  

 
As  discussed  further  in  Section  5  below,  these  issues—coupled  with  fact  that  the methodology  is 
untested  and  has  not  been  vetted  by  peer  review—have  led me  to  conclude  that  residential  nexus 
analysis, as  it has been applied  in California  to date,  is an unreliable means of estimating  inclusionary 
housing percentage requirements and in‐lieu fees.   
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1.  Background and Problem Statement 
 
In  some  form  or  another,  California’s  municipal  governments  have  sought  to  either  incentivize  or 
mandate  the  production  of  affordable  housing  since  the  1960s.    The  earliest  of  these  “inclusionary 
housing” ordinances, which “favor[ed] developers that would include affordable units in their projects,” 
were enacted by bedroom communities in the San Francisco Bay area like Petaluma and Davis.1 
 
Laws like these were relatively few—in California and elsewhere—until the late 1970s and early 1980s, 
when  at  least  30  municipalities  in  California  enacted  inclusionary  housing  ordinances.    This  rapid 
proliferation was spurred in part by California’s newly revised housing element law2 and newly created 
“Model  Inclusionary Housing Ordinance.”3    The  growth  trend  continued  throughout  the  early  1990s, 
and, by 1996, there were 75 locally mandated inclusionary housing programs in California.4 
 
In general, these programs require developers to build or otherwise provide units affordable to  lower‐
income households—those earning anywhere from 0 to 120 percent of area median income, depending 
on the ordinance—or pay the city a  fee  in  lieu of doing so  (which  is then presumably used to provide 
affordable housing). 
 
Unlike  the  ordinances  of  the  1960s, which merely  provided  incentives  for  developers who  chose  to 
include  affordable  housing  in  their  projects,  many  of  these  new  inclusionary  housing  ordinances 
mandated compliance.   In fact, the earliest attempt by a major US city to  impose such a mandate was 
San  Francisco’s  “Office/Affordable  Housing  Production  Program,”  which  was  established  by 
administrative decision  in 1980 and  codified  in 1985.5   As a  condition of  issuing  commercial building 
permits  (e.g.,  for  retail or office  space,  as opposed  to housing),  the program  required developers  to 
either build affordable housing  in  the city or pay an “in‐lieu”  fee.    In  the years since, many California 
jurisdictions  have  adopted  similar  ordinances,  and,  according  to  a  recent  study,  76  percent  of  these 
ordinances allow payment of in‐lieu fees.6   
 
San  Francisco’s original ordinance  also helped  set  a  trend  regarding  legal  justification of  inclusionary 
housing  requirements.    In  order  to  preempt  legal  challenges  to  the  new  ordinance,  San  Francisco 
commissioned two studies “documenting the causal  link between the construction of new office space 
and an  increased need for housing.”7   The  importance of such studies would soon become clear when 
the U.S. Supreme Court began applying a heightened  level of scrutiny  to some permit conditions.8    In 
two cases,  the Court held  that  (1) a permit condition constitutes an  impermissible “taking” under  the 
Fifth Amendment9 unless  it can be  shown  that an “essential nexus” exists between  the development 
condition  and  the  purpose  for  imposing  it10  and  (2)  development  conditions  must  be  “roughly 
proportional” to the impact the development will have on the community.11  Though it was an unsettled 

                                                 
1 Calavita, 5.  [See Works Cited section for full citations.] 
2 Id. (by “mandating that the determination of local housing needs be based on the locality’s share of regional housing need”) 
3 Calavita, 5. 
4 Id., 6. 
5 Alterman, 10.   
6 Porter & Davison, 13. 
7 Alterman, 10. 
8 i.e., rather than simply applying the “rational basis” test used to evaluate exercises of general police powers 
9 i.e., it is “impermissible” without “just compensation” 
10 Nollan, 836‐7. 
11 Dolan, 2312. 
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legal  question whether  inclusionary  housing  ordinances  imposed  the  kind  of  conditions  covered  by 
these decisions, many jurisdictions began commissioning studies similar to San Francisco’s—often called 
“commercial nexus analyses” (“CNAs”)—just in case.   
 
Inclusionary housing percentage  requirements  (“IHRs” or  “inclusionary percentages”)  and  in‐lieu  fees 
are  certainly  not  limited  to  commercial  developments,  however.    In  fact, most  inclusionary  housing 
ordinances  in  California  (including  later  versions  of  San  Francisco’s  ordinance)  also  impose  these 
requirements  on  residential  developments.    That  is,  they  require  homebuilders  to  either  provide 
affordable units or pay  an  in‐lieu  fee.   Not  surprisingly, many  cities have hired  consultants  to  justify 
these laws with nexus analyses as well.  
 
The  need  for  such  analyses  became  even more  apparent  in  early  2009  when,  in  Building  Industry 
Association of Central California v. City of Patterson, a California appellate court seemed to signal that 
in‐lieu fees should be treated as impact fees (rather than as an exercise of general police powers), thus 
requiring  a  nexus  analysis  similar  to  the  one  required  by  federal  “takings”  jurisprudence  and  by 
California’s Mitigation Fee Act.12   Specifically,  the  court  found  the city’s  in‐lieu  fee unreasonably high 
because “legal standards require that the amount of a development fee be  limited to the cost of that 
portion of a public program attributable  to  the development.”    Later  the  same  year,  in Palmer/Sixth 
Street Properties v. City of Los Angeles, another California appellate court held that inclusionary housing 
percentage  requirements  for  rental  units  violate  the  rent  decontrol  provisions  of  California’s  Costa‐
Hawkins Act.13   
 
In light of these decisions, numerous cities have engaged consulting firms to conduct “residential nexus 
analyses”  (“RNAs”),14  which  attempt  to  quantify  the  nexus  between  cities’  inclusionary  housing 
percentages/in‐lieu fees and the public costs purportedly created by new market‐rate development.  In 
an  attempt  to  forge  a  link  between  market‐rate  residential  development  and  affordable  housing 
demand, these analyses posit the following general argument:   

[N]ewly  constructed  units  represent  new  households…These  households  represent  new 
income…that will  consume  goods  and  services…New  consumption  translates  to  new  jobs;  a 
portion  of  the  jobs  are  at  lower  compensation  levels…[L]ow  compensation  jobs  translate  to 
lower  income households that cannot afford market rate units…and therefore need affordable 
housing.15 

Consultants have used this line of reasoning to argue that in‐lieu fees of nearly 20% of value per market‐
rate unit may be justified from a nexus perspective.16   
 
 
 
 

                                                 
12 It should be noted, however, that the court seemed to stop short of requiring full impact fee analysis as described in that act.  
13 The theory was that requiring a certain percentage of units to remain affordable in perpetuity violates the provision that 
landlords may reset controlled rents after tenants move out. 
14 As this is the moniker used by Keyser Marston Associates, Inc., the firm that has produced the great majority of such 
analyses, I have adopted it for the purposes of this memo.   It should be noted, however, that different consultancies refer to 
these analyses by various other names, including “nexus‐based affordable housing fee analysis,” “affordable housing fee nexus 
study,” and “housing nexus analysis.”  For a more complete list of names, see the studies noted in Appendix A. 
15 Fremont Report, 11.  [For information on the RNAs cited in this report, including authors and URLs, see Appendix A.] 
16 See Solana Beach Report. 
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At the request of the Building Industry Association of the Bay Area, during summer 2010, the Berkeley 
Program on Housing and Urban Policy conducted a preliminary analysis of a recently completed RNA17 
and hosted a panel to discuss  its  initial  findings.18    In general,  the panel agreed that the report raised 
important methodological concerns, many of which warranted more comprehensive study. 
 
Accordingly,  this  report  is  intended  as  an  initial  contribution  to  a  currently  scant  body  of  research 
regarding residential nexus analysis in California.  The following pages include:  a review of the academic 
literature  surrounding  nexus  analysis  and  related  issues  (2.1),  a  review  of  publicly  available  nexus 
analyses  conducted  in  California  and  elsewhere  (2.2),  a  description  of  a  general  RNA model  (3.1),  a 
comparison of  the RNA methodologies applied  in California  since  the Palmer and Patterson decisions 
(3.2), an analysis of the outputs of several RNAs (3.3), and an overall evaluation of the RNA methodology 
(4).   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This space is intentionally left blank. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
17 i.e., the Fremont Report, prepared by Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. in April 2010. 
18 The panel involved faculty and researchers from several disciplines, including business, city planning, economics, and public 
policy.  
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2.  Reviews Conducted 
 
I  began  researching  this  topic  by  conducting  reviews  of  (1)  the  academic  literature  related  to  nexus 
analysis and (2) the body of nexus reports, both commercial and residential, available to the public.  The 
methods and findings of each review are as follows: 
 

2.1.  Literature Review 
 
I  conducted  a  literature  review  in  connection with  this  study  in order  to  locate  relevant background 
information and to find any empirical justifications or critiques of the nexus analysis methodology that 
might inform my own examination of California RNAs. 
 

2.1.1.  Methodology 
 
For  this  review,  I  drew  heavily  from  online  sources.    Specifically,  I  queried  five  separate 
databases/search  engines:    EBSCOhost,  Google,  Google  Scholar,  ISI  Web  of  Knowledge,  and  Social 
Science Research Network.  For a full list of review queries by database/search engine, see Appendix B. 
 
In  the  course  of my  literature  review,  I  located  over  150  sources  that were  relevant  or  potentially 
relevant  to  my  analysis,  including  journal  articles,  book  chapters,  presentations,  and  government 
reports.    I narrowed  these  sources down  to  about 50—most of which  appear  in  the Works Cited or 
Selected Bibliography  sections below—by eliminating duplicative  results and  focusing on  three broad 
topic areas:  (1) background information (on linkage fees, takings jurisprudence, or inclusionary zoning); 
(2) discussions of economic theory or empirical studies (related to  linkage fees or  inclusionary zoning); 
and (3) California‐related sources.   
 

2.1.2.  Findings   
 
Overall, the findings of my literature review were disappointing.  Despite the efforts just described, I was 
unable to  locate any  journal articles, peer reviewed or otherwise,  in support of the RNA methodology.  
Similarly,  I  found  no  relevant  articles  critiquing  the methodology  or  its major  elements,  such  as  the 
IMPLAN model.   The  lion’s share of what  I did find were  law review articles, most of which dealt with 
federal takings jurisprudence.  I also found a few non‐law‐review articles discussing the economic theory 
behind inclusionary housing ordinances or evaluating the effect of these programs on development, but 
none  of  these  have  provided  information  particularly  helpful  to  an  evaluation  of  residential  nexus 
analysis,  specifically.    As  discussed  in  Section  2.1.1  above, most  of  the  sources  I  found  relevant  or 
potentially relevant are identified in the Works Cited or Selected Bibliography sections below. 
 

2.2.  Nexus Report Review 
 

I also conducted an extensive review of publicly available RNAs and CNAs in connection with this study.  
The primary purpose of  the  review was  to provide a  large and diverse  sample of  recently  completed 
RNAs to allow for a description of the general RNA methodology applied in California today.  I chose to 
search  for  commercial nexus  analyses  as well  as  residential  nexus  analyses  because  I was hoping  to 
identify similarities and differences between the methodologies that might aid my critique.  Copies of all 
nexus studies reviewed are included in Electronic Addendum A.  
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2.2.1.  Methodology 
 
Again, I relied heavily on online sources.  First, I submitted twelve separate queries to an online search 
engine, all of which are identified in Appendix B, collecting reports as I located them.  Next, I searched 
the websites of each of the consultancies that had drafted the reports  I had  just  located, noting their 
municipal clients and specifically searching those clients’ websites for nexus analyses.  Finally, I searched 
the sources  identified  in the earlier  literature review for references to specific nexus analyses that had 
been conducted. 
 

2.2.2.  Findings 
 
The following table describes the distribution and general characteristics of the nexus analyses located: 
 
Figure 1.  Residential and Commercial Nexus Analyses Located 

  RNA or Both  CNA 

California, 2009‐Present     7  1 
California, Before 2009  2  8 
Non‐California  3  3 

Totals: 12  12 

 
For a more complete description of studies, including firm information and URLs, see Appendix A. 
 
Based on my review, both residential and commercial nexus analyses are quite common  in California, 
and RNAs  seem  to have  spiked  following  the Palmer and Patterson decisions.   Also  suggested by  this 
review  is  that  Keyser Marston  Associates,  Inc.  (“KMA”)  conducts most  residential  nexus  analysis  in 
California.   Of the nine California RNAs reviewed, KMA authored six studies, while Bay Area Economics 
(“BAE”), Economic and Planning Systems,  Inc. (“EPS”), and Stanley R. Hoffman Associates (“SRH”) each 
authored one study. 
 
For  the  purpose  of  critiquing  the  current  RNA methodology  used  in  California,  I  decided  to  focus 
primarily on  the seven RNA studies conducted  in California since 2009,  the year both  the Palmer and 
Patterson decisions were handed down: 
 
Figure 2.  Residential Nexus Analyses:  California, 2009‐Present  

Month/Year  City  County  Analysts 

04/2011  Mountain View  Santa Clara  EPS 
08/2010   Solana Beach  (Draft)  San Diego  KMA 
06/2010  Berkeley  Alameda  BAE 
06/2010   Walnut Creek  (Draft)  Contra Costa  KMA 
04/2010  Fremont  Alameda  KMA 
04/2010  Hayward  Alameda  KMA 
11/2009  N/A  Napa  KMA 
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3.  Analyses Conducted 
 
In addition to the  literature and nexus report reviews,  I conducted three types of analyses:   a general 
RNA model description, a step‐by‐step RNA comparison, and two types of RNA output studies. 

 
3.1.  General RNA Model Description 

 
The first of these analyses, the general RNA model description, was by far the simplest, but its findings 
provided  the  foundation  for  all  subsequent work.   While  this  general  description  holds  for  all  RNAs 
studied, different firms employ fundamentally different assumptions, calculations, and data sources at 
various  points  in  the  process  and  thus  arrive  at  different  results.    These  differences  are  noted  in 
Appendix C and discussed in greater detail in Section 4.2 below. 
 

3.1.1.  Methodology 
 
This portion of my work simply involved a “close read” of the seven post‐2009 California RNAs listed at 
the end of the previous section.   Specifically,  I carefully studied the methodology employed  in each of 
these RNAs in order to develop a generalized model for further study.   
 
  3.1.2.  Findings 

 
Based on my review of these RNAs, the following general RNA model emerged:    
 
Figure 3.  General RNA Model 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
The  analysis  begins with  an  estimate  of  the  affordable  unit  demand  created  by  the  addition  of  one 
market rate (“MR”) unit (I).  First, the stimulus to the economy generated by the production of that unit 
is calculated using assumptions about the household income required to purchase or rent the unit and 

(I)  Affordable Units 
Demanded by Income Level 

(per 100 MR Units) 

(III) Maximum Nexus‐Based Fee 
per MR Unit 

(I‐D)  Lower‐Income Households 
Created per MR Unit 

(I‐C)  Households Created 
per MR Unit 

(I‐B)  Jobs Created per MR Unit 

 

(I‐A)  Stimulus per MR Unit 

 

(II)  Affordability Gaps 
by Income Level 
(per 100 MR Units) 

(II‐A)  Affordable Housing 
Development Costs 

(II‐B)  Maximum Lower‐Income 
Household Contribution 
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the  typical  spending patterns of  those households  (I‐A).   Next, using  either  a  commercially  available 
input‐output model  or  information  from  the  Economic  Census,  this  stimulus  is  translated  into  jobs 
created (I‐B).   These jobs are then translated  into households using data about workers per household 
from  the American Communities Survey  (I‐C).   Then,  the portion of  these households  that  fall within 
inclusionary housing guidelines (i.e., “lower‐income households”) is calculated using average salary data 
for the jobs created and the city’s inclusionary housing guidelines (I‐D). 
 
For each inclusionary income level, an affordability gap is also calculated (II).  This is done by subtracting 
the  maximum  amount  a  lower‐income  household  could  afford  to  pay  for  a  new  unit  based  on 
government guidelines (II‐B) from the estimated cost of producing that unit (II‐A). 
 
Finally,  the maximum  nexus‐based  fee  per  unit  (III)  is  calculated  by multiplying  the  affordable  units 
demanded at each income level (I) by the affordability gaps at each income level (II).   
 
The  following  figure  shows  this  entire  process  in  outline  form  and, more  importantly,  presents  the 
affordable housing demand analysis in greater detail: 
 
Figure 4.  General RNA Model, Additional Detail 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
For even greater detail, see  the  inter‐firm comparison  in Appendix C and  the detailed analysis of  the 
Fremont Report, which is representative of KMA’s methodology, in Appendix D.   
 
 

I.  Affordable Housing Demand Analysis 
  A.  Stimulus Estimate 

1.  Identify Prototype Market‐Rate (“MR”) units 
2.  Estimate Sale/Rental Prices for New MR units 
3.  Estimate Annual Gross Income for Households Occupying New MR Units 
4.  Estimate New Households’ Average Annual Expenditures on Goods/Services 

B.  Jobs Estimate 
Estimate Number of Jobs Created by Stimulus 

  C.  Households Estimate 
Estimate Number of Households Created by New Jobs 

  D.  Lower‐Income Households Estimate 
1.  Estimate Occupational Distribution of Newly Created Households 
2.  Estimate Income Distribution of Newly Created Households 
3.  Estimate Size of Newly Created Households 
4.  Estimate Number of Households Meeting Inclusionary Criteria 

 
II.  Affordability Gap Analysis 

A. Affordable Housing Development Costs 
1.  Unit Type 

  B.  Maximum Lower‐Income Household Contribution 
  C.  Gap Calculation 
 
III.  Maximum In‐Lieu Fee Calculation 
  For each income level, Lower‐Income Households x Affordability Gap 
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3.2.  Step‐by‐Step RNA Comparison  
 

After  identifying  the  three  firms  that  have  completed  RNAs  in  California  since  2009—Bay  Area 
Economics  (“BAE”), Economic and Planning Systems,  Inc.  (“EPS”), and Keyser Marston Associates,  Inc. 
(“KMA”)—I compared their respective methodologies and found significant differences in assumptions, 
data sources, and calculations.  

 
  3.2.1.  Methodology 
 
In order  to  conduct a  thorough  comparison of  these  firms’ methods,  I  constructed a matrix with  the 
outline  from Figure 4 above  in  the  left margin and spaces  to  the  right of each outline section  for  the 
assumptions, calculations, and data sources used by each of the three firms.  I then filled in these spaces 
based on a close read of a recent RNA completed by each firm for a different California city:   Fremont 
(KMA), Berkeley  (BAE), and Mountain View  (EPS).    See Appendix C  for  the  completed version of  this 
matrix.   
 
Based on a review of four additional reports KMA produced for other cities,  I am quite confident that 
the Fremont report is sufficiently representative of KMA’s methodology.  Since I was only able to locate 
one  recent  California  RNA  for  each  of  the  other  firms,  I  am  slightly  less  confident  about  the 
representativeness of those reports.  However, while some specific information is likely to vary between 
reports (e.g.,  local building costs),  it  is unlikely that the general methodology these firms employ (e.g., 
the calculations they use) would vary significantly between reports.  As a result, I am confident that the 
important  issues this memo raises would be the same regardless of which of a particular firm’s recent 
reports I analyzed. 
 
  3.2.2.  Findings 
 
While  the RNA model outlined  in Figures 3 and 4 above describes all  three  firms’ general methods, a 
close  look at each  firm’s  specific assumptions,  calculations, and data  sources  reveals major  inter‐firm 
differences—all of which significantly affect the  inclusionary housing percentages and  in‐lieu fees each 
firm  estimates.    The  major  differences  by  section  (i.e.,  section  of  the  RNA  model)  and  type  (i.e., 
assumptions, data sources, or calculations) are as follows: 
 

A. Jobs Created (I‐B):  Different Assumptions, Calculations, and Data Sources.  KMA and BAE both 
use a commercially available input‐output model called IMPLAN to calculate the number of jobs 
created  by  the  addition  of market  rate  households,19 while  EPS  uses  a  completely  different 
method.    Specifically,  EPS  (1)  uses  the  Consumer  Expenditure  Survey20  to  determine  the 
percentage of household income spent within different industry sectors at the national level; (2) 
converts those expenditures by sector into wages by sector using a gross‐receipts‐to‐wages ratio 
from county‐specific data  in the Economic Census;21 and  (3) converts  industry wages  into  jobs 
using county‐specific average wage data by sector, also from the Economic Census.22   

 

                                                 
19 For more information on estimating direct, indirect, and induced job creation using the IMPLAN model, see Appendix H. 
20 http://www.bls.gov/cex/ 
21 http://www.census.gov/econ/census07/ 
22 For a more detailed picture of this process, see Appendix E. 
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Also, all  three  firms employ different assumptions regarding  the proper  jurisdictional scope of 
job  projections  for  RNAs.    KMA  uses  IMPLAN  projections  for  the  county,  BAE  uses  IMPLAN 
projections for the region (in the case of the Berkeley RNA, a nine‐county area), and EPS (due to 
its  unique  projection methodology)  seems  to  project  all  directly  created  jobs,  regardless  of 
jurisdiction. 

 
B. Occupational Distribution (I‐D‐1):  Different Calculations and Data Sources.  KMA matches the 

industry codes  from  the  IMPLAN output  to  the North American  Industry Classification System 
(“NAICS”)  job‐level codes23  in order  to distribute newly created  jobs across  industries,24 while 
BAE  simply  computes  job  distributions  at  the  industry  level  using  the  Public  Use Microdata 
Sample  (“PUMS”).25    As  described  above,  EPS  bases  the  occupational  distribution  of  new 
households on Consumer Expenditure Survey data. 
 

C. Income Distribution (I‐D‐2):  Different Data Sources.  All three firms use different data sources 
to calculate the income distribution of new worker households:  KMA matches NAICS job codes 
with county wage and salary data  from  the California Employment Development Department, 
BAE matches  the  IMPLAN output with a national  income distribution by  industry  from PUMS, 
and EPS uses county‐level data on average wage by job type from the Economic Census. 
 

D. Affordable Housing Development Costs (II‐A):   Different Assumptions, Calculations, and Data 
Sources.    Each  firm  uses  radically  different  assumptions,  calculations,  and  data  sources  to 
determine  affordable  unit  development  costs.    BAE,  which  only  analyzes  rental  units,  uses 
development cost estimates from the city’s housing element, which cannot be found using the 
citation BAE provides in its report.26   
 
KMA uses market‐rate prices from a citywide survey for ownership units and a simple capitalized 
cost formula [(Annual Market Rate Rent ‐ $7,000 Operating Expenses) x Capitalization Rate] for 
rental units, which is based on a citywide survey of rental properties.  While the formula is fairly 
standard, the use of market‐rate rents  is problematic because market‐rate housing costs more 
to build  than  lower‐income housing,  since market‐rate households can afford more amenities 
(e.g.,  high‐end  finishes  and  fixtures)  than  lower‐income  households.    This  difference  is 
illustrated by the fact that the 2009 Fair Market Rent figure calculated by the US Department of 
Housing  and  Urban  Development  (“HUD”)  for  a  two‐bedroom  apartment  in  Fremont, 
California27  is half the average market‐rate rent KMA used to estimate the affordability gaps  in 
the Fremont Report.28   
 
EPS uses a pro forma method29 for both ownership and rental units that produces cost estimates 
which, in the RNA studied, were significantly higher than the capitalized cost of the rental units 
EPS surveyed earlier in its analysis.  This is problematic because, as KMA notes,30 the capitalized 
cost of existing rental units should account for all of the costs the pro forma model is attempting 

                                                 
23 Bureau of Labor Statistics, Occupational Employment Survey (http://www.bls.gov/oes/) 
24 For a more detailed picture of this process, see Appendix F. 
25 http://www.census.gov/acs/www/data_documentation/public_use_microdata_sample/ 
26 For potential implications of this uncertainty, see the note in Section II‐C of Appendix C. 
27 http://www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/fmr/fmrs/fy2009_code/index.asp?data=fmr09 
28 Appendix II, Table 3. 
29 See Appendix G for a detailed application of this method. 
30 Fremont Report, 65. 
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to capture.  Thus, to the extent EPS’s sample of rents is representative of recent projects in the 
city,  the  capitalized  cost  of  those  rents may  represent  a  better  estimate  of  affordable  unit 
development costs than EPS’s pro forma. 
 

E. Maximum  Lower‐Income Household  Contribution  (II‐B):   Different  Assumptions.    The most 
important difference here  concerns  assumptions  about  financing  terms  for  the  lower‐income 
families  trying  to  buy  homes.    Specifically,  KMA  assumes  that  these  families  pay  20  percent 
down and  thus are not  required  to purchase private mortgage  insurance, while EPS assumes 
that these families pay 10 percent down and thus must obtain private mortgage insurance.  As a 
result, holding  all other  factors  constant,  the maximum household  contribution estimated by 
EPS would be significantly  lower than KMA’s, and thus  its affordability gap estimates would be 
higher.31 

 
3.3.  RNA Output Study 

 
Based  on  the  significant  inter‐firm  variation  in  assumptions,  calculations,  and  data  sources  just 
described, one would expect there to be significant variation in the inclusionary percentages and in‐lieu 
fees estimated by each firm.  Indeed, there is a great deal of such variation.  Consider the figure below 
detailing the range of maximum in‐lieu fees from the RNAs studied.  Note that fee amounts range from 
$20,000 to $148,000 per unit and, more importantly, from 5.6 percent to 19.2 percent of unit value. 
 
Figure 5.  Range of Maximum In‐Lieu Fees from Residential Nexus Analyses:  California, 2009‐Present 
RNA Information  Range of Maximum Fees 
Month/Year  Location  Analysts $ Amount (k) $ Per Sqft.  % of Value

04/2011  Mountain View, CA  EPS 34 – 148 —  8.5 – 16.6
08/2010   Solana Beach, CA  (Draft)  KMA 39 – 86 27.71 – 53.52  6.7 – 19.2
06/2010  Berkeley, CA  BAE 20 —  7.0 
06/2010   Walnut Creek, CA  (Draft)  KMA 32 – 76 31.67 – 46.67  8.5 – 10.4
04/2010  Fremont, CA  KMA 39 – 68 27.32 – 38.54  9.1 – 10.8
04/2010  Hayward, CA  KMA 32 – 52 19.26 – 32.45  8.0 – 11.2
11/2009  Napa County, CA  KMA 22 – 67 22.41 – 24.08  5.6 – 11.9

  Overall: 20 – 148 19.26 – 53.52  5.6 – 19.2

 
Some of this variation, however,  is the result of actual differences between units or cities, or between 
easily changeable assumptions  (e.g.,  the capitalization  rate used  in affordability gap calculations)  that 
different  firms  adopt.    Thus,  in  order  to  discern  the  actual  inter‐firm  variation  resulting  from  an 
inconsistent methodology, I had to control for as many of these legitimate differences as possible.  The 
methodology detailed below  represents my attempt  to do  just  that.   After  controlling  for differences 
between units and cities and for minor assumptions, there is still a great deal of variation between the 
outputs of the RNAs studied. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
31 This is because private mortgage insurance can increase monthly housing outlays significantly.  For example, a $300,000 loan 
with a 10% down payment could incur a monthly mortgage insurance premium of $117.  See Colquitt & Slawson.  
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3.3.1.  Methodology  
 
Using the assumptions, calculations, and actual data (e.g., the estimated affordability gaps) detailed  in 
the seven target RNAs, I was able to reverse engineer two Excel‐based models—one for studying inter‐
firm  variation  and  the  other  for  studying  intra‐firm  variation.    Each  of  these models  use  the  same 
general  formulas  employed  by  each  firm,  such  that  entering  the  raw  data  from  that  firm’s RNA will 
produce an output  (including  job and household creation estimates by  income  level and maximum  in‐
lieu fees) essentially identical to the firm’s, and entering different raw data will produce a proportionally 
different  output.    Thus,  by  equalizing  a  value  that  varies  between  the RNAs  (e.g.,  the  initial  income 
infusion from market rate household production),  I was able to control for the variation generated by 
differences  in  that  value.    For  a  more  complete  picture  of  the  models’  respective  structures  and 
capabilities, see the actual Excel models used in Electronic Addendum B. 
 

3.3.2.  Findings:  Inter‐Firm Variation 
 

After controlling  for expected  inter‐unit differences such as  (1)  income per market rate unit,32 and  (2) 
affordability  gaps33  as  well  as  minor  assumptions  such  as  (3)  capitalization  rate  (4)  workers  per 
household, and (5) target income level (i.e., AMI categories), the following inter‐firm variation remained: 
 
Figure 6.  Inter‐Firm Variation Despite Controls 
Controls:  Income by Market‐Rate Unit, Affordability 
Gaps, Capitalization Rate, Workers per Household, and 
Target Income Level (0‐80% of AMI) 

Low
(Firm) 

Middle
(Firm) 

 
High 

(Firm) 
 
Low‐High Change 

Total Jobs Created  27.1
(EPS) 

33.1
(KMA) 

49.1 
(BAE) 

83.56%
 

Lower‐Income Households Created  
 

10.0
(BAE) 

11.8
(KMA) 

12.4 
(EPS) 

19.51%
 

Maximum In‐Lieu Fee Supported  25,041
(BAE) 

29,478
(KMA) 

31,112 
(EPS) 

19.51%
 

Lower‐Income Households as a Percentage of Total 
Households  

35%
(BAE) 

60%
(KMA) 

78% 
(EPS) 

55.12%
 

 
A. Total  Jobs  Created.    While  the  actual  source  of  this  variation  is  unclear,  the  low‐high 

distribution—EPS  to  KMA  to  BAE—could  potentially  be  explainable  by  the  differences  in  (1) 
calculation methods and (2)  jurisdictional scope assumptions described  in Section 3.2.2 above.  
For example, EPS’s use of  a proprietary model  that  considers only direct  job  creation effects 
(while  the  other  firms  employ  a  commercial model  that  considers  both  direct  and  indirect 
effects)  might  pull  its  job  creation  estimate  below  those  of  the  other  firms,  while  BAE’s 
assumption  of  a  nine‐county  jurisdictional  scope might  push  its  job  creation  estimate  above 
KMA’s (since KMA assumes a single‐county jurisdictional scope). 
 

B. Lower‐Income Households Created.   The actual  source of  this variation  is also unclear, but  it 
could potentially be explained by differences  in  the specificity of data sources as described  in 
Section  3.2.2  above:    The  lowest  estimate  (BAE’s)  uses  national‐level  industry  and  wage 

                                                 
32 Since this would vary based on unit‐specific characteristics, I used each firm’s estimate for 2‐bedroom rental units and 
equalized their income infusion estimates (i.e., the amount of discretionary income each firm estimated would flow into the 
local economy due to the construction of a 2‐bedroom rental unit). 
33 which would vary between cities due to differences in real estate values 
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distributions from the Public Use Micro‐Data Set, while the higher estimates (KMA’s and EPS’s) 
use county‐specific data from sources like the California Employment Development Department 
and the Economic Census.  To the extent that there is greater income disparity in California than 
in the country at large, this variation makes sense. 

 
C. Maximum In‐Lieu Fee Supported.  Since (1) firms calculate maximum in‐lieu fees by multiplying 

the  number  of  lower‐income  households  by  the  affordability  gap  and  (2)  this  analysis  held 
affordability  gaps  constant  (i.e.,  set  them  all  at  $250,000  per  unit),  this  variation  could 
potentially be explained by the same data source issues described in the paragraph above. 

 
D. Lower‐Income Households (0‐80% of AMI) as a Percentage of Total Households.  While a small 

portion (i.e., 19.51%) of this substantial variation (55.12%) could potentially be explained by the 
data  source  issues  described  in  the  two  paragraphs  above  (i.e.,  increasing  data  specificity 
increases  lower‐income household estimates), the balance of this variation (55.12% ‐ 19.51% = 
35.61%) remains unexplained. 

  
3.3.3.  Findings:  Intra‐Firm Variation 

 
After  comparing  five  recent KMA  reports34  (controlling  for  income per market  rate unit,  affordability 
gaps, etc.), most of the variation between the reports is cancelled out.  Any remaining variation is likely 
the result of differences between various counties, particularly since the controlled estimates from the 
two reports covering different cities within the same county are nearly identical.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This space is intentionally left blank. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
34 i.e., those completed for Fremont, Hayward, Napa County, Solana Beach, and Walnut Creek 
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4.  Overall Evaluation:  Issues and Potential Impacts 
 
Overall, this effort has uncovered a set of universal issues common among all (or nearly all) of the RNAs 
studied  that  call  into question  the accuracy of  the methodology as a whole  (4.1) and a  set of  issues 
arising out of an abundance of  inter‐firm variation—in assumptions and data sources, but also  in vital 
calculations—the prevalence of which challenge the existence of an industry standard, or even generally 
accepted principles, for residential nexus analysis (4.2). 
 

4.1.  Universal Issues 
 
Before describing these specific  issues  in detail,  it  is  important to briefly discuss what they underscore 
about  the  RNA  methodology  in  general.    First,  to  the  extent  that  there  is  a  discernable  RNA 
methodology,35 it has not been validated by means typically used to validate quantitative methodologies 
in the social sciences, such as real‐world hypothesis testing or peer review.   The various firms’ housing 
percentage  and  fee  estimates  are  products  of  hypotheses  about  the  causal  relationship  between 
market‐rate  housing  supply  increases  and  affordable  housing  demand  increases  (and,  in  turn,  the 
amount of subsidy required to fill that demand).   Usually, such hypotheses are tested using real‐world 
data—that is, testing whether an increase in the relevant supply stimulates the relevant demand to the 
extent hypothesized.36   The  results of  this  testing are  then subjected  to a peer  review process during 
which other  researchers review  the  testing methodology and suggest ways  to  improve  it.37   Here,  the 
literature and nexus  report  reviews have  shown no evidence  that  the  firms  in question  (or any other 
researchers) have done either of these things.38  In fact, the research has not uncovered anything, other 
than consulting firms’ own endorsement of their respective results, indicating that the firms’ estimates 
are  accurate.    However,  as  discussed  throughout  this  and  the  following  section,  it  has  uncovered 
substantial evidence to the contrary.    
 
Also,  the  inclusionary  percentages  and  in‐lieu  fees  estimated  by  the  various  firms  are  sensitive  to 
changes in assumptions, calculations, and data sources most of which seem to err on the side of inflating 
these estimates.  Thus, as discussed below, adopting any one of several more reasonable assumptions, 
calculations, or data sources could  result  in a significant  reduction  in  these estimates  (e.g.,  in‐lieu  fee 
reductions between 22% and 96%). 
 
These universal issues and their potential impacts on relevant estimates are as follows: 
 

A. Overly Broad Jurisdictional Scope.    In addition to the wide  inter‐firm variation  in  jurisdictional 
scope discussed in Section 4.2(A) below, it should be noted that all of the RNAs studied estimate 
job creation effects  in what could be considered an overly broad  jurisdictional area.   Arguably, 
RNAs  should  help  a  jurisdiction  determine  the  affordable  housing  need  generated within  its 
jurisdictional boundaries.  For this to be true given the city RNAs studied, (1) all jobs created in 
the county (or,  in some cases, even the region) would have to be  located  in the  individual city 
and (2) all jobs created in the city would have to create new households in the city.   

                                                 
35 a claim rendered doubtful by the abundance of inter‐firm variation discussed in Section 4.2 below 
36 Moreover, in order to be considered valid, the results of any such testing must be replicable by other researchers.  See 
MacCoun, 265, 277. 
37 Id. 
38 However, at least one firm (EPS) has previously certified the work of another (KMA) as “industry standard.”  See 
http://www.ci.sanmateo.ca.us/DocumentView.aspx?DID=1791. 
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Yet, neither is likely true.  (1) is probably false because some of the jobs generated—particularly 
those generated by  indirect and  induced  impacts—are  likely  to be  located outside of  the city.  
(2) is probably false due to the existence (and abundance) of two groups:  the unemployed and 
commuters.   That  is, presumably, some of the  jobs created will be  filled by people  looking for 
work, and many others will be  filled by people who  live outside  the city and commute  in  for 
work.  Even BAE acknowledged this second point when, in a report drafted for a Florida county, 
it discounted the number of estimated lower‐income households based on commuting rates.39 

 
While some might argue that the city is justified in mitigating externalities generated elsewhere 
in the county by development within its borders, it is important to consider the consequences of 
this theory.  Specifically, assuming such an action was legal, accurately accounting for affordable 
housing  demand  generated  in  other  jurisdictions  would  require  cities  to  (1)  consider  the 
affordability  gaps  common  in  those  jurisdictions40  and  (2)  disburse  fee  revenues  to  those 
jurisdictions  to mitigate  those effects.    Since  cities do not do  (1),  they are  currently  charging 
developers  to mitigate  the wrong  demand  effects.    Since  they  do  not  do  (2),  they  are  likely 
overcharging developers (and, by extension, new homeowners) for in‐lieu fees. 

 
Potential  Impacts:   Reducing  the percentage of  jobs generated  in a  jurisdiction by,  for 
example,  accounting  for  unemployment  and/or  commuting  would  reduce  total 
household  and  thus  lower‐income household  estimates by  a  significant  amount.    For 
example, accounting for the fact that “56% of Berkeley jobs are filled by 36,000 people 
who commute from residences outside the City of Berkeley”41 would reduce the per unit 
in‐lieu fee BAE estimated for a two‐bedroom unit in Berkeley from $20,038 to $15,631, 
a 22% reduction.42 

 
B. Unreliable Affordability Gap  Estimates.    Firms’  affordability  gap  estimates  are  unreliable  for 

several  reasons.   Most  importantly,  as  discussed  in  the  Section  4.1(A)  above,  they  do  not 
account  for differences  in affordability gaps  for units  created  in neighboring  jurisdictions also 
covered by RNA job creation estimates. 

 
Also, not only did each of  the  firms estimate affordable housing development using different 
methods, but each of these methods was questionable.  As discussed in Section 3.2.2(D) above, 
KMA used unreliable market‐rate rent estimates, EPS used potentially inflated pro forma figures, 
and BAE used a generic figure from the city’s housing element. 

 
Potential  Impacts:    The  affordability  gap  estimates  in  the  RNAs  studied  are  likely 
inflated, and thus the maximum in‐lieu fee estimates generated using these figures are 
likely inflated as well.  For example, using “fair market rent” figures generated by the US 
Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development,  instead  of  the  figures  consultants 

                                                 
39 “While new commercial development in Pinellas County is linked to additional employment, not all employees working in 
new buildings will actually live inside the county, whether for personal, economic, or other reasons.  According to the 2000 U.S. 
Census, 13.3 percent of people who work in Pinellas County live outside the county.  As shown in Table 11 above, this factor is 
used to adjust the gross number of new employees to a net number of new employees expected to demand housing in Pinellas 
County. This is a conservative assumption that helps avoid the possibility of overstating new household demand in Pinellas 
County associated with new commercial development.”  Pinellas County Report, p. 39. 
40 which are likely lower since workers from the city conducting the analysis are choosing to locate there 
41 Nelson/Nygaard, 5‐1. 
42 This result is achieved by reducing by 56% the total jobs creation figure of 48.7 from the Berkeley Report and equally 
distributing this discount across the five income categories identified in that report. 
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generated via an informal survey of local rents, would reduce the maximum in‐lieu fees 
KMA calculated in the Fremont Report by 30%.43 
 

C. Statistically  Improbable Lower‐Income Household Percentages.   Both EPS and KMA estimate 
lower‐income household percentages that are statistically improbably.  EPS estimates that 78% 
of newly created worker households will earn  less than 80% of area median  income.   Since (1) 
EPS  estimates  all  jobs  created  from  a  particular  income  infusion  across  the  entire  income 
distribution and  (2) by definition, 80% of values  falling below a median  represent  the bottom 
40% of  that distribution, EPS’s claim  that 78% of newly created households  fall  in  the bottom 
40% of the income distribution is extremely improbable.  Also, KMA’s assertion that 60% of new 
households fall in the bottom 40% is at least questionable.44 

 
Potential  Impacts:    Changes  in  this  percentage  have  large  multiplier  effects.    For 
example,  reducing  the  percentage  of  lower‐income  households  EPS  estimated  in  the 
Mountain View RNA  from 78%  to 40%  (the more  likely  figure based on  area median 
income) would  lower the estimated  in‐lieu  fee by 96%.45   Similarly, reducing the same 
value in the Fremont Report from 60% to 40% would lower that fee by 32%.46 

 
D. Use of Total Economic Impacts.  As discussed in Section 3.2.2(A) above, BAE and KMA both use 

total (direct +  indirect +  induced) economic  impacts generated by IMPLAN.   For a discussion of 
each type of impact, see the excerpt from the Berkeley Report in Appendix H.  

 
Potential  Impacts:    Changing  economic  impact  assumptions  significantly  affects  job 
creation estimates.  For example, KMA reported the following direct and total impacts in 
the Napa County Report:   26.9 direct  jobs created, 46.6 total  jobs created.   Using only 
the direct impacts would have cut the estimated inclusionary percentage and in‐lieu fee 
by nearly 50%. 

 
4.2.  Variation‐Related Issues 

 
The variation‐related  issues discussed below challenge  the existence of an  industry  standard, or even 
generally  accepted  principles,  for  residential  nexus  analysis.      As  a  result,  it  is  very  difficult  for  a 
consulting  firm  to argue  convincingly  that  its particular brand of RNA  is accurate or otherwise  legally 
sufficient.   The Kelley/Frye Doctrine,  the dominant  standard  regarding admissibility of novel  scientific 
evidence  in California courts,  is  illustrative  regarding  this point.   The doctrine  is meant  to keep “junk 
science”  or  methodologies  that  have  not  been  properly  vetted  from  being  used  to  bolster  legal 
arguments.   To this end, it requires “a preliminary showing of general acceptance of the new technique 
in the relevant scientific community” before  it can be offered as evidence.47   The fact that reasonable 

                                                 
43 The 2009 monthly fair market rent for a two‐bedroom apartment in Fremont was $1,295.  Thus, the capitalized cost of such a 
unit (using KMA’s assumption of a 6.5% cap rate) is $239,076.92, a figure significantly lower than the $308,000 KMA estimated.  
Using that lower figure to calculate the affordability gaps results in a per‐unit fee of $22,986 (rather than KMA’s $32,799 fee). 
44 However, some of the variation between the 40% expected value and the 60% projection is likely due to the fact that, unlike 
EPS’s proprietary model, the IMPLAN model employed by KMA determines the type of jobs that will be created based on the 
project type (e.g., construction).  This could account for some increase in the proportion of lower‐income households. 
45 Changing the number of households earning 0‐80% of AMI from 18.0 to 9.2 would change the maximum estimated in‐lieu fee 
for two‐bedroom rentals from $50,212 to $25,622 per unit, a 96% reduction. 
46 Changing the number of households earning 0‐80% of AMI from 14.2 to 10.8 would change the maximum estimated in‐lieu 
fee for two‐bedroom rentals from $32,799 to $24,926 per unit, a 32% reduction. 
47 Fridman & Janoe. 
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firms differ so widely on key methodological  issues and that these differences  lead to vastly disparate 
final  estimates  is  an  indication  these  estimates  cannot  be  trusted.    How  can  there  be  “general 
acceptance”  of  a  methodology  for  completing  RNAs  when  firms  cannot  even  agree  on  the  four 
fundamental issues discussed below?48  
 

A. Wide  Range  of  Jurisdictional  Scopes.    As  discussed  in  Section  3.2.2(A)  above,  the  range  of 
jurisdictional  scopes used by  the  firms  studied varies  from a county‐level  scope,  to a  regional 
scope, to an all‐inclusive scope. 

 
Potential  Impacts:    Small  changes  in  jurisdictional  scope  translate  to  large  changes  in 
RNA  job creation estimates and,  in turn,  inclusionary percentages and  in‐lieu fees.   For 
example,  including  in  Hayward’s  affordable  housing  demand  calculation  a  single 
household  that  was  actually  created  in  another  city  or  county  would  increase  the 
maximum fee KMA estimates for a two‐bedroom condo in Hayward by 8%, or more than 
$2,300.49 

 
B. Inconsistent  Affordability  Gap  Estimation Methodology.      As  discussed  in  Section  3.2.2(D) 

above,  each  firm  uses  radically  different  assumptions,  calculations,  and  data  sources  to 
determine affordable unit development costs and thus affordability gaps. 

 
Potential  Impacts:   Because of  the way  in‐lieu  fees are  calculated  (i.e., by multiplying 
lower‐income household numbers by affordability gaps), a one‐dollar difference  in an 
affordability  gap  estimate  translates  to  a  multi‐dollar  difference  in  an  in‐lieu  fee 
estimate.    For  example,  increasing  the  affordability  gap  estimate  for  0‐80%  AMI 
households in the Mountain View RNA by one dollar increases the estimated in‐lieu fee 
by eighteen dollars. 
 

C. Inconsistent Job Creation‐Related Calculations, Assumptions, and Data Sources.    As discussed 
in  Section  3.2.2(A)  above,  all  three  firms  use  different  assumptions,  calculations,  and  data 
sources to estimate the income distribution of new worker households. 

 
Potential  Impacts:    As  discussed  in  Section  3.3.2(B‐C)  above,  the  variation  in  data 
sources  may  very  well  be  driving  significant  variation  in  inclusionary  percentage 
requirements  and  in‐lieu  fees.    For  example,  even  after  controlling  for  differences 
between  cities  and  unit  types,  there  is  a  19.51%  difference  between  the maximum 
supported  in‐lieu  fees  in  the Berkeley Report  (BAE)  and  those  in  the Mountain View 
Report (EPS).   

 
D. Inconsistent  Lower‐Income Household  Percentages.  Finally,  as  discussed  in  Section  3.3.2(D) 

above,  there  is  a  great  deal  of  unexplained  inter‐firm  variation  related  to  the  percentage  of 
lower‐income households (i.e., those earning 0‐80% of AMI) among newly created households. 

 
Potential  Impacts:   As discussed  in Section 4.1(C) above, changing this percentage has 
large multiplier effects. 

                                                 
48 Note that this list is a distillation of multiple variation‐related issues discussed in greater detail in Sections 3.2.2 and 3.3.2. 
49 Changing the number of households in the 0‐50% AMI category from 7.0 to 8.0 increases the maximum estimated fee for a 
two‐bedroom rental by $2,325. 
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5.  Conclusion 
 

To date, the use of residential nexus analysis  in support of California’s  inclusionary housing ordinances 
has  yielded  highly  questionable  results.    In  general,  the methodology  is  untested  and  has  not  been 
vetted  by  peer  review.    Consequently,  there  is  no  evidence,  other  than  consulting  firms’  own 
endorsement of their respective results, that the relevant estimates are accurate.   
 
Moreover, several  issues common among residential nexus analyses call  into question the accuracy of 
the  methodology  as  a  whole.    Estimates  by  the  various  firms  are  sensitive  to  minor  changes  in 
assumptions,  calculations,  and  data  sources,  most  of  which  seem  to  err  on  the  side  of  inflating 
inclusionary percentages and  in‐lieu  fees.   Thus, adopting more  reasonable assumptions, calculations, 
and data sources leads to significant reductions in these estimates. 
 
Finally, the abundance of variation between different firms’ interpretation of the methodology (e.g., the 
assumptions each firm chooses to employ at critical stages of the process) challenges the existence of an 
industry  standard, or even generally accepted principles,  for  residential nexus analysis.   This makes  it 
very difficult  for a  consulting  firm  to  argue  convincingly  that  its particular brand of  residential nexus 
analysis is accurate or otherwise legally sufficient. 
 
In my opinion,  residential nexus analysis, as  it has been applied  in California  to date,  is an unreliable 
means  of  demonstrating  the  effects  of  market‐rate  residential  development  on  the  demand  for 
affordable housing and of  justifying the  inclusionary housing percentage requirements and  in‐lieu fees 
purported to mitigate these effects. 
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Appendix A:  Nexus Reports and Firms  
(PDFs of each report are included in Electronic Addendum A) 
 
Type  Month/Year  Location  Firm  URL 

RNA  04/2011  Mountain View, CA  EPS  http://www.ci.mtnview.ca.us/civica/inc/displayblobpdf2.asp?BlobID=8221 
RNA  08/2010   Solana Beach, CA (Draft)  KMA  http://www.ci.solana‐

beach.ca.us/csite/cms/app_engine/assets/images/cd_affordable%20housing%20nexus%20fee%20study%20p
ublic%20review%20draft.pdf 

RNA  06/2010  Berkeley, CA  BAE  http://www.ci.berkeley.ca.us/uploadedFiles/Clerk/Level_3_‐_City_Council/2010/06Jun/2010‐06‐
29_Worksession_Item_02_Affordable_Housing_Policy_Impact_Fee_Nexus_Study.pdf 

RNA  06/2010   Walnut Creek, CA (Draft)  KMA  http://www.walnut‐creek.org/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=5378 
RNA  04/2010  Fremont, CA  KMA  http://www.fremont.gov/DocumentView.aspx?DID=3720 
RNA  04/2010  Hayward, CA  KMA  http://www.cityofhayward‐ca.gov/news/pdf/2010/001‐002%20‐%20Hayward%20Nexus%20Final.pdf 
CNA  10/2010  San Diego, CA  KMA  http://www.sdhc.net/uploadedFiles/Special_Housing_Programs/Final%20Housing%20Impact%20Fee%20Nex

us%20Study%2011‐2‐10[1].pdf 
RNA  11/2009  Napa County, CA  KMA  http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&source=web&cd=11&ved=0CBkQFjAAOAo&url=http%3A%2F%2Fservices.c

ountyofnapa.org%2FAgendaNet%2FDownloadDocument.aspx%3Ftype%3DPlanningAgenda%26doctype%3DA
TTACHMENT%26id%3D15957&ei=2Ja5TbaSDIe‐
sQP3msn1Bw&usg=AFQjCNGmpP1C7LoFdD9GqdeZILD5ieHi3w&sig2=apjhT‐UDU‐jUt6fz4dUCAA 

RNA  02/2008  Bainbridge Island, WA  KMA  http://www.ci.bainbridge‐isl.wa.us/documents/pln/housing/nexus_study_feb2008.pdf 
CNA  01/2008  Eagle County, CO  RRC  http://www.economiccouncil.biz/doc/toc.asp?assn_id=12818&link_id=78670 
Both  07/2007  Pinellas Co., et. al., FL  BAE  http://www.pinellascounty.org/community/pdf/nexus.pdf 
RNA  04/2007  San Francisco, CA  KMA  http://www.sf‐planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=8380 
CNA  03/2006  Sacramento, CA  KMA  http://www.cityofsacramento.org/dsd/planning/long‐range/housing/documents/HTF‐Nexus‐Study_final_3‐

30‐06.pdf 
Both  02/2006  Calabasas, CA  SRH  http://www.cityofcalabasas.com/pdf/agendas/council/2006/040506/item13‐d.pdf 
RNA  07/2005  Seattle, WA  KMA  ftp://ftp.ci.austin.tx.us/housing/Affordable%20Housing%20Task%20Force/8‐28‐

06%20meeting/Seattle%20Final%20Residential%20Nexus%20Study.pdf 
CNA  07/2005  Barnstable Co., MA  DC  http://www.capecodcommission.org/housing/CCCNexusStudy.pdf 
CNA  12/2004  Walnut Creek, CA  KMA  http://www.snrpc.org/WorkforceHousing/Development/Jobs_Housing_Nexus_Study_Walnut_Creedk.pdf 
CNA  __/2003  San Mateo, CA   KMA  http://www.ci.sanmateo.ca.us/DocumentView.aspx?DID=1791 
CNA  08/2003  St. Helena, CA (Summary)  KMA  http://ci.st‐helena.ca.us/images/city/Docs/Inclusionary_Housing_9‐14.pdf 
CNA  06/2003  Long Beach, CA  DPR  http://www.lbhdc.org/span/pdf/HTFIV.pdf 
CNA  05/2003  Martha’s Vineyard, MA  DC  http://www.mvcommission.org/doc.php/Nexus%20Study%20‐%20Final%20Report.pdf?id=199 
CNA  __/2003  Marin Co., CA  (Summary)  DPR  http://www.co.marin.ca.us/depts/BS/Main/BOSagmn/ordinances/ord‐3393.pdf 
CNA  12/2001  Sonoma County, CA  EPS  http://www.epsys.com/Client_Site/10310sonoma/10310rpt4.pdf 
CNA  09/2001  Oakland, CA  DPR  http://www.oaklandnet.com/government/hcd/policy/docs/linkage_study.pdf 
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Appendix A (continued) 

 Firms 
BAE  Bay Area Economics  www.bayareaeconomics.com 
DC  Development Cycles  n/a 
DPR  David Paul Rosen & Associates  www.draconsultants.com 
EPS  Economic and Planning Systems, Inc.  www.epsys.com 
KMA  Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.  www.keysermarston.com 
RRC  RRC Associates  www.rrcinfo.com 
SRH  Stanley R. Hoffman Associates  www.stanleyrhoffman.com 
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APPENDIX B:  Review Queries by Database/Search Engine 
 

EBSCOhost 
search.ebscohost.com 

Google (Literature Review) 
www.google.com 

Google (Nexus Analysis Review) 
www.google.com 

Residential AND Nexus AND Analysis  
Residential AND Nexus AND Study  
Housing AND Nexus AND Analysis 
Housing AND Nexus AND Study 
Jobs AND Housing AND Nexus 
Jobs AND Affordable AND Housing AND Nexus 
Jobs AND Affordable AND Housing AND Linkage 
Development AND Linkage AND Fee 
Housing AND Linkage AND Fee 
Linkage AND Fee 
IMPLAN 

Residential Nexus Analysis  
Residential Nexus Study  
Jobs Housing Nexus  
Jobs Affordable Housing 
Nexus Analysis 
Nexus Study 
Development Linkage Fee 
Housing Linkage Fee 
IMPLAN 
Inclusionary Housing California 

Residential “Nexus Analysis”  
Residential “Nexus Study”  
Economic  Study  of  Affordable  Housing 
Need “Jobs Housing Nexus”  
Housing “Nexus Analysis” 
Housing “Nexus Study”  
Commercial “Nexus Analysis”  
Commercial “Nexus Study”  
Commercial Development Linkage Fee 
“Jobs Housing Linkage Fee”  
Affordable Housing Linkage Fee 
Workforce Housing Linkage Fee 
 

Google Scholar 
scholar.google.com 

ISI Web of Knowledge 
apps.isiknowledge.com 

Social Science Research Network 
www.ssrn.com 

Residential “Nexus Analysis”  
Residential “Nexus Study” 
“Jobs Housing Nexus”  
“Housing Nexus”  
Development “Linkage Fee” 
IMPLAN 

Residential Nexus Analysis  
Residential Nexus Study  
Jobs Housing Nexus  
Jobs Affordable Housing 
Nexus Analysis 
Nexus Study 
Development Linkage Fee 
Housing Linkage Fee 
IMPLAN 

Residential Nexus Analysis 
Residential Nexus Study 
Jobs Housing Nexus 
Housing Nexus 
Jobs Affordable Housing 
Nexus Analysis 
Nexus Study 
Development Linkage Fee 
Linkage Fee 
IMPLAN 
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Appendix C:  Inter‐Firm Comparison of RNA Methodology 
 
  KMA  BAE  EPS  Notes 

I.  Afford.  Housing Demand 
    A.  Stimulus Estimate 

       

          1.  Market‐Rate  
                Prototypes 

Own:  Citywide Survey (p. 14) 
Rent:  Citywide Survey (p. 14) 

N/A    N/A  While KMA creates prototypes of market‐
rate units likely to be built in the city, 
neither BAE nor EPS does so. 

          2.  Market‐Rate Unit 
                Prices 

Own:  Citywide Survey of 14 
projects  (p. 14)  
Rent:    Citywide  Survey  of  8 
projects (p. 15) 

Own:   N/A (p. 16)  
Rent:   Citywide survey of 4 
projects (p. 16); average of 1‐
2 bedroom, 1 bath units (p. 
33) 

Own:  Posited  (p. 12)  
Rent:  Citywide survey of 3 
projects (p. 14); [Annual Rent 
– (Operating Expenses + 
Taxes)]/Cap rate  (p. 14) 

BAE did not address ownership units in the 
RNA reviewed.  Also, while KMA and BAE 
estimate prices of new market rate 
ownership units based on actual 
developments in the city, EPS simply 
generates posited values for comparison.   

          3.  Market‐Rate  
                Household Income 
 

Own:  HH Income x .35 = 
Mortgage [30yr, Prevailing 
Rate,  fixed, 20% down] + 
Maintenance or HOA + Taxes 
+ Insurance (p. 16) 
Rent:  HH Income x .30 =  
Rent ‐ Utilities (p. 17) 

Own:  N/A 
 
 
 
 
Rent:  HH Income x .30 =  
Rent + Utilities (p. 16) 

Own:  HH Income x .35 = 
Mortgage [30yr, Prevailing 
Rate,  fixed, 20% down] + 
Maintenance or HOA + Taxes 
+ Insurance (p. 16) 
Rent:  HH Income x .30 =  
Rent + Utilities (p. 17) 

KMA calculates household incomes based 
on 30% of rent excluding utilities, while BAE 
and EPS calculate these incomes based on 
30% of rent including utilities.  As a result, 
given equal rents, KMA’s estimates of 
market rate household income are slightly 
higher than those of BAE and EPS. 

          4.  Market‐Rate   
                Household   
                Spending 

IMPLAN:  HH Disposable 
Income = Household Income 
‐ Income Taxes (State & 
Federal) ‐ Medicare & Social 
Security Taxes ‐ Personal 
Savings (p. 26) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(Presumed) 

MRHH expenditures by 
income level from the 2008 
Consumer Expenditure 
Survey (pp. 15‐16) 

KMA and presumably BAE (though it is 
unclear from the report reviewed) both use 
IMPLAN to estimate disposable income (and 
thus household spending) for market rate 
households, but EPS extrapolates this 
information from the Consumer Expenditure 
Survey (“CES”) published by the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics instead. 

    B.  Jobs Estimate 
 

HH Spending  IMPLAN 
Model for CountyTotal 
Jobs by Industry Sector  
(p. 26) 

HH Spending  IMPLAN 
Model for 9‐County 
RegionTotal Jobs by 
Industry Sector (p. 17) 

For each industry,  
Jobs = [(MRHH Income x CES 
% Spending per HH) / 
Economic Census Gross 
Receipts to Wages] / 
Economic Census Avg. Wage  
(pp. 16‐17) 

While KMA and BAE both use IMPLAN to 
calculate jobs created, EPS (1) uses the CES 
to determine the percentage of household 
income spent within industry sectors, (2) 
converts those expenditures into wages 
using a gross‐receipts‐to‐wages ratio from 
the Economic Census (“EC”), and (3) 
converts industry wages into jobs using EC 
average wage data.   
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Appendix C (continued)  KMA  BAE  EPS  Notes 

    C.  Households Estimate 
 

Total Jobs/Average Workers 
per Household in County 
according to 2008 ACS (p. 29) 

 
 
(p. 19) 

 
 
(p. 17) 

 
 

    D.  Lower‐Income  
          Households Estimate 

       

        1.  Occupational 
             Distribution  

Match industry sectors on 
IMPLAN output to national 
NAICS job codes/distribution 
from 2008 OES (p. 29) 

BAE does not consider 
occupation‐level income; 
instead, it considers income 
by industry sector. (19‐20) 

CES % Spending per HH 
 
 
(p. 16) 

KMA distributes newly created jobs across 
industries at the job level, while BAE simply 
computes distributions at the industry level.  
As described in (I‐B) above, EPS bases the 
occupational distribution of new households 
on Consumer Expenditure Survey data. 

2.  Income 
Distribution 

Match NAICS job codes with 
county wage and salary data 
from California Employment 
Development Dept. (p. 30) 

Match industry sectors on 
IMPLAN output to national 
income distribution by 
industry from 2000 PUMS 
(pp. 19‐20) 

Economic  Census  Avg. Wage 
(County) 
 
 
(p. 16) 

All three firms use different data sources to 
calculate the income distribution of the 
worker households generated. 

          3.  Household Size 
 

Estimate workers per 
household by household size 
w/ 2008 countywide ACS 
data (p. 30) 

 
 
 
(p. 20) 

 
 
 
(p. 17) 

 

4.  No. of Lower‐        
Income 
Households 

Compare data on number, 
income distribution, and size 
of newly created households 
with City’s inclusionary 
housing criteria (p. 30) 

 
 
 
 
(p. 19) 

 
 
 
 
(p. 18) 

 

II.  Affordability Gaps 
 

       

     A.   Affordable Housing  
           Development Costs 

Own:  Price of MR unit (49) 
Rent:  (Ann. MR rent ‐ $7,000 
opp. exp.) x Cap Rate (p. 65) 

Own:  N/A 
Rent:  Assume cost based on 
the City’s housing element 
(p. 22) 

Own:  Land Costs + 
Construction Costs (p. 8) 
Rent:  Land Costs + 
Construction Costs (p. 9) 

Each firm uses different methods to 
determine affordable unit development 
costs.  KMA uses market‐rate prices (from a 
survey) for ownership units and a Net 
Operating Income x Cap Rate formula for 
rental units.  BAE, which only analyzes rental 
units, uses development costs from the 
city’s housing element (which cannot be 
found using BAE’s citation).  EPS uses a pro 
forma method that produces cost estimates 
(for rental units) significantly higher than 
the capitalized cost of units surveyed earlier. 
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Appendix C (continued)  KMA  BAE  EPS  Notes 

          1.   Unit Type 
 

Same as market‐rate units:   
0‐80% AMI = Apartment; 81‐
120% AMI = Townhome 
(p. 65) 

Unknown (because it is 
unclear from the report what 
type of unit the city uses to 
calculate affordable housing 
development costs) 

Own:  High‐density, multi‐
family development; 2‐
bedroom units (p. 7) 
Rent:  Same 

While KMA bases affordable unit cost 
estimates on the values of the market‐rate 
units estimated earlier in the analysis, EPS 
instead creates a rough pro forma based on 
generalized cost estimates.   

      B.  Max. Lower‐Income 
            Household  
            Contribution 

Own:  If HOA <$250/mo., 
then 3.5 x 110% AMI; 
If HOA >$250/mo., then 
Income x .35 = Mortgage 
[30yr, 5.5%,  fixed, 20% 
down] + Maintenance or 
HOA + Taxes + Ins. (p. 63) 
Rent:  HH Income x .30 =  
Rent + Utilities (p. 64) 

Own:  N/A 
Rent:  HH Income x .30 =  
Rent (p. 22)  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Own:  Income x .35 = 
Mortgage [30yr, 6.0%,  fixed, 
10% down] + HOA + PMI + 
Taxes + Ins. (p. 10) 
Rent:  Rent:  HH Income x .30 
= Rent + Utilities (p. 10) 

The most important difference here involves 
household contributions for ownership 
units.  Specifically, KMA assumes 20% down 
and no private mortgage insurance, while 
EPS assumes 10% down and mortgage 
insurance.  As a result, holding all other 
factors constant, the maximum household 
contribution estimated by EPS would be 
significantly lower than KMA’s, and thus its 
affordability gap estimates would be higher. 

      C.  Gap Calculation 
 

Gap = Affordable 
Development Cost  
‐ Max. Contribution (p. 65) 

Gap = Affordable 
Development Cost  
‐ Maximum Loan Amount 
[i.e., Max. Contribution  
‐ (Max. Contribution x .35) 
‐ (Max. Contribution x .5) ] 
(p. 22) 

Gap = Affordable 
Development Cost  
‐ Max. Contribution (p. 10) 
 
 

Instead of calculating the gap between 
affordable housing development cost and 
maximum lower‐income household 
contribution (like the other firms), BAE 
calculates the difference between 
maximum affordable loan amount and 
maximum lower‐income household 
contribution.  If the city calculates 
affordable housing development costs 
based on actual land acquisition and 
construction costs (Like EPS), then this 
difference has no practical significance.  If, 
however, the city equates construction cost 
with capitalized value (like KMA), then BAE 
is double counting the 35% and 5% 
allowances for operating expenses and 
vacancy, respectively.  This would increase 
the size of the gap and, consequently, the 
maximum in‐lieu fee.  Since EPS’s citation 
to Berkeley’s housing element is incorrect, 
however, it is unclear at this time which 
method the city uses. 

III.  Maximum In‐Lieu Fee 
 

For each income level, 
Lower‐Income Households x 
Affordability Gap (p. 65) 

For each income level, 
Lower‐Income Households x 
Affordability Gap (p. 23) 

For each income level, 
Lower‐Income Households x 
Affordability Gap (p. 21) 
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Appendix D:  Detailed Analysis of the Fremont Report 
(Excerpt:  Memo from Adam Cray to the Berkeley Program on Housing and Urban Policy, 14 August 2010) 
 

1. Estimate Sale/Rental Prices for New Market‐Rate (“MR”) Units 
 
KMA begins by selecting prototypical unit types and estimating the prices each would garner if 
sold or rented  in the current market.    It bases these selections and estimates on a “survey of 
residential  units  sold  or  recently  marketed  throughout  the  City”  and  on  “input  from  City 
staff.”50    For  the  Fremont  Report,  KMA  identified  the  following  prototypes  and  associated 
prices:  
 

 
 NB:  “SFD” stands for “Single‐Family Detached” 
 

2. Estimate Annual Gross Income for Households Occupying New MR Units 
 
KMA  estimates  annual  gross  income  for  the  households  occupying  each  of  the  unit  types 
identified  above by dividing  the  annual housing  costs per unit by  the percentage of  income 
KMA assumes households are spending on housing‐related costs:  30% for renters and 35% for 
owners.51   For ownership units, KMA calculates annual housing costs as an estimated annual 
mortgage  obligation—assuming  20%  down,  a  5.50%  fixed  interest  rate,  and  30‐year 
amortization—plus  other  costs,  including  estimated  annual  “HOA  Dues/Maintenance”  and 
annual property taxes equal to 1.11% of sales price.52  For the annual cost of rental units, KMA 
simply sums the estimated monthly rent.   Based on these calculations and assumptions, KMA 
derived the following incomes for households occupying the prototype units in Fremont: 
 

 
 

 

                                                 
50 p. 14. 
51 p. 17. 
52 pp. 16‐17. 
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3. Estimate Annual Disposable Income for Households Occupying New MR Units 
 
In order  to convert  its estimate of “new” gross household  income  (Step 2)  to an estimate of 
total jobs created (Step 5), KMA employs the IMPLAN Model.  The Fremont Report explains the 
initial stage of this process as follows:  “The IMPLAN Model first converts household income to 
disposable  income  by  accounting  for  State  and  Federal  income  taxes,  Social  Security  and 
Medicare  (FICA)  taxes,  and  personal  savings.”53    As  this  statement  is  the  extent  of  the 
explanation  KMA  provides  regarding  Step  3,  any  further  inquiries  about  specific  calculations 
and  assumptions  presumably  should  be  directed  to  the Minnesota  IMPLAN Group,  Inc.,  the 
company that supports the model software.   
 
This  is, however, a good time to  identify an assumption that underlies all of KMA’s estimates, 
including those generated by the IMPLAN Model—the “Net New Underlying Assumption.”54  In 
short, KMA’s analysis assumes that every market‐rate unit created  in Fremont  introduces new 
income into Fremont equal to the household income of the family occupying the new unit.   
 

4. Estimate New Households’ Average Annual Expenditures on Goods/Services  
 

After determining disposable income, the IMPLAN Model “distributes spending among various 
types of goods and services  (industry sectors) based on data  from the Consumer Expenditure 
Survey and  the Bureau of Economic Analysis Benchmark  input‐output study.”55   As  in Step 3, 
the precise calculations and assumptions the IMPLAN Model employs—in this case, to convert 
new  disposable  income  to  new  expenditures  by  industry  sector—are  not  clear  from  KMA’s 
report. 

 
5. Estimate Number of Jobs Created by New Average Annual Expenditures 

 
Finally, by means equally as unclear as those employed in the two previous Steps, the IMPLAN 
Model  calculates  the  number  of  jobs  generated  by  the  addition  of  every  100  households 
exhibiting  the  average  annual  expenditures  calculated  in  Step  4.56    KMA  then  breaks  these 
figures down by housing prototype: 
 

 
 

                                                 
53 p. 26. 
54 p. 12. 
55 p. 26. 
56 See [APPENDIX F] for the IMPLAN Model’s breakdown, by industry sector, of employment generated.    
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While most of the IMPLAN Model’s underlying methodology is unclear from KMA’s discussion, 
the  report  addresses  one  very  important  methodological  issue  that  bears  mention:    The 
IMPLAN Model  relies  on  a  data  set  covering  Alameda  County  as  a  whole.    As  a  result,  it 
estimates the total number of jobs generated in Alameda County—not just in Fremont—by the 
addition of 100 market‐rate  residential units.57   As discussed  in Section  III(B)(1) below,  this  is 
important because KMA claims to be estimating developers’ impact on Fremont and not on its 
neighbors. 
 

6. Estimate Number of Households Created by New Jobs  
 
KMA  then estimates  the number of worker households created by  the new  jobs  identified  in 
Step 5, dividing  the number of  jobs  created per prototype  (e.g., 61.8  for  the  first prototype 
category) by the average number of workers per worker household  in Alameda County  (1.57, 
according to 2006‐2008 American Community Survey data):58   
 

  Large Lot SFD  SFD  Townhome  Condominium  Rental 

Households 
Created per 
100 New 
Jobs  

 
39.2 

 
36.5 

 
29.1 

 
27.5 

 
23.6 

 
This calculation is based on an important assumption regarding the link between new jobs and 
new  households;  specifically,  it  assumes  that  all  new  jobs  in  Fremont  help  to  create  new 
households  in Fremont.   As discussed  in Section  III(B)(2) below, the prevalence of commuting 
and Fremont’s high unemployment rate both cast considerable doubt on this assumption. 
 

7. Estimate Occupational Distribution of Newly Created Households 
 
Next, “[t]he IMPLAN output is paired with data from the Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor 
Statistics  May  2008  Occupational  Employment  Survey  (OES)  to  estimate  the  occupational 
composition  of  employees  for  each  industry  sector.”59    That  is,  KMA matches  each  general 
industry type from the IMPLAN output (See [APPENDIX F]) with several job types from the OES, 
distributing  the  newly  created  jobs  among  these  job  types  based  on  a  pro‐rated  version  of 
national distribution data.  This calculation depends on at least three crucial assumptions, all of 
which are identified in Section III(B)(4) below.  
 
 
 
 

                                                 
57 p. 25. 
58 p. 29. 
59 Id. 
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8. Estimate Income Distribution of Newly Created Households  
 
KMA  translates  jobs  into  income using “recent Alameda County wage and  salary  information 
from the California Employment Development Department”60 and then compares these figures 
to the following area median income categories from the City’s inclusionary housing ordinance: 
 

 
 

9. Estimate Size of Newly Created Households 
 
In this step, KMA uses data on the distribution of household sizes  in Alameda County, derived 
from  the  American  Community  Survey  (“ACS”),  to  estimate  the  sizes  of  the  newly  created 
households in the inclusionary income categories.61 
 

10. Estimate Number of New Households Meeting Inclusionary Housing Criteria 
 
After  estimating  both  the  number  and  size  of  these  new  lower‐income  households,  KMA 
calculates, for each of the prototypes, the number of total new households created at each of 
the inclusionary income levels:62  
 

 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
60 p. 28. 
61 p. 30. 
62 p. 31. 
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11. Estimate “Supported Inclusionary Percentage”  
 
Next, KMA calculates each prototype’s “supported  inclusionary percentage,”63 the percentage 
of new units a city would be justified (from an impact perspective) to require a developer to set 
aside for lower‐income households: 
 

 
 
The  percentages  above  are  calculated  to  include  both market‐rate  and  affordable  units;  for 
example, 14.4 affordable units per 100 market rate units (the top left figure in the table in Step 
10)  translates  to  a project of 114 units,  and 14.4  affordable units divided by 114  total units 
equals 12.6% inclusionary units required (the top left figure in the table immediately above). 
 
In  the case of Fremont, KMA concluded  that  the City’s  inclusionary percentage  requirements 
for new ownership units were  justified because they required developers to set aside 15% of 
new units for households at or below 120% of AMI, a figure  lower than the  lowest supported 
inclusionary percentage at  that  income  level  (i.e., 18.3%  for condominiums).64    In  the case of 
rental units, however, KMA employed the same logic and concluded that the City’s inclusionary 
percentage requirements were not justified.65 
 

12. Estimate “Affordability Gaps” 
 
In order to assess in‐lieu fees, KMA first calculates “affordability gaps” for each income level,66 
the difference between the estimated sale price of each prototype unit (termed “Development 
Cost” in the table below) and the maximum price households at the inclusionary income levels 
could be expected to pay (termed “Affordable Sale Price/Unit Value” in the table below).67   
 

                                                 
63 Id. 
64 p. 32. 
65 Fremont’s inclusionary program for rentals required developers to set aside 9% of units for households with 
incomes at or below 50% of AMI and 6% of units for households with incomes of 51‐80% of AMI; both of these 
required reserves are higher than the supported inclusionary percentages at the relevant levels.  Id. 
66 These calculations are explained on page 50, but the table is from page 69. 
67 Again, these calculations assume that households spend 30% of annual income to rent and 35% to own.   
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A  few  issues regarding both “Affordable Sale Price/Unit Value” and “Development Cost” bear 
mention.  As for the former, KMA estimated maximum affordable costs and tenure types based 
on Fremont’s  inclusionary housing guidelines.68   Consequently, only households earning 120% 
of AMI are assumed to own new units (rather than rent), and two‐bedroom townhomes are the 
only  prototype  units  these  homeowners  are  assumed  to  occupy.69    These  guidelines  set 
maximum sale prices and rent levels for lower‐income households as follows: 
 

 
 
“Development Cost”  is based on KMA’s “survey of residential units sold or recently marketed 
throughout the City”70 and thus includes developer profit.  For ownership units, KMA estimates 
this value using  the average sale prices observed  in  the survey.   For  rental units, however,  it 
converts  the  average  rents  observed  into  a  capitalized  value  by  assuming  $7,000  in  annual 
operating  expenses  per  unit  and  a  capitalization  rate  of  6.5%;  these  two  assumptions  are 
particularly important for reasons discussed in Section III(B)(5) below. 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
68 p. 50. 
69 For this reason, the shaded figures in the “Affordability Gaps” table are not considered for the purpose of 
assessing in‐lieu fees.   
70 See Step 1 above. 
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13. Estimate “Maximum Nexus per Market Rate Unit”71 
 
Finally, KMA calculates the maximum  in‐lieu  fee that the city could charge a developer by (1) 
multiplying  the  affordability  gap  for  each  inclusionary  income  level  by  the  number  of 
households  created  at  that  income  level  for  every  hundred  new market‐rate  units  and  (2) 
summing  the  resulting  values.    For  example,  $245,000  (the  affordability  gap  for  “Very  Low 
Income” households, those at or below 50% of AMI, from the table in Step 12) times 14.4% (the 
number of households at or below 50% of AMI per 100 Large Lot SFDs, from the table  in Step 
10) equals approximately $35,200  (the  intersection of  the “Very Low  Income” and “Large Lot 
SFD”  categories  in  the  table below);  summing  these  resulting  values  yields  the  “Total Nexus 
Costs” per prototype unit: 
 

 
 
Based  on  this  analysis,  KMA  argues  that—from  an  impact  perspective—in‐lieu  development 
fees as high $68,300, or $27.32 per‐square‐foot,72 are justified in Fremont.   
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
71 p. 51. 
72 “Should the City decide to pursue an impact fee on a per square foot basis, the lowest nexus cost per square foot 
is the ceiling under which the fee level can be set.  For example, if the City wished to set one fee for all single 
family detached units, the fee should be set at less than $27.32, the total supported by the large single family 
detached unit.” [emphasis in original] p. 52. 
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Appendix E:  Output from EPS Job Creation Estimate 
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Appendix F:  KMA IMPLAN Output 
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Appendix G:  EPS Affordable Unit Cost Calculation 
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Appendix H:  BAE Explanation of Direct, Indirect, and Induced Multiplier Effects 
(Excerpt from the Berkeley Report) 
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work with the California Homebuilding Foundation, he has conducted research and analysis for 
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California Homebuilding Foundation 

The California Homebuilding Foundation (CHF) is the scholarship, research and education 
center for California's homebuilding and construction industries. Founded in 1978 we invest in 
the future of the industry by providing scholarship awards, research grants, educational and 
professional development programs. The Foundation is the presenter of California’s top 
industry award, Hall of Fame. 
 
SCHOLARSHIPS 
The Foundation has raised nearly $3 million in scholarship endowments through the generosity 
of our benefactors. We work with secondary learning institutions, from community colleges to 
private universities, assisting the next generation of bright minds interested in making the 
homebuilding industry their career. To date, the Foundation has awarded nearly $1.5 million in 
scholarship awards to students enrolled in industry-related programs such as construction 
management or architecture. Our goal is to assist these students in completing their degrees 
and begin working within the building industry. 
 
RESEARCH  
Research funded through the Foundation assists in educating lawmakers and the public about 
the economic benefits of new home construction, a crucial step in meeting the state’s need for 
housing. Our goal, through our research endowment, is to provide balance to the public-policy 
debate on housing issues by sponsoring independent, university-based research on issues 
critical to the development of new housing and communities in California.  
 
EDUCATION 
At the California Homebuilding Foundation, individual success and the improvement of the 
building industry workforce is one of our core principles. We are dedicated to our mission of 
encouraging lifelong learning by developing and providing opportunities for personal and 
professional growth. 
 



 Policy Objectives to Lower Housing Costs or Create Efficiencies for Housing 

Creation 

The following policy suggestions target producing the subsidized housing by removing policy 
impediments to its being built.  Additionally, the intent of any Inclusionary Zoning or publically 

subsidized “Affordable Housing” program should be to MAXIMIZE unit production. 

1)  Developers who are required to provide affordable housing as part of an Inclusionary 
Zoning/Housing Policy should not be required to build the housing but should have the 
option to: 
a)  Provide the housing- 

• Onsite, as part of their market rate development project 
• Offsite as part of another affordable housing development 
• Purchase credits or units in an affordable housing mitigation bank 
• Assist an affordable housing developer directly by purchasing credits, units or 

funding the financing gap on as many units as the developer would be required to 
produce as part of their development project (private transaction) 

• Offsite AH locations shouldn’t be penalized or limited to certain areas nor should 
they necessarily have to be within close proximity to the project buying mitigation units, 
however the AH should be placed in a logical area of the City that would gain points in 
tax credit finance scoring (close to transit, community amenities, etc.)     

• Offsite mitigation should not have to match bedroom count with the market rate project 
buying mitigation units.  The highest affordable housing market demand is for one and 
two bedroom units. 
 

OR 

b) Pay a reasonable in-lieu fee—a reasonable in lieu fee should be commensurate with 
an amount needed to “fill the gap” when financing a subsidized unit.  It should not be 
the entire cost of a unit. 
 

2) Inclusionary Housing Projects should be rental housing, in projects of sufficient size to 
achieve construction and maintenance cost efficiencies (for the following reasons): 
a)  Rental housing, specifically “garden style” 2-3 story walk up apartments, are the 

most cost efficient type of housing to construct and maintain 
b) As tenants’ economic conditions improve over time (better jobs, getting an education 

or trade skill) the housing units are available for the next available tenant  
c) These types of projects can be built and are indistinguishable from market rate 

apartment home projects 
d) Different in type from the market rate housing, so long as they meet the minimum 

requirements of the Tax Credit Allocation Committee, Debt Limit Allocation 
Committee, US Department of Housing and Urban Development and applicable 



zoning codes, while maintaining community character.  This will eliminate costs of 
units that are oversized and loaded with amenities in excess of the aforementioned 
requirements 
 

3)  The City could sell or lease City-owned land for its fair market value (with interest), but 
accept payment on a deferred and subordinated basis over the long term life of the 
project, e.g. 55 years.  This eliminates the need to finance the cost of the land component 
of the affordable housing project.  The city retains a long term ownership of the asset 
while ensuring its residents a reasonable rate of return on the City’s land sale.  There is 
no “give away” of public funds. 
 

4) The City could accept impact fees over on a deferred (with interest) and subordinated 
basis over the long term life of the project, e.g. 55 years.  The elimination of the need to 
finance the cost of the impact fee component of an affordable housing project lowers the 
overall cost of the project.  The City would receive an income stream to mitigate for the 
impacts of the project and a reasonable rate of return on the financing component for its 
residents. 
 

5) The threshold for the definition of affordable housing should not be set any deeper than TCAC 
definition of affordable housing and should be allowed to be income averaged to that percentage. 
 
 

6) The City should adopt an improved, incentive laden Density Bonus ordinance to enhance 
the prospects that this tool will be used.  This Density Bonus ordinance should exceed 
state law in terms of the incentives it creates.  Increasing incentives and flexibility will 
result in additional affordable housing units being created. 
 

7) Increase Densities.  The number of units that can be built on a designated piece of land 
has a significant impact on housing affordability.  Increasing residential densities to 
promote housing affordability for all income levels, especially in and around commercial 
centers and in areas served by public transit.  While the public fears what it doesn’t 
understand, organizations like ours should advocate for density increases.  Increasing the 
supply of all types of housing will lower costs in the market place. 
 
 

8) The City should: expedite permit approval on affordable housing projects – WITHOUT 
an extra cost.  A project that meets the City’s standards should move through the 
approval system in an expedited manner, bringing needed affordable housing to market in 
the least amount of time. 
 

9) Facilitate the creation of an Affordable Housing Mitigation Bank (AHMB).  This was 
successfully implemented by the City of Carlsbad when the Aviara neighborhood was 
developed.  Unit credits were sold to developers over the next 10-plus years by the City’s 
Housing Authority. An AHMB works just like a habitat mitigation bank where a buyer 
(market rate developer) can purchase the needed credits (housing units) to satisfy the 
City’s IZ requirements. 



 
a) A city can own and operate the AHMB.  This is typically a responsibility of 

the City’s Housing Authority or Housing Commission. The City sets the 
prices of their mitigation credits.  

b) A private developer can own and operate the AHMB as a City would and file 
all compliance reports with the appropriate City department.  The private 
developer sets the prices of their mitigation credits.  

c) An AHMB can be a joint venture/public private partnership using either 
method described above. 

 
 

10) Conversion of market rate apartments into affordable housing.  This is the most cost 
effective creative tool to rapidly increase the affordable housing supply.  This is an 
excellent complement to a mitigation bank proposal.  Identify a project, purchase the 
project and sell the units as credits after refinancing the project as an affordable housing 
property with a combination of bank debt and tax credit financing.  This is THE MOST 
cost effective way to produce affordable housing, but the downside is the City doesn’t get 
credit when satisfying its RHNA numbers. 
 

11) Design Standards.  Successful affordable housing communities have one thing in 
common, regardless of their density: they are well designed and “fit-in” with their 
surroundings.  Cities must be careful not to “over require” (adds costs un-necessarily) 
superior design standards as it burdens the project with unnecessary costs and the tenants 
get no value for that cost.  Refer to bullet point 2, d. 
 

12) Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs).  The State has made building an ADU easier and by 
right.  Cities who have an Inclusionary Housing policy should allow ADUs to count 
towards the IH requirement.  ADUs should qualify whether built as a stand-alone unit or 
as part of the housing built by the market rate developer.  If the developer chooses to 
produce ADUs beyond the IH requirement, those additional ADUs should qualify as 
credits towards another project or can be sold to another market rate developer to satisfy 
their IH requirement. 
 
 

13) Affordable Housing projects should not be burdened with excessive infrastructure costs.  
Using an affordable Housing project as a “catalyst” to reinvigorate a neighborhood is an 
expensive urban renewal program.  It unnecessarily burdens project costs to pay for 
needed infrastructure.  If the City decides to do this, the infrastructure should be paid for 
with outside funds (CDBG grants, infrastructure bond funds, etc.). 
 

14) Adopt a procedure for development concessions such as reduced setbacks and increased 
building height to make development of affordable housing more efficient or allow 
market rate builders those concessions in exchange for affordable housing credits 
(funding).  Use the market to create value and provide this funding for affordable housing 
gap financing. 
 



 
15) The City of San Diego is a leader in reducing parking requirements on deed restricted 

Affordable Housing Projects.  Refer to the City of San Diego’s Parking Study for 
Affordable Development.  Additionally, when AH is located near a transit hub/node, 
onsite parking requirements can be lowered or in some cases eliminated.  Housing people 
should be the priority over housing automobiles. 
 

16) Allow for an incentive to a market rate developer who chooses to provide affordable housing 
onsite by allowing parking reductions for the market rate project that is providing the affordable 
housing (lowering the parking ratio for the affordable component). 
 

17) Eliminate any garage parking requirements, whether attached or detached as this 
increases project costs.   
 

18) Supply and Demand.  Since the 1970’s, all levels of governmental authority have 
unwittingly conspired to constrain the ability of the market to provide the necessary 
supply for the demands of an ever growing population.  Housing policy and regulations 
need to reflect the demographic link between need (demand) and the ability to find an 
affordable place to live (supply).  Controls, regulations, requirements, fees and exactions 
are inexorably linked and should be re-examined for necessity and intended outcome.  A 
fee exaction system will never yield a substantial enough supply of financial support to 
meet the affordable housing need, all the while making housing unnecessarily more 
expensive and driving more of the population into needing subsidized housing. 
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City of Santee 
10601 Magnolia Ave. 
Santee, CA 92071  

The City of Santee is evaluating the potential for adopting an inclusionary housing program as 
part of its current Housing Element update. Please complete the following Inclusionary Housing 
Survey based on your organization’s experience with housing. Thank you for your time. 

Definition:  Inclusionary housing programs require developers to provide a certain number of 
deed-restricted affordable units in a new rental or for-sale residential project or pay a fee in-lieu 
of providing the units in the development. The funds collected from in-lieu fees can be used by 
the City to provide or subsidize new affordable housing or preserve existing affordable housing 
through rental assistance programs. 

Organization Name: Contact Person: Date: 
Cameron Brothers Company Jim Moxham October 20, 2020 

1. My understanding of inclusionary housing is: 

 None  Limited  General  Good 

2. Inclusionary housing is a good tool for developing affordable housing: 

 Disagree  Disagree somewhat  Agree somewhat  Agree 

3. An inclusionary housing program should include a requirement to build affordable 
units as part of a development: 

 Disagree  Disagree somewhat  Agree somewhat  Agree 

4. An inclusionary housing program should include the option to pay a fee in lieu of 
providing affordable units as part of a development: 

 Disagree  Disagree somewhat  Agree somewhat  Agree 



 
Inclusionary Housing Survey  October 9, 2020 2 
 

 

5. An inclusionary housing program should include the following percentage of 
affordable units in a new housing development:  

 0%  5%  10%  15% 

6. An inclusionary housing program should be applicable to developments over: 

 2 units  3 units  5 units  10 units 

7. An inclusionary housing program should be targeted to those households earning 
the following percentages of the area median income (AMI): 

 40% or less  60% or less  80% or less  120% or less 

8. Comments: 

I question whether economically viable on 10 units or less. The inclusionary housing component should be over 
and above allowable maximum density. For example, at 30 units to the acre on 3 acres the developer could build 90 
conventional units and add 9 affordable units for a total of 99 units.  

Thank you very much for taking the time to complete this survey. Your feedback is valued and 
very much appreciated! 



 
Inclusionary Housing Survey  October 9, 2020 1 
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City of Santee 
10601 Magnolia Ave. 
Santee, CA 92071  

The City of Santee is evaluating the potential for adopting an inclusionary housing program as 
part of its current Housing Element update. Please complete the following Inclusionary Housing 
Survey based on your organization’s experience with housing. Thank you for your time. 

Definition:  Inclusionary housing programs require developers to provide a certain number of 
deed-restricted affordable units in a new rental or for-sale residential project or pay a fee in-lieu 
of providing the units in the development. The funds collected from in-lieu fees can be used by 
the City to provide or subsidize new affordable housing or preserve existing affordable housing 
through rental assistance programs. 

Organization Name: Contact Person: Date: 
City Ventures Michelle Thrakulchavee 10/12/20 

1. My understanding of inclusionary housing is: 

 None  Limited  General  Good 

2. Inclusionary housing is a good tool for developing affordable housing: 

 Disagree  Disagree somewhat  Agree somewhat  Agree 

3. An inclusionary housing program should include a requirement to build affordable 
units as part of a development: 

 Disagree  Disagree somewhat  Agree somewhat  Agree 

4. An inclusionary housing program should include the option to pay a fee in lieu of 
providing affordable units as part of a development: 

 Disagree  Disagree somewhat  Agree somewhat  Agree 
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5. An inclusionary housing program should include the following percentage of 
affordable units in a new housing development:  

 0%  5%  10%  15% 

6. An inclusionary housing program should be applicable to developments over: 

 2 units  3 units  5 units  10 units 

7. An inclusionary housing program should be targeted to those households earning 
the following percentages of the area median income (AMI): 

 40% or less  60% or less  80% or less  120% or less 

8. Comments: 

Hello!  

Regarding Question 6 above, it is my opinion that an inclusionary housing program should not be required or 
mandated on new development. Should a developer wish to include inclusionary housing within its project, then 
incentives should be granted. In other words, incentivize a developer to include inclusionary housing so that it is a 
win-win for both the jurisdiction (i.e. income-restricted affordable units are produced) and the developer (i.e. the 
project will be economically feasible). Incentives can include things like reduced setbacks, reduced parking 
standards, increased height, increased density, reduced impact fees, project entitlement streamlining, etc.  

Regarding Question 7 above, in the event of an inclusionary housing program, the targeted AMI should depend on 
the type of product being proposed for development. For example, it is not financially feasible to provide affordable 
units within a for-sale project where those units are targeted to households earning less than 80% of the area 
median income. In San Diego County, the current median income is $92,700. At 80%, the income for a family of 
four is $74,160 per year. After accounting for mortgage interest, PMI (private mortgage insurance), property tax, 
utilities, and HOA, the max purchase price on the sale of that home cannot exceed ±$228,000 as the monthly 
housing expense for that family cannot exceed 30% of that family’s yearly income. After accounting for the cost of 
the land, the cost to develop, the cost to build, and the fees paid to the City and other governmental agencies, the 
developer would actually be losing money on the construction and sale of that affordable unit. The loss to the 
developer is only exacerbated when the percentage of AMI required is lower.  

Below in italics is a statement borrowed from the Building Industry Association’s Orange County Chapter Board of 
Directors, of which I have previously served on. I echo the statement made below.  

“Our position is that Housing remains a critical issue in California with the situation growing more serious with each passing day.  
Studies show that the State needs over 180,000 new units each year and at best we are producing 80,000.  This has caused a cascading 
spike in home prices across the region. 
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With this ever-growing deficit, we need to have an honest conversation about Inclusionary Zoning 
Policies.  In total, such policies restrain housing production, increase ownership costs, and further 
complicate attainability for the majority of the region.     

In a study by Benjamin Powell, Ph.D. and Edward Stringham, Ph.D., titled, Housing Supply and Affordability: Do Affordable 
Housing Mandates Work?, the authors discovered that in the 45 cities where data was available, new housing production drastically 
decreased by an average of 31% within one year of adopting inclusionary housing policies.  Additionally, the study suggests that 
inclusionary housing polices can increase new housing costs by $22,000 to $44,000, with higher priced markets increasing by $100,000.  

Supporting these conclusions is a recent report from the Legislative Analyst’s Office titled Perspectives on Helping Low-Income 
Californians Afford Housing.  In this report, it states that “attempting to address the state’s affordability challenges primarily through 
expansion of government programs likely would be impractical.”  Further, that “extending housing assistance to low-income Californians 
who currently do not receive it – either though subsidies for affordable units or housing vouchers – would require an annual funding 
commitment in the low tens of billions of dollars.  As such it finds that “many housing programs – vouchers, rent control, and 
inclusionary housing – attempt to make housing more affordable without increasing the overall supply of housing.  This approach does 
very little to address the underlying cause of California’s high housing costs: a housing shortage.””   

-- 

Thank you very much for taking the time to complete this survey. Your feedback is valued and 
very much appreciated! 
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City of Santee 
10601 Magnolia Ave. 
Santee, CA 92071  

The City of Santee is evaluating the potential for adopting an inclusionary housing program as 
part of its current Housing Element update. Please complete the following Inclusionary Housing 
Survey based on your organization’s experience with housing. Thank you for your time. 

Definition:  Inclusionary housing programs require developers to provide a certain number of 
deed-restricted affordable units in a new rental or for-sale residential project or pay a fee in-lieu 
of providing the units in the development. The funds collected from in-lieu fees can be used by 
the City to provide or subsidize new affordable housing or preserve existing affordable housing 
through rental assistance programs. 

Organization Name: Contact Person: Date: 
Jamboree Housing Corporatoin Michael Massie 10/20/2020 

1. My understanding of inclusionary housing is: 

 None  Limited  General  Good 

2. Inclusionary housing is a good tool for developing affordable housing: 

 Disagree  Disagree somewhat  Agree somewhat  Agree 

3. An inclusionary housing program should include a requirement to build affordable 
units as part of a development: 

 Disagree  Disagree somewhat  Agree somewhat  Agree 

4. An inclusionary housing program should include the option to pay a fee in lieu of 
providing affordable units as part of a development: 

 Disagree  Disagree somewhat  Agree somewhat  Agree 
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5. An inclusionary housing program should include the following percentage of 
affordable units in a new housing development:  

 0%  5%  10%  15% 

6. An inclusionary housing program should be applicable to developments over: 

 2 units  3 units  5 units  10 units 

7. An inclusionary housing program should be targeted to those households earning 
the following percentages of the area median income (AMI): 

 40% or less  60% or less  80% or less  120% or less 

8. Comments: 

Inclusionary housing is one tool to help promote the development of affordable housing. There are a lot more 
options that can be just as effective, primarily the political will to develop affordable projects. 

Thank you very much for taking the time to complete this survey. Your feedback is valued and 
very much appreciated! 
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