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FROM:
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DATE:

January 15, 2021

RE:

Supplement to City Council Agenda Item 1 for the January 19, 2021 Meeting
to Describe Scenarios in Finalizing the 6th Cycle Housing Element Update
Due to Potential Outcomes of the Referendum on Ordinance 973 (North
Commercial Zone)

This memo is a supplement to Item 1 of the January 19, 2021 City Council meeting as a
result of the Monday, January 11, 2021 City Council meeting related to a Referendum of
North Commercial Ordinance 973. This memo explains the relationship between the
timing of the Referendum on North Commercial Ordinance 973 in process and the 6th
Cycle Housing Element Update (HEU) that is also in process. The purpose of this memo
is to provide background and facts for the City Council to consider at the January 19,
2021 meeting related to next steps in finalizing the 6th Cycle HEU. The 6th Cycle HEU is
due to the California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) for
certification by April 15, 2021. Finalizing the 6th Cycle HEU will require adoption of a
General Plan (Community Plan) Amendment and has certain other important timing
considerations for submittal of an adopted Housing Element to HCD for certification.
The planned allowance for multiple dwelling unit housing in the North Commercial Zone
at a density of 20 dwelling units per acre is currently a part of the City’s existing 5th Cycle
Housing Element (Program 2E) and proposed 6th Cycle HEU (Program 1A). In light of the
Referendum on North Commercial Ordinance 973, City staff has identified three potential
scenarios that should be considered as the City Council makes decisions related to next
steps.
Scenario #1 (Maintains the Proposed 6th Cycle Strategies and Avoids Penalties) –
This would allow the City to process minor modifications to the current draft 6th Cycle
HEU, which will allow the City to adopt a General Plan Amendment for the final Housing
Element and submit it to HCD by April 15, 2021, thereby avoiding State enforcement and
penalties. The assumed steps are as follows:
•

City Council adopts the General Plan Amendment for North Commercial (5th Cycle
Housing Element Programs 2E) and the two vacant “Watermark” parcels (5th Cycle
Housing Element Program 2G) on February 16, 2021. These will require a 4/5 vote.
City Council also adopts Ordinances for the Housing Element Implementation
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(HEI) Overlay Zone and Rezone (these are specific to Program 2G only) on March
1, 2021. These will require a 3/5 City Council vote. All of these actions were
unanimously recommended for City Council approval by the Planning Commission
at their meeting on January 12, 2021; and
•

Referendum is withdrawn by proponent as soon as possible (before April 2021);
and

•

California Coastal Commission (CCC) issues final certification for 5th Cycle
Housing Element Programs 2E and 2F (Professional Commercial Zone) by April
15. Both of these Local Coastal Program amendments (LCPA) are currently
pending CCC review. Also, the City submits the LCPA application for the related
Program 2G Ordinances to CCC for final certification by April 15, 2021.

Scenario #2 (Requires Changes to the 6th Cycle Contingencies and Assumes
Potential Penalties) – This would allow the City to process minor modifications, including
modifications to the existing “contingency plan” in the current draft 6th Cycle HEU (i.e.,
rezone of North Bluff and South Stratford if a Fairgrounds Housing Agreement were not
executed by April 2024), in order to accommodate a public vote on the Referendum that
would occur as soon as possible (e.g., June 2021). This would allow the City to adopt a
General Plan Amendment for the final 6th Cycle HEU and timely submit it to HCD by April
15, 2021, thereby minimizing the risk and scope of anticipated State penalties and
enforcement. The assumed steps are as follows:
•

City Council adopts the General Plan Amendment for North Commercial (5th Cycle
Housing Element Programs 2E) and the two vacant “Watermark” parcels (5th Cycle
Housing Element Program 2G) on February 16, 2021. These will require a 4/5 vote.
City Council also adopts Ordinances for the Housing Element Implementation
(HEI) Overlay Zone and Rezone (these are specific to Program 2G only) on March
1, 2021. These will require a 3/5 vote. All of these actions were unanimously
recommended for City Council approval by the Planning Commission at their
meeting on January 12, 2021; and

•

City sets a special election for a public vote on the Referendum to occur as soon
as possible (e.g., June 2021) with a fiscal impact estimated at $25,000; and

•

City modifies the 6th Cycle HEU to identify the three South Stratford vacant lots
(APNs 300-321-14, 301-010-01, and 301-010-02) as a “contingency rezone
requirement” with increased density to 25 dwelling units per acre (with an
associated yield of 25 affordable units) and “by-right” development to create
sufficient adequate sites (Govt Code 65583.2(h) and (i)). This “contingency rezone
requirement” is a result of State Housing law and necessary to replace 6th Cycle
Program 1A (North Commercial Zone) since Ordinance 973 is pending the result
of a public vote on the Referendum. The three South Stratford vacant lots were
previously analyzed as candidate sites in the certified 6th Cycle Program
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) and no further environmental analysis is
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anticipated as part of this action. If the Referendum does not pass a public vote,
then this modified contingency program would revert back to the originally
proposed Program 1E contingency rezone program included in the proposed 6th
Cycle HEU. If the Referendum does pass a public vote, then this modified
contingency program would need to be implemented via amendments to the
Community Plan, Zoning Code, and LCP within 180 days following the public vote.
This is a requirement of the State’s “No Net Loss” law (Govt Code 85863); and
•

City modifies the originally proposed contingency rezone program (Program 1E to
rezone six North Bluff lots) in the 6th Cycle HEU. This contingency program would
be required if Fairgrounds Housing Program 3A is not successfully implemented
within three years (by April 2024). The proposed modification would identify that
(pending the result of a public vote on the Referendum) density on the six North
Bluff lots (APNs 298-241-34, 298-241-29, 298-241-35, 298-241-36, 298-241-06,
298-241-07) would be increased to a contingency rezone to 25 dwelling units per
acre (with an associated yield of 61 affordable units) and “by-right” development
to create sufficient adequate sites (Govt Code 65583.2(h) and (i)). This
modification would be necessary as a result of State Housing law if the three
vacant South Stratford sites become otherwise encumbered due to a public vote
that nullifies North Commercial Program 1A. The six North Bluff vacant sites were
previously analyzed as candidate sites in the certified 6th Cycle PEIR; and

•

CCC issues final certification for 5th Cycle Program 2F (Professional Commercial
Zone) by April 15, 2021 and issues conditional certification for 5th Cycle Program
2E (North Commercial Zone) pending result of a public vote. Also, the City submits
the LCPA application for related 5th Cycle Program 2G Ordinances to CCC for final
certification by April 15, 2021.

Scenario #3 (Requires Substantive Changes to the 6th Cycle Strategies and
Assumes Significant Penalties) – This would allow the City to analyze more alternatives
to include in the 6th Cycle HEU. However, it also means that the City will miss the State’s
deadline for timely certification of the 6th Cycle HEU by April 15, 2021. Missing this
deadline carries significant penalties and consequences, as well as an associated
financial impact much greater than the estimated $25,000 cost to hold a special election
as soon as possible pursuant to Scenario #2. The assumed steps are as follows:
•

If a public vote on the Referendum is set for a later date, such as the next General
Election in November 2022, then HCD enforcement and penalties will be triggered;
and

•

The City will need to immediately address the State penalties and enforcement
actions taken by HCD at that time; and

•

Within 180 days, the City will need to establish a new Housing work program to
analyze and identify new rezone programs up to 20-25 dwelling units per acre and
“by-right” development to create sufficient adequate sites (Govt Code 65583.2(h)
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and (i)). These will be required to replace 32 affordable units currently being relied
upon in the proposed 6th Cycle housing strategies (Program 1A in the North
Commercial Zone). This is a requirement of the State’s “No Net Loss” law (Govt
Code 85863); and
•

The City may also need to include additional rezone programs to create adequate
sites for more than 32 affordable units to add to the City’s ability to affirmatively
further fair housing in the community above the minimum RHNA obligations for
lower income units (Govt Code 65583(c)(10)(A)). This requirement will depend on
the scope of the penalty and enforcement actions taken by HCD; and

•

The City will need to prioritize staffing resources and allocate additional Special
Projects budget. This is necessary to conduct policy and environmental analysis,
as well as community outreach, to address 5th Cycle and 6th Cycle penalties and
work program requirements. Further, the City will need to plan for a shift into a
four-year Housing Element cycle in lieu of the current eight-year cycle due to the
City missing the certification deadline for the 6th Cycle. This means that the City
will need to prepare and obtain certification for Housing Element updates for two
consecutive four-year cycles (may be expanded to three consecutive four-year
periods to catch up to the next eight-year cycle).

As identified in the Agenda Report for January 19, 2021, staff is seeking direction from
the City Council as to next steps for finalizing the 6th Cycle HEU in process. Also, staff
from HCD will be participating in the City Council meeting and will be available to help
provide further clarity on the Government Code requirements and remaining Housing
Element certification process to help manage expectations and facilitate City Council
decision making.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Gmail <clark2347@gmail.com>
Saturday, January 16, 2021 7:11 PM
City Clerk Mail Box
Rezoning North Commercial

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
To whom it may concern:
This communication is to respond at the Tuesday 1/19/2020 Del Mar City Council Mtg regarding the NC rezoning. As a
resident on San Dieguito Drive, we were warned by our Del Mar Fire Dept. some 20 years ago, to not call 911 in the
event of a canyon fire. We were instructed to get out as fast as possible because they likely would not be able to save us.
This was due to a narrow single access road with one way in and out. It seems contrary to any serious safety
considerations to plan developments that could make matters worse.
Yet, already, we have Watermark, a 48 unit development located right at the mouth of our access point, clearly putting
us at greater risk for exiting our community or getting necessary emergency responders. And now, the City Council of
2020, in all its wisdom, has decided the environmental fire risks of northern neighborhoods in Del Mar are not of any
value.
Will someone please make sense of this? We have yet to see the traffic mayhem of Watermark and the Del Mar
Fairgrounds summer activities combined. It is very likely the summer months will require relocating to a safer
community, similar to the Fire Dept that routinely moves their trucks to alternate locations during fairground
congestion.
Please end our nightmare. We are under-grounding our wires, the fire department moves their trucks, and Watermark
has yet to be built. I think San Dieguito has made their contribution to Del Mar congestion. It’s time for some other
community to help out.
Eric and Susan Clark
1441 San Dieguito Drive
619.742.1920
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Barbara <bfmyers@gmail.com>
Sunday, January 17, 2021 4:58 PM
City Clerk Mail Box
Terry Gaasterland; David Druker; Tracy Martinez; Dan Quirk; Dwight Worden
Red Dot re High Density Development

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
We are 35 year residents of Del Mar and have abided by the laws and rules of the city throughout our time. Thirty years
ago, we needed a consultant to help us through all of the regulations to do a small addition to our home. We completed
all the steps and did all that was required so it is with great dismay that we see the attempt to step over and around all
of the requirements to build high density projects. Over our years of living here, we have experienced increased traffic,
noise and risks to our safety. The Del Mar Fair was originally 15 days and is now a month long with traffic dangerously
impeding our access to our own home and even worse access to us by emergency vehicles. We have seen the races
increase in events and length of time and other high attendance events that again, endanger our safety. The addition of
the roundabout creates a traffic standstill during busy times and again risks or blocks access for emergency vehicles.
Every minute of delay for 911 services decreases the survival of the patient by 10% and that is a frightening statistic.
With all of these additions, no provisions or traffic control measures have taken place, thus the addition of large scale
developments in the very area of the busiest roads makes us fearful for our safety. It has gotten to the point that we
now try to go out of town on the busiest traffic days such as opening day of the races, part of the month of the fair, but
we’re unable to be gone a month so we must endure these days with trepidation.
How is it that building on a flood plain is even a possibility when the city has been trying to move Public Works and the
fire department off those very pieces of land? The EIR must be clearly outdated and was never certified for the
Watermark development so isn’t it clear that since the lagoon project has been completed, endangered species and
other species may have returned? It seems that all requirements must be met, especially when personal safety is
involved, traffic will increase exponentially without mitigation and views may be obstructed as well.
Thank you for listening and we hope you will be able to address these serious concerns for all residents of Del Mar to
protect our safety.
Sincerely,
Barbara & Doug Myers
2143 Heather Lane
Sent from my iPad
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Josie Miller <josieandjohn@gmail.com>
Monday, January 18, 2021 1:58 PM
City Clerk Mail Box
Terry Gaasterland; David Druker; Tracy Martinez; Dan Quirk; Dwight Worden
re: Red Dot Agenda item #1, North Commercial area, High Density Development

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

We reside on Heather Lane, south of the subject development, which is strictly a residential area.
It is my understanding that the North Commercial area is intended for commercial and
professional development that would provide services to the community. The General Plan
amendment would allow high density residential dwellings. This type of development would create
unbearable traffic and dangerous 911 emergency response delays.
Our traffic is at times very dangerous. The infrastructure for this type of development is inadequate
and would add a tremendous amount of new traffic creating more difficult situations. Our narrow,
one lane, roundabout barely handles normal traffic during the winter months and in the summer
months it causes more delays then I'm sure was not intended. How will the city mitigate these traffic
problems?
In addition to the traffic problems and the development in a flood plain, I am concerned that my view
of the ocean at dog beach will be obstructed. Del Mar has always protected our views, what about
now?

Thank you for your time and your attention to the concerns of the Del Mar residents.
Respectfully,
Josie Miller McMahon

John J. McMahon
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Angelina Neglia
Angie.neglia@gmail.com
(858) 945 8827

Red Dot Letter for City Council Meeting Tuesday January 19, 2021
regarding “Overlay Zone” and allowing up to 200 high density
apartment homes in the north end of Del Mar.
Dear City Council Members,
I am writing because I am very concerned about the City Planning Staff
trying to do an “Overlay Zone” to allow up to 200 high density
apartment housing from the Free Flight Sanctuary and all the properties
south of that, and it also allowing the Watermark property to have
multiple buildings standing 54 feet tall. I have attended the Watermark
“workshops” and was shocked at the height and density. I understand
their motivation is to build as many apartments they can on the land as
possible to increase their return on the property. This is not the same
goal as Del Mar.
I am concerned with both of these projects because firstly the land is
officially flood plain, so why would any city allow construction on a
flood plain next to the river? Also no matter what the builders say, that
they listen to the residents and have downsized their plans, I witnessed
the same scenario with One Paseo. That monstrosity is the downsized
version, which blocks out the sky. The developers just wore down the
residents and made minor changes to get the finished product they
wanted. The place is an eye sore and has terrible design elements and
has totally overbuilt that area of Carmel Valley and increased traffic.
We cannot just rubber stamp the “Overlay Zone” and think this will help
Del Mar in obtaining its Low Income housing commitment made by the
previous city council members. The streets cannot handle the increased
traffic during the Del Mar Fair, let alone having over 200 residents living
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at that intersection. There are one-lane streets in every direction at the
north end of town, and the round about is a still a hazard for large
trucks and the fire department, which impacts the fire department to
responding to calls to the south. I saw a large truck demolish one of the
lights at the round about just two weeks ago. So we have to question
who designed the dimensions of the round about when a truck or the
fire trucks cannot pass through safely without going up on to the curbs?
This oversight doesn’t give me a pleasant feeling that the City Planners
have taken into consideration the constraints of the streets, the river
plain, round about, safety of the residents in time of emergency, and
increased traffic in this area. I am totally against this plan as it needs to
be reviewed with fresh eyes, who aren’t driven just to add high density
low income housing to Del Mar just because the previous administration
made the ignorant decision to increase the number of low income
housing. We should not just rubber-stamp this.
The other issue is right now we don’t have any building or high density
housing at that end of town now, yet whenever the Fairgrounds has any
functions, including the Fair, Races, concerts, Holiday of Lights etc.,
Jimmy Durante and Camino Del Mar are always blocked. So adding this
amount of residences would compound the problem.
We as Del Mar citizens are bound to follow design rules and regulations,
so why shouldn’t the builders and developers follow the same rules? We
would not be allowed to build a home in a flood plain. The city would
require us to have the proper access to our home. We cannot be held
hostage as a city to big developers just to get tax revenue. We have to
find a happy medium for all parties, which include the tax paying
residents of Del Mar. We need to find a mutually acceptable option and
alternative.
Kind Regards
Angelina Neglia
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

amyacheshire@gmail.com
Monday, January 18, 2021 4:44 PM
City Clerk Mail Box
Red Dot Letter - January 19, 2021 MEETING - Agenda Item #1 - North Commercial
District

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

18 Jan 2021
Dear Del Mar City Council:
I am very concerned about up-zoning the North Commercial District.
The fire hazard in Crest Canyon is of great concern to me as a San Dieguito Drive resident. I volunteered to be
a member of the Undergrounding Committee so that I can help facilitate the process of undergrounding our
utilities and reduce the fire hazard in our community. Increased housing density in this area increases the fire
hazard. Ingress and egress for the Crest Canyon neighborhood is limited by the roundabout at San Dieguito
Drive and Jimmy Durante Blvd and the narrow road running along the lagoon. Emergency services (fire and
medical) would be delayed by traffic congestion at this intersection if there is an increase in housing density to
the level supported by up-zoning this area.
Sea level rise will soon be impacting this neighborhood. San Dieguito Drive is already underwater in places
and at times when peak tides coincide with rainfall. I understand that the North Commercial District is also part
of our Sea Level Rise Adaption Plan and I’m not sure how adding so many housing units in a flood zone that is
expected to be underwater eventually makes any sense.
I’m also very concerned about the sensitive habitat in our wetlands area. Increased traffic congestion and noise
and light pollution will have a negative impact on the wildlife living around the lagoon, as well as the humans.
I understand the need to develop a few parcels of land in our community with increased density to meet our
affordable housing goals but I think that up-zoning the entire North Commercial District creates a possibility of
massive over-building in this area and is unnecessary in order to reach our community goals and very possibly
dangerous to the current residents.
Sincerely,
Amy Cheshire
1561 San Dieguito Drive
Del Mar, CA 92014
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

becky beckywalkerinc.com <becky@beckywalkerinc.com>
Monday, January 18, 2021 5:08 PM
City Clerk Mail Box
Wade Walker
RED DOT LETTER - Rezoning North Commercial

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
RED DOT LETTER - Rezoning North Commercial District - Del Mar
TRAFFIC JAM AND FIRE EVACUATION OUT OF CREST CANYON: We live on Oribia Rd in Crest Canyon. Our only way in
and out of our neighborhood is along San Dieguito Rd and thru the round-about at Jimmy Durante and San Dieguito. By
adding the level of housing density that is being proposed (20 homes per acre) at the opening into and out of San
Dieguito, you are risking the lives of all that live in this Crest Canyon neighborhood (about 60 homes)! If we have to
evacuate in an emergency, the traffic backup alone could be the factor that determines our survival in a Crest Canyon
fire. Also, besides being able to evacuate, Emergency services (fire and medical) would be delayed by traffic congestion
at this intersection if there is an increase in housing density to the level supported by this re-zoning proposal.
FIRE HAZARD: The Crest Canyon is the highest risk fire area in Del Mar. Increased Density in this area will only increase
that risk.
FLOOD ZONE - the area slated for increased density in the North Commercial Zone has already been marked as an area
vulnerable to flooding with ongoing (and near future) sea level rise as a matter of fact.
Given these facts, it is impossible to understand how an environmental impact report would not site these issues and
deem this level of density as safe. Something simply doesn’t make sense.
With Grave Concern,
Wade Walker & Becky Walker
1440 Oribia Rd.
Del Mar, CA 92014
(619)884-6095
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

GOLDIE CLAUS <goldala@hotmail.com>
Tuesday, January 19, 2021 10:00 AM
City Clerk Mail Box
Terry Gaasterland; Dwight Worden; David Druker; dquirl@delmar.ca.us; Tracy Martinez
Red Dot Letter 1/19/21

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
We are writing this red dot letter to object to the overreaching and character altering development plans for the North area of Del Mar.
We have been enjoying the quaint town of Del Mar for over 20 years. The changes in the past has been reasonable thus far and has definitely improved the
city and it has been in alignment with the environment and small town character of this town.
Now this North side of Del Mar is being proposed to being overbuilt. The height restrictions, density, and lack of protection of environment, as well as safety
is about to come to fruition. Don’t we have enough problems with the Fair, Races, and concerts that have gotten longer, louder and more crowded. We on the
North will be extremely impacted and it is not fair.
A couple years ago we tried to remodel and include an elevator for our three story home, like other people in Del Mar has done. We were entirely within
code. We were denied by the Design Review Board on a subjective, whimsical decision (“we don’t like elevators that are on the outside of the house”). John
had a stroke a few years ago and we are in our 70’s and wanted to age in place in our home. There was no consideration for that. Also we were denied
skylights as they would put too much light out at night. Really? What would high density, 54 ft, structures do to the light?
Because of poor planning and disregard to codes and zoning laws, as well as pressure to add more affordable units, we are now faced with these behemoth
projects. I ask you to pursue alternative solutions and not greedy, overreaching projects. This would be impacting our section of the neighborhood
disproportionately. Be creative and distribute any reasonable changes throughout all of Del Mar not just to us here. Our tiny North neighborhood is being
forced to take the brunt of poor planning by the City of Del Mar in past years and it is disproportionally unfair.
Thank you for consideration of this letter.
Sincerely,
Goldie and John Claus
2037 Christy Lane
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Lucy Eskeland <nleskeland@gmail.com>
Tuesday, January 19, 2021 10:45 AM
City Clerk Mail Box
Terry Gaasterland; David Druker; Dwight Worden; Tracy Martinez; Dan Quirk
Item III-1) Housing Element

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear City Council Members:

This letter expresses our concern to the city planning staff’s draft to allow high-density housing from the Free
Flight Sanctuary and all the commercial area south of it.
It seems to us that the staff keeps ignoring the wishes of the majority of Del Mar residents who moved here for
the quietness and the beauty of the tiny city, including the San Dieguito Lagoon. It’s beyond our comprehension
why the staff believes a massive 200 apartment complex south of the lagoon, in addition to the Watermark
development, is good for Del Mar. This proposal would exponentially increase traffic (we strongly believe the
traffic assessment was flawed), noise, and pollution. Moreover, the large increase in population would cause an
additional hazard around the train tracks.
The area is also in the 100-year floodplain zone. Since underground parking isn’t allowed, would there be
enough parking spaces for the residents? Public transportation isn’t easily accessible. The proposal will also
impact wildlife in the San Dieguito Lagoon due to its proximity to the city compared to larger lagoons, such as
the expansive San Elijo Lagoon in Solana Beach or the Agua Hedionda Lagoon in Carlsbad. The people who
would primarily benefit are the developers and their representatives at the expense of the residents’ quality of
life.
Mayor Terry Gaasterland and council member Tracy Martinez are working hard on sensible alternatives that
will not significantly impact traffic, noise, pollution, and quality of life. We hope the staff would give them
serious consideration. A couple of suggestions: low density homes, each with an ADU, or an affordable one
level senior living community.
We purchased our home in Del Mar over twenty years ago for its beauty and serenity. Please, don’t ruin it for us
by ramming through this proposal.
Thank you,
Lucy and Steve Eskeland
2015 Seaview Ave
-DISCLAIMER: The information in this message is confidential and may be legally privileged. It is intended
solely for the addressee. Access to this message by anyone else is unauthorized. If you are not the
intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, or distribution of the message, or any action or omission
taken by you in reliance on it, is prohibited and may be unlawful. Please immediately contact the sender if
you have received this message in error.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ann Williamson <ann.williamson@gmail.com>
Tuesday, January 19, 2021 10:59 AM
City Clerk Mail Box
Red Dot Item 1, Monday Nov 18, 2021

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear City Clerk,
In regard to Item 1 City Council Meeting January 19, 2021, I believe it is a good idea to give the
Council time to find solutions to this complex task of providing low income housing while also
protecting the emergency fire evacuation routes for Crest Canyon neighborhood residents. There
may be some options to add trails for escape from the Canyon or escape routes through the
Watermark as I believe has been suggested. These need to be addressed carefully.
Thank you.
---Ann Williamon

1

1

January 19, 2021

Item 01

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Micah Mitrosky <mmitrosky@ibew569.org>
Tuesday, January 19, 2021 9:35 AM
City Clerk Mail Box
Gretchen Newsom; Jeremy Abrams
Public Comment - Special Meeting Item 2 CEA Product Offerings

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
Dear Mayor Gaasterland and Members of the City Council:
I am submitting these comments on behalf of IBEW Local Union 569 regarding potential Clean Energy Alliance Product
Offerings.
We support the minimum 50% renewable and 100% renewable products. Revenue generated from the premium in the
100% product can be set aside in a fund dedicated to local programs and projects in the service territory. Local
investments linked with job quality standards and community benefits agreements, prioritizing communities of concern,
can bring much-needed economic and environmental benefits to communities most in need.
It is concerning to see a proposal for a Minimum State Renewable Portfolio Standards product. In the December staff
report, CEA staff noted this is 36% in 2021 increasing to 39% in 2022. This is the wrong direction for our region and our
climate. It is also concerning to see a proposal for a 75% carbon-free product. Carbon-free can include nuclear or large
hydroelectric resources. Prioritizing local renewable energy projects here in our region that are truly clean and
renewable will maximize local job creation and economic benefits.
We urge you to reject the Minimum State Renewable Portfolio Standards product and the 75% carbon-free product and
move forward with the 50% and 100% product offerings as referenced above.
Thank you for your consideration.
Micah Mitrosky
Environmental Organizer
IBEW 569
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Paige DeCino <pdecino@hotmail.com>
Tuesday, January 19, 2021 11:19 AM
City Clerk Mail Box
Public comment Item 2 re CEA programs

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

City Clerk,
I'd like to submit the following comments for Item 2 at today's Special Meeting. Thank you.
Honorable Mayor and council members,
My name is Paige DeCino and I serve on the Community Advisory Committee for the Clean
Energy Alliance as one of Carlsbad’s representatives. Today you’re considering the different
product options for CEA customers with the default being 50% clean, renewable energy. After
listening to the December CEA board meeting and hearing about an option for 36% clean
energy called Local Impact, I’d like to give my two cents.
The 36% clean energy threshold is mandated by the CA Public Utilities Commission now for all
energy providers. Not all CA CCEs offer this ‘opt down’ option since the underlying reason for
the creation of CCEs is to reduce GHG emissions. Offering an option that is less than SDG&E’s
current 45% C free energy doesn’t make sense as it essentially is going in the wrong
direction. Keep in mind that global emissions continue to increase meaning jurisdictions need
to do more not less.
Presumably, residents who qualify for the Local Impact program have to be low income either
CARE or FERA participants. As you heard from Ms. Boswell, their discounts with SDG&E are
only for the transmission portion of their bill which is what SDG&E will continue to provide.
Unless CEA rates are higher than SDG&E these customers should be paying the same amount
as they were with SDG&E
I understand the social equity issue involved here – we don’t want the 11% at the lower income
levels to suffer financially when rolling over to CEA. But as explained above they shouldn’t be
paying more. However, if the CEA rates are higher, I suggest the CEA board look at other
creative ways to ensure CARE and FERA customers can be active participants in a climate
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solution without increasing regional GHG emissions. Getting the numbers to determine what
the cost differences should be for the different options would help in making a sound decision.
I conclude by pointing out that low-income, disadvantaged communities are those most likely
to suffer the ill effects of poor environmental conditions including climate change; we must
consider the benefits to public health from lower GHG emissions when making decisions before
you today, not just the financial component.

Thank you,
Paige DeCino
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Red Dot Letter for Item 2, January 19th City Council Meeting
Mayor Gaasterland, Deputy Mayor Worden, Councilmembers Druker, Martinez, and Quirk
The Climate Action Plan (CAP) adopted by the Council in June of 2016 sets a goal of 100% clean
energy by 2035. To reach that goal, the city must be in a position to decide energy purchase
options through their participation in the Clean Energy Alliance JPA. The CEA JPA is asking for
Del Mar’s input on this issue prior to launching service later this year.
I urge the council to support the 50% clean energy option (the “Green” option) as the default
product, as was agreed when the JPA was formed. I also urge support of the 100% clean energy
option (the “Clean” option) as an opt-up product.
I am strongly opposed to the opt-down 35.8% “clean” energy option for any customers. There
are three reasons why this is a bad idea.
1. SDG&E currently has about 46% clean energy in its energy supply. Anything less is going
backwards and is counter to Del Mar’s CAP.
2. The concern that SDG&E would artificially lower rates below those proposed for the CEA
default product was eliminated by the 4-0 vote by the California Public Utilities
Commission to reject the SDG&E plan last week.
3. The dirty option is not cheaper (see below), so reserve funds would be needed to
subsidize low-income customers. Once reserve funds are generated, these subsidies
could be used for low-income customers served with the default 50% clean product.
CCS = carbon capture (CC) with sequestration
LCOE = local cost of energy at point of use
DOE = US Department of Energy
Note that the delivered cost of Solar photovoltaic (PV),
wind (onshore), geothermal and hydro power are less
than CC natural gas.
Don Mosier, Rimini Road
CEA Community Advisory Commission Vice-Chair
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Respected Council Members,
I wanted to provide some substance to our discussion today. While I believe the following numbers and estimates are
reasonable and verified where possible, I submit them as my numbers and no one else’s. If there are inaccuracies or
mistakes, they are mine.
Utility undergrounding has been a top priority of our beautiful community for decades. In 2016, voters approved
Measure Q by a significant majority, with the most prominent goal to bury utility lines. In the 4+ years since then, we
have collected nearly $10 million, but buried no lines. The project was paused in March 2020 as a result of the
coronavirus pandemic even though there was money in the Q Reserve and reasonably healthy Measure Q inflows have
continued since then.
Before you today is a recommendation to have Council direct the City Manager to bring back options for us on
restarting. I am fully supportive of doing this, but I want to provide some specifics that should shape our discussion and
future action items:
Decision #1:
Approve the City Manager to hire a temporary/part-time/contract employee to work on undergrounding related
activities, paid for out of Measure Q funds.
Decision #2:
Restart what Council paused last March, which is the district formation and design work for two identified neighborhood
projects, Stratford (1A) and Crest (X1A). It is my expectation that the cost to get construction-ready designs from SDG&E
for both projects will be around $600,000 and that the time required to form the districts and complete the designs is
12-18 months. This is why we need to start moving on this today.
Decision #3:
It has been recently brought to my and Mayor Gaasterland's attention that many months ago resident Bettina Experton
decided to pay a fee to get an SDG&E design for her neighborhood, 10th-Tewa-Klish. She received finalized constructionready documents from SDG&E in early January 2021. This project is fairly small at about 1,400 linear feet, and the
$130,230 cost figure that SDG&E provided for its part is quite low on a per foot basis (about $93 per linear foot). It is a
strong indication that undergrounding throughout the City is going to be at the very low end of the cost range. This is
excellent news. Ms. Experton was also able to rapidly organize all of the residents on this project who have overhead
connections to their homes (“laterals”) to acknowledge in writing their responsibility in paying for the cost to bury the
lateral lines. This is also extremely encouraging because it demonstrates that the communication/resident component of
undergrounding can be easy and fast.
Undergrounding of utility lines includes not only SDG&E, but cable and telecom. Our City attorney has stated in the past
that the legal franchise agreements that the cable and telecom companies have with the City indicate that should the
City embark on an effort to bury its SDG&E lines, the cable and telecom companies are responsible for the cost of
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burying their own lines. (By contrast, when private individuals bury powerlines, the individuals must pay for this cost.)
Since the City is paying for the cost to build the trench to underground the SDG&E lines, there may be an opportunity for
the City to charge the cable and telecom companies to go into the SDG&E trench. This is excellent news because it will
further reduce the cost to the City and taxpayers. However, there is a little bit of uncertainty on how the specifics of this
will all work. By settling these details with this project, we will be able to move much faster on all future undergrounding
projects. My overall expectation for this project is that it would cost the City approximately $300,000 and that it can be
completed in less than six months, while we wait for the design work to be completed on the Stratford and Crest
projects.
Finances & Measure Q:
As of December 31, 2020, there was a healthy $1.9 million in the Measure Q fund, excluding the $500,000 that was
transferred to the general fund in April 2020. Prior to COVID, the Measure Q fund was generating about $2.9 million
annually. (It dropped to around half of that with COVID.) Assuming some normalization to the economy in the second
half of 2021, it is quite possible that the fund would have about $3.5 million by December 31, 2021. The projects
described above would cost about $900,000 in aggregate over the next 12 months, or well below the $1.9 million in the
Measure Q fund today. There is effectively no financial risk in proceeding. This is an easy decision. On the other hand, by
continuing to delay, we do a sharp disservice to all of the residents who passed Measure Q and have been advocating to
get these dangerous and unsightly powerlines buried.
We are long overdue. We have to start somewhere. The time to act is now.
Respectfully,
Dan Quirk
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