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A.2 City Council/Planning Commission Work Session Notes 

This section contains summary notes of the City Council/Planning Commission Work Session 

held as a part of the Housing Element Update process.  This Work Session was open to the 

public.   

  







Special Joint City Council & Planning Commission – December 11, 2019 
Housing Plan Update 

Public Comments: 

Dan: agrees that there is an unmet need for low income housing, opposes Goodson Proposal, 
R—30 zoning projects – developer wins, city loses 

Julianna: skeptical that no new sites are needed for 6th HE cycle; Goodson site – city is giving a 
lot and getting little in return with 6 market rate units to 1 affordable unit; need a shift in 
mindset – housing as a basic human right 

Stacy: Rancho Santa Fe is a heavily trafficked, dangerous road; increasing traffic is illogical and 
irresponsible 

Community member: concerned about traffic conditions on Rancho Santa Fe 

John: previous HE has undermined public trust, Goodson project - only 41 out of 277 units are 
classified as low income 

Robert: Goodson project is a monstrosity, flooding issues, traffic issues 

Julie: RHNA numbers are faulty; stand up to SANDAG and the state instead of rolling over 

Jessica: 5th and 6th HE cycle is causing the city to require gentrification 

Barbara: trying to protect Olivenhain; please support and maintain the community of 
Olivenhain; Goodson development is not wanted 
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MINUTES OF THE ENCINITAS CITY COUNCIL SPECIAL MEETING 
NOVEMBER 16, 2020, 5:00 P.M., 505 VULCAN AVENUE 

 
 
This meeting was conducted utilizing teleconferencing and electronic means consistent 
with State of California Executive Orders. 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL 
 

Mayor Blakespear called the meeting to order at 5:00 P.M. 
 
Present: Mayor Catherine S. Blakespear, Deputy Mayor Kellie Shay 

Hinze, Council Members Jody Hubbard, Tony Kranz and Joe 
Mosca 

 
Absent: None 
 
Also present: City Manager Antil, City Attorney Devaney, Special Counsel 

Barbara Kautz, Principal Planner Gates, Development Services 
Director Doherty, Assistant Development Services Director 
Sapa’u, City Clerk Hollywood and Deputy City Clerk Bingham 

 
There being a quorum present, the meeting was in order. 

 
2.  SPECIAL MEETING ACTION ITEM 
  

2A. City Council discussion regarding the current status of the Sixth Cycle 
Housing Plan Update and draft responses to HCD comments to achieve a 
State-certified Housing Element by April 15, 2021. Contact Person: 
Principal Planner Gates 

 
 Recommended Action: Discuss Sixth Cycle Housing Element Update 

2021-2029 findings to date and provide direction to staff as necessary. 
 
  Public Speakers: 

Barbara Murray, Theresa Beauchamp, Bob Kent, Susan Turney and Laini 
Cassis. 

 
Principal Planner Gates presented the staff report and reviewed the draft 
Sixth Cycle Housing Element Update findings to date and draft responses 
to comments from HCD. 
 
After Council discussion, Principal Planner Gates stated that staff would 
be resubmitting the draft Sixth Cycle Housing Element to HCD by 
December 4, 2020 and would bring forward a Draft Housing Element for 
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review by the Planning Commission and City Council in February or March 
of 2021. 

 
2. ADJOURNMENT 

 
Mayor Blakespear adjourned the meeting at 6:53 P.M. 
 
 
 
 
________________________        ___________________________ 
Kathy Hollywood, City Clerk        Catherine S. Blakespear, Mayor 
By: Claudia Bingham 
Deputy City Clerk 



Special City Council Meeting Summary Notes 
Monday, November 16, 2020 5:00 p.m. 
 
Public Speakers 
Barbara Murray: recapped HE history; Prop A is a hindrance, consider measure on ballot to 
amend Prop A to a simple majority vote 
 
Theresa Bauchon – aware of lack of affordable housing; in support of 44 VL at Foxpointe Farms 
Community 
 
Bob Kent – Keys for Homes; support adoption of 6th cycle HE 
 
Susan Turney: CC assumes 100% affordability when most building comes in at 15%; upzoning 
will be necessary; Nexus study? increase inclusionary to 20%? 
 
Council confirmed Prop A is 51% 
 
Jennifer Gates: Nexus study does not need to be redone and is online  
Mayor Blakespeare to staff -prioritize inclusionary increases 
 
Staff Presentation 
Staff - Jennifer Gates presented a presentation. Jennifer Gates with Barbara Kautz, Special 
Counsel and Roy Sapau, Assistant Director of Development Services answered questions from 
Council. 
 
Slide 6 discussion: 
Councilmember Mosca: Discuss realistic capacity  
Gates: Many sites that have turned in applications – planning on more than 25 dwelling units 
per acre 
Kautz: HCD would not allow DENSITY BONUS calculations and net acreage – density bonus 
allows gross acreage 
Councilmember Hubbard: question about 25 and 30 units per acre 
Kautz: Developers already entitled to 30 units per acre with density bonus 
Councilmember Kranz: 30 dwelling units per acre does not take into consideration the cost of 
the land; catch 22 between upzoning sites and the reality of the plan 
Councilmember Hinze: affordable by design – take credit for units that are not deed restricted? 
Urgency to update Inclusionary – developers already taking advantage of density bonus or by 
right allowance of 20%? 
Gates: City keeps track of non-deed restricted units with h-form; submitted projects are 
currently using density bonus or by right 
Councilmember Mosca: frustration with capacity 
Mayor Blakespeare: all projects coming in above 20% affordable? 
Gates: inclusionary requirements currently are 10% for VL and 15% for L; Proposed ordinance 
would be 20% for L and 15% for VL 



Mayor Blakespeare: How many are by right? 
Gates: 5 out of 7 proposed projects are by right 
Mayor Blakespeare: minimum should be at highest % possible; HCD guidelines are being 
followed and we are pushing back to the extent we can so sites realistically reflect what will be 
built there 
 
Slide 8 Discussion: 
Councilmember Hinze: CC doesn’t get the affordability information until BP is issued; great time 
difference between approval and BP issuance 
Gates: HE sites are required to have % affordable 
Kautz: have to make the findings when project is approved – inclusionary and affordable units 
developer promises to provide; if City finds out later that rents are affordable – numbers can be 
adjusted 
Councilmember Hinze: might find out too late re affordability for no net loss 
Kautz: City has substantial buffer 
Mayor Blakespeare: when application is submitted, is there a process to follow units 
affordability as project moves forward? 
Gates: developer can submit affordability if they know; H- forms will be used 
Mayor Blakespeare: Are we set up to be following if rentals will be moderate? 
Gates: Yes – H-form will be submitted before BP is issued 
Mayor Blakespeare: changes in rental between BP and actual rental 
Gates: Report was is permitted every year in the annual report to HCD; follow up with deed-
restricted units every year 
Mayor Blakespeare: Are we not circling back on non deed restricted units? Is there a way to 
assess what is happening in our city? 
Gates: Currently only track non deed restricted units when constructed. RHNA reduction is for 
new units put on the market. 
Gates to Kautz: For conversion of unit in the future to mod or low, can they be counted later 
down the road? 
Kautz: Rent can be accounted for at time of occupancy. 5 years later if a unit becomes 
affordable, it can’t be counted 
Gates: We can build in a check prior to certificate of occupancy. 
Sapau: 5 years down the road, rent is mod or low, can we count it? 
Kautz: No – building permit or occupancy. Can collect H-form at occupancy. Can go back and 
correct numbers – can make corrections between BP and Occupancy 
Councilmember Kranz: keep track of affordable units as years go by for community; even if 
RHNA doesn’t allow it; come up with strategy for surveying rents as years go by 
Hinze: responsible for preservation of affordable units; we need to become experts in what rent 
is being charged 
 
Public Comment 
Laney Kassis: nervous about being able to afford to live here; encourage funding for 
homelessness and rental assistance; extend eviction moratorium 
 



Presentation Continues 
 
Councilmember Mosca: Why do we start with notion that each site will produce 100% 
affordability?  
Kautz: State law says you have to identify sites that are suitable for affordable housing. If 20% 
were used, many more sites would need to be upzoned. State changed requirements that sites 
need to be suitable for affordable housing and now if sites are to actually develop affordable 
housing, cities have to make up the difference. Important to get an affordable housing project 
in the city. 
Councilmember Mosca: Suitability is 100% but developer is not forced to do more that law 
requires; if there’s not 100% affordability it is going to come back to with a series of continued 
upzoning. 
Kautz: Most cities assume all the sites will not develop; Encinitas is unusual in that there is a lot 
of development occurring. 
Councilmember Kranz: we are one of the first jurisdictions to have to comply with new state 
laws intended to increase housing production; want to upzone as few parcels as possible 
Kautz: could be an issue if a site becomes unsuitable ie landslide 
Councilmember Kranz: speaker talked about Prop A – would colleagues be willing to consider to 
run parallel track to put idea on ballot in 2022 to modify Prop A to allow HE to be approved 
without voter initiative? 
Mayor Blakespeare to Kautz: define by right? 
Kautz: By right means if it’s a project that has 20% affordable housing it is exempt from all city 
discretion review except design review, exempt from CEQA; does need Coastal Development 
permit 
Mayor Blakespeare: huge buffer of 1000 units; HCD argument collapses that we need a larger 
buffer; data collection related to affordableis critical – we need to preserve and get credit for all 
aff, making sure we are following up not just at BP but when it is actually built; data collection 
with ADU’s as well; we need an affordable housing housing project – at 100% 
Councilmember Kranz: suggest working with NCTD to explore aff housing development along 
rail corridor; look at model in Oceanside; further conversation with NCTD – parking lots owned 
by them and city hall property 
Councilmember Hinze: City needs skin in the game; supports both ideas from Kranz; looking at 
public comments - certain groups are overrepresented (homeowners and older folks), we need 
to find people in community that are lower income residents 
1st draft and 2nd draft – considerable effort is noted 
Ideas to reach the lower income population: holiday baskets program to reach people and work 
with school districts specifically dual immersion programs 
Councilmember Hubbard: support Kranz in working with NCTD and affordable by design 
Councilmember Mosca: happy with what staff put in front of us; support standing our ground in 
terms of inventory to HCD; identify impacts in circulation element; support putting skin in the 
game – move beyond what private sector can deliver; how can we put together project with 
100% affordability 



Councilmember Kranz: supports that city participates in project with 100% affordable– more 
than donating land; shared letter from HCD March 1990 addressing issue of voting on upzoning; 
remember that process started with general plan update 
Councilmember Mosca: El Camino Real Specific Plan first, then general plan 
Mayor Blakespeare to City Manager: next steps to pursue affordable housing project? 
City Manager: Kranz is correct to bring something before Council before staff is directed to do 
investigation 
Mayor Blakespeare: great idea 
Councilmember Mosca: Yes and contact affordable housing groups 
Councilmember Hubbard: L7 not good for low income but good to sell 
Mayor Blakespeare: Burn site is also available 
Councilmember Hubbard: Yes, would like to pursue burn site, maybe homeless tents there 
Councilmember Mosca: no homeless tents on that property - keep off list for now to see what 
has to happen to clean it up; look toward other parcels 
Councilmember Hubbard: great to start pushing on burn site – County has to pay for clean up 
 
 
 
 
 



To the Staff and Mayor and City Council – City of Encinitas, CA 

 

 

 Comments to the draft Sixth Cycle Housing Element 

 

Having read through the Draft of the Sixth Cycle Housing Element, the Faith in Action 

Ministry at St Andrew’s Episcopal Church offers the following comments focusing on 

policy issues which we think need further emphasis (or correction) in the Housing 

Element: 

 

 

• There seems to be too much emphasis on meeting (or exceeding) the RNHA 

total housing units requirements, while we believe that  greater focus should 

be placed on the #s of ‘truly affordable’ units which will be produced and 

available in the period covered by the Sixth Cycle.  The fact that more ‘Above 

Moderate’ income level housing will be built is no real help when there is 

already a fully adequate supply of housing available in the market or above 

market cost categories. 

• The #s of units which will be built in the Low and Very Low income levels is 

misleading for at least two reasons; first, the combining of Low and Very Low 

(not to mention Extremely Low) categories leaves the reader unclear as to how 

many units would be truly affordable for people making less than $50K per 

year.  Secondly, because of the ‘No Net Loss’ policy, it is clear that the #s of 

prospective ‘affordable’ units which would actually be built by developers on 

the designated sites is very likely to be only a fraction of the total projected 

possible affordable units shown in the current Draft. 

• All of this suggests (and the Draft recognizes) that additional sites will need to 

be added to truly succeed in producing meaningful numbers of affordable 

units.  We urge that the City look at City-owned property as well as property in 

Encinitas owned by the County and NCTD. 

• When looking at building affordable units, to the extent possible (particularly 

in Low and Moderate income levels) the focus should be on building units for 

sale (as opposed to rental) so that the people in Encinitas will avail themselves 

of the opportunity to build wealth through equity ownership of property, thus 

reducing wealth disparity. 

• Recognizing that convincing (through various incentives) private 

developers/land owners to build large #s of affordable units in an R-30 

development, and that non-profit or dedicated affordable housing developers 



need access to financing, the City should identify ways in which more public (or 

alternative) funding for such projects can be accumulated. 

• We applaud the creation of a Citizen’s Participation Process (CPP), but we think 

the problem of Community opposition should not be overlooked.  Any project 

proposed which would offer significant #s of truly affordable units is likely to 

face community opposition, and a program like CPP will need to be augmented 

to educate the public and create ‘buy-in’ from our community.  Non-profit 

organizations like ours could play an important role in such an education 

process. 

• The fact that there are currently 1030 people on the wait list for Sec. 8 Housing 

Choice Vouchers is disturbing. 

• We support encouraging use of ADU’s, manufactured or modular homes and 

‘Tiny-Homes’ to help meet the need for affordable housing. 

• We support the focus on Examining and Mitigating Barriers to Racial and Ethnic 

Equity                                                                                                                                              

 

 

 Respectfully Submitted, 

Faith in Action Ministry at St. Andrew’s Episcopal Church, Encinitas 

 

Adam Belt 

Rev. Richard Hogue 

Betsy Vaughn 

Dan Vaughn 

Gigi Miller 

Teresa Baggot Roberts (St John’s Catholic) 

Linda Nolton 

Virginia Sublett 

Jim Stiven 

Kathleen Stiven 

 

 



Jennifer Gates

From: Annemarie Clisby
Sent: Monday, November 16, 2020 10:25 AM
To: Jennifer Gates
Subject: FW: November 16 Council meeting, item 2a

 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Harold Loyd <haroldloyd99@gmail.com>  
Sent: Monday, November 16, 2020 9:52 AM 
To: Council Members <council@encinitasca.gov> 
Subject: November 16 Council meeting, item 2a 
 
[NOTICE:  Caution: External Email] 
 
Good Morning, 
 
My observations and comments on the planning process for the 6th cycle and resulting product are as follows: 
 
    While the need for more and affordable housing is obvious, it should be done in a way that is least harmful to the 
fragile ecosystems and the environment.  This includes high density housing built in proximity to transportation 
corridors, preservation of open spaces, adequate infrastructure and a requirement that new housing be green and 
efficient including building electrification.  We should take this opportunity to construct new residential buildings (that 
will be utilized more than 50 years) in the most environmentally friendly manner as possible. 
 
Thank you for your hard work and service to the City of Encinitas. 
 
Harold Standerfer 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sent from my iPad 



Jennifer Gates

From: Annemarie Clisby
Sent: Monday, November 16, 2020 2:24 PM
To: Jennifer Gates
Subject: FW: Housing Element: Sixth Cycle

 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Dianna Mansi Nunez <dianna.nunez@gmail.com>  
Sent: Monday, November 16, 2020 2:10 PM 
To: Council Members <council@encinitasca.gov> 
Subject: Housing Element: Sixth Cycle 
 
[NOTICE:  Caution: External Email] 
 
Dear Council, 
 
I am requesting that when considering the sixth Housing Element, that a priority be made that sufficient safe 
infrastructure be mandated with all sites considered for this Housing Element and all future Housing Elements. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Kind regards, 
Dianna Mansi Nunez 
 
 



Susan M. Sherod 

123 Camino De Las Flores 

Encinitas, CA 92024 

 

November 16, 2020 

 

Here is my Public Comment for City Council for the meeting for agenda item Case Number: PLCY-003816-

2020, 6th Cycle Housing Element Update. 

 

Dear Esteemed City Representatives, 

 

This letter is written to assist you in studying the 6th Housing Element (HE) Draft. The HE is deeply flawed.  

 

In the HE Draft, Appendix "C" Site Inventory Draft of the HE Draft , it shows that we are creating much 

market-rate housing by allowing developers density bonuses, but we are not providing the numbers of 

affordable dwellings intended when parcels were up-zoned to R30. I respectfully request the L7 site to be added 

back to the list and a removal of R30 as far as is possible from sites from the list. Please read on, to see why. 

 

Per Appendix C,: “As demonstrated in Table C-4, the City has received applications on approximately half of 

the sites which indicate the potential dwelling unit yield is much higher than anticipated during the City’s 

2019 HE update with proposed units exceeding the planned units by 70%.” “Whereas Table C-1 projected a 

unit yield of 847 units on these sites, developers have requested 1,453 units on these sites with the use of density 

bonuses.” “...the applications received to date do not contain as many units at the lower income level as 

projected, with 227 lower income units proposed compared with 847 projected. Information then adds that 

including ADU's, we do exceed the required number of affordable units, however. 

 

The Housing Density Bonus Law program of the State of California was created as a tool to add affordable 

housing near transit to be an environmentally sound development since locating affordable housing at transit 

locations should result in greatly reduced traffic, emissions and reduce the need for more roads and related 

infrastructure. The public transit service should happen every 15 minutes during rush hours. We do not have that 

type of public transit service in any location in Encinitas. Even if we put that aside, for the moment, the numbers 

do not compute for the volume of market rate dwelling units in the HE. 

 

On September 18, 2019, at a regularly scheduled meeting, the City Council approved the Agreement for 

Professional Consultant Services between the City of Encinitas and Kimley-Horn & Associates, Inc. (KHA), for 

work on the 6th Cycle Housing Element Update (2021-2029), which is due to HCD for certification by April 15, 

2021. Per the report paid for by the City of Encinitas to Kimley-Horn & Associates, Inc. (KHA) dated May 25, 

2018, the city had 4.4% growth from 2000-2010 and it is projected to experience 8.6% growth by 2050. It is 

unclear why growth would double. It is illogical that the city planned R30 Zones for so many new homes that it 

doesn't need. If we tackle this another way and we consider how many affordable homes are needed, based on 

the consultant Nexus report, just under one-third (29 percent) of Encinitas households earned low, very 

low or extremely low incomes. 

 

If we calculate it based on existing dwellings: (23,996 existing)*(29%) = 6,958.84 affordable homes. We would 

theoretically require (even though we can't know why so many more were estimated than the prior 4.4% growth) 

8.6% more by 2050 totaling to 7,557.30024, which is 7557-6959 = 598.3. Dividing by 30 years that is only 20 

affordable homes per year out of the 69 new homes per year to achieve 8.6% by 2030, so simply up-zoning 

single family detached homes solves the problem not only immediately, but for the foreseeable projection into 

2050 and beyond rather than creating unwieldy sprawl. Sprawl transforms the earth, and former agricultural 

community into covered over expanses of market-rate housing with hard covered walks, parking lots, and 

wastes enormous amounts of time and energy transporting an influx of people, goods, & services for it. We need 



public transit-oriented affordable housing density instead, with smaller dwellings that leave larger green areas 

undeveloped or only lightly developed. 

 

We should consider requiring 36% affordable as the alternative to the State Assembly Bill 2345 50%. 

 

Additionally, there is the Embarcadero Institute report, which showed that CA Housing Needs Assessment Used 

Incorrect vacancy rate and double counting, which exaggerates by more than 900,000 the number of units 

needed in SoCal, the Bay Area and the Sacramento Area.  

 

It is necessary to create a "Major Revision" to submit to HCD for the 6th Housing Element Draft due to all of 

the issues that are detailed in this correspondence. 

 

It is possible to have much smaller units such as a mix of single room occupancy, micro, and compact living 

units of 150 square feet up to 625 square feet. On public owned land up to 100% can be affordable dwelling 

units. 

. 

Please don't be fooled into allowing developers to create a lot of market rate housing sprawl instead of 

affordable housing. Encinitas is surrounded by the ocean, lagoons at each end and waterways inland and is a 

very fragile part of the California Coast. It is undeniably clear that without adequate public transit, and building 

affordably housing near to it, the character of this town will be forever altered and the earth will be covered and 

far less permeable, so that existing flooding problems increase dramatically. 

 

All My Best, 

Susan M. Sherod 
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A.4 Affordable and Fair Housing Questionnaire 

The survey and responses from City of Encinitas residents received are included within this 

appendices. 

  






































































































































































































































