
March 7, 2023 
 
Camila Eastland 
Land Use/Environmental Planner 
San Diego County Planning & Development Services 
5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310 
San Diego, CA  92123 
 
RE: Draft County Inclusionary Housing Ordinance 
 
Dear Camila, 
 
The Building Industry Association of San Diego County is comprised of 650 member 
companies representing a workforce of more than 30,000 individuals throughout San 
Diego. We have reviewed  the draft Inclusionary Housing Ordinance and the AECOM 
Economic Analysis and offer the following comments and recommendations.  
 
Despite state and local efforts, the housing shortage continues to stymie the region. Final 
production numbers show that 500 fewer units were created in 2022 than in 2021. San 
Diego, Chula Vista and the unincorporated area account for 73% of county-wide housing 
production. Housing does not meet demand and construction costs continue to escalate 
thanks to higher interest rates and added regulations. 
 
The BIA remains concerned that the cumulative effect of multiple County initiatives will 
result in less housing being produced in the unincorporated area. With a myriad of 
intangibles and absent their cost implications on new development, it is nearly impossible 
to determine the economic viability of an inclusionary program and its impact on land 
values.  
 
As it pertains to an inclusionary program, the economic analysis failed to include the 
impact of the County’s Vehicle Miles Traveled program so the overall impact remains 
unknown. The BIA maintains that the County adopted requirements pose such a 
significant hardship that areas outside of VMT efficient/infill designations will be rendered 
economically infeasible for any meaningful development. County staff acknowledged as 
much during the March 1, 2023 VMT update to the Board of Supervisors.  
 
The latest data from the Construction Industry Research Board that tracks permit activity 
in jurisdictions throughout California found that in the first nine months of 2022, the 
unincorporated area was averaging 60 multifamily unit permits per month.  However, 
following the passage of  the Transportation Study Guide that implemented  VMT in 
September, only 8 multi-family permits were issued over the remaining four months of 
2022. Clearly VMT is having an impact.  
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The analysis assumes that landowners will “absorb up to  a 30% loss in value”  (page 62, 
section 1.) that would accompany an inclusionary requirement. The BIA finds this to be 
an unrealistic expectation as property owners are under no obligation to sell to home 
providers. An analysis of land transactions in the City of San Diego during their 
inclusionary update found that just 18% of land transactions went to home providers. 
The more regulatory impediments placed on the residential market, the less attractive 
housing becomes to land sellers. They are likely to  delay selling until the price meets 
their expectations further constraining home  building opportunities.   
 
The analysis also fails to acknowledge land value impacts necessary to comply with the 
Climate Action Plan, Decarbonization Framework, Smart Growth Alternatives and 
proposed Community Benefit Agreements. The County has also failed to amend zoning 
to conform with the General Plan, adopted in 2011. The absence of such information 
creates significant uncertainty and is a major disincentive for investment in the 
unincorporated area.    
 
As representatives of the regulated community, we strongly recommend that the County 
refrain from any inclusionary implementation until the cost implications of the 
aforementioned issues are clearly analyzed.    
 
Land use is not a one-size-fits-all exercise due to a host of variables. In-Lieu fees are an 
essential option and should not be limited to project size. The range referenced in the 
economic analysis is excessive given the economic realities of the unincorporated area in 
terms of land values and housing costs.  A $25 per square foot In-Lieu fee equates to a 
$62,500 tax on a typical 2,500 square foot home which adds $395 per month to a 
mortgage payment at 6% interest.   
 
Any inclusionary program must also provide an off-site option. The off-site option allows 
affordable housing developers to use their expertise to increase economies of scale that 
attracts additional state and federal revenues and provide in house services for residents 
that is lacking in the unincorporated area. As such, home providers should not be 
penalized with an additional percentage requirement for off-site units. With limited areas 
due to VMT, locations should be expanded to outside VMT efficient areas considering 
affordable projects are exempt from VMT mandates. 
 
The economic analysis concludes that the absence of incentives “may suppress overall 
production”, (page 16, section 3.3.2). However, the draft ordinance lacks specificity on 
developer incentives and what is mentioned is limited to specific production and 
affordability levels.  Expedited project review is subjective and open ended.  Deadline 
specific processing would be better suited with projects deemed approved if the County 
fails to make the deadline.  Approval times of 30, 60, or 90 days would be an attractive 
incentive. Additional density bonuses, self-certification and by-right processing are areas 
that can significantly improve development times if implemented properly. 
 



The need for expedited processing was acknowledged during the VMT discussions. How 
does the County plan to differentiate processing incentives between inclusionary projects 
and projects within VMT/Infill Efficient areas?  Staff has already begun to explore expedite 
programs for VMT/Infill areas. The BIA is prepared to work with the County to determine 
appropriate incentives. It is critical that incentives and offsets be implemented 
concurrently with any inclusionary program.   
 
Lastly, any inclusionary program must include a phase in period as referenced in the 
economic analysis. “A phasing-in of program parameters and/or minimum thresholds may 
help ensure a smooth transition for transactions and projects currently under 
development or in process.” (page 16, section 6.2.1.3). The City of San Diego’s most recent 
Inclusionary update was implemented over a 5-year period to help mitigate the negative 
impacts of the program.  The BIA supports a similar 5-year phase in of affordability levels 
and fees.  
 
The County must also protect the economic viability of projects already in the pipeline. 
Those with a development application or ministerial application deemed complete must 
be exempt from the new requirement as they would have been submitted prior to the 
implementation of a costly inclusionary program. 
 
The BIA understands the County’s desire to address the housing crisis, but the cumulative 
economic impact of pending regulations needs to be vetted to asses their overall impact 
on housing costs and production. The BIA remains committed to working with the County 
to ensure such endeavors do not adversely affect housing availability. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Matthew J. Adams 
Vice President 
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Gaines, Georgina

From: Howard Blackson <hblackson@avrpstudios.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 15, 2023 8:35 PM
To: Easland, Camila
Cc: Talleh, Rami; Madrid, Michael; Lieberman, Tara
Subject: [External] RE: Inclusionary Labor Incentive Idea

Camila/All, 
Thank you for asking. The idea is intended to try to solve for the question over how to incentivize union/prevailing wage 
labor that is perceived as too expensive to building market rate housing. So, what more can we do to incentivize new 
development that builds affordable housing and provide jobs? Inclusionary Zoning, with its incentives and waivers, 
essentially waives the existing bad zoning rules, which is a good thing. SB6 and AB2011 are going to require labor and in 
response I recommend considering/making better the following: 
  

1. Expand the use and effectiveness of the County’s self‐certify planning/entitlement program. Because the IZ 
program will waive development regulations, such as setbacks, heights, densities, etc.. So self‐certification is the 
only incentives available for labor. 

  
2. Enable and expand full self‐certification for entitlement and plan reviews processes IF: 

               ‐ Professionally licensed architecture, engineer, land survey, 
               ‐ Proposing >4 units 
               ‐ Enroll in AH IZ program and meet IZ AMI percentage targets program. 
               ‐ and Sign a Prevailing Wage agreement with Construction Contractor(s) 
               THEN, you can self‐certify 
  

3. Enable and expand full self‐certification for entitlement and plan review processes IF: 
               ‐ Professionally licensed architecture, engineer, land survey, 
               ‐ Proposing >4 units 
               ‐ Enroll in and meet a Supervisor targets program (such as 3‐bedroom units, or <30%AMI). 
               ‐ and Sign a Skilled and Trained Workforce requirements agreement with Construction Contractor(s) 
               THEN, you can self‐certify and not build AH. 
  
This idea is to use the time saved with self‐certification to incentivize the types of developments the Supervisor’s office 
wants. It builds our labor pool and makes for more well‐paid jobs in San Diego for more San Diegans. And it’s intended 
to help us incentivize the deemed too expensive labor market.  
 
I have asked state and local advocates if anyone has seen anything like this and I haven’t found any. I have proposed this 
to the Building Industry Association (BIA) Policy Committee who are formulating a formal response. 
 
And I think it’s a great idea. What do you think?!? 
 
Cheers! ‐ Howard 
 
 

From: Easland, Camila <Camila.Easland@sdcounty.ca.gov>  
Sent: Monday, February 27, 2023 10:59 AM 
To: Howard Blackson <hblackson@avrpstudios.com> 
Cc: Talleh, Rami <Rami.Talleh@sdcounty.ca.gov>; Madrid, Michael <Michael.Madrid@sdcounty.ca.gov>; Lieberman, 
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Tara <Tara.Lieberman@sdcounty.ca.gov> 
Subject: RE: Inclusionary Labor Incentive Idea 
 
Hi Mr. Backson,  
 
Thank you so much for sharing your recommendations.  
 
Could you please provide some examples of incentives and development standard waivers that you are recommending? 
Are they essentially the same (e.g., height increase, setback reduction, etc.)? 
 
Regarding the labor agreement, are you recommending that we add this as something the developer can elect to do in 
order to access additional incentives? Do you know of any other jurisdictions that have a similar model as part of their 
inclusionary housing program? As you pointed out, this is a model used in CA law (e.g., Sb 35, AB 2011, etc.), but It 
would be helpful to check an inclusionary housing program with similar features.  
 
Also, we will hold a public meeting on 3/1 at 6 PM. I hope you can join the meeting. Registration link: 
https://us06web.zoom.us/j/86885723040   
 
Thank you! 
 
Best regards,  
 
Camila Easland  
Pronouns: she/her/hers 
Land Use / Environmental Planner, Long Range Planning 
Planning & Development Services 
5510 Overland Ave., Suite 310, San Diego, CA, 92123 
camila.easland@sdcounty.ca.gov 
(619) 323‐7362 
 

 

For local information and daily updates on COVID-19, 
please visit www.coronavirus-sd.com. To receive 
updates via text, send COSD COVID19 to 468-311. 
 

 

 

 
 
 

From: Howard Blackson <hblackson@avrpstudios.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, February 21, 2023 1:08 PM 
To: Lynch, Dahvia <Dahvia.Lynch@sdcounty.ca.gov> 
Subject: [External] Inclusionary Labor Incentive Idea 
 
Dahvia, 
I saw your Inclusionary Housing program. Here’s a new idea I’d like to share for your consideration: 
 
Step 1, think in terms of standards Inclusionary Housing programs. 
Step 2, think in terms of IH development carrot percentages (for example):            
               ‐ 10% AH at 80% AMI = 1 Incentive + 5 Development Standard Waivers  
               ‐ 20% AH at 30% AMI = 3 Incentives + Unlimited Dev Stnd Waivers 
 
Step 3, think in terms of Labor Agreement Types Incentives (for example):             
               ‐ Prevailing Wage (20% AH @ 80% AMI) = 1 incentive + 3 Development Standard Waivers 
               ‐ Apprenticeship program + Prevailing Wage (20% AH @ 80%AMI) = 3 Incentives + 5 Development Stnd Waivers 
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               ‐ Project Labor Agreement + Prevailing Wages + Apprentice (20% @80AMI) = 5 Incentives + Unlimited Stnd 
Waivers 
 
What I think I’m fixing are the following: 
               ‐ Add labor without drastically limiting AH % options on‐site, such as SB6 = 10% AH, and AB2011 = 28% AH 
               ‐ Addressing the Building Industry financing concerns by incentivizing new labor agreements. 
               ‐ Making labor strong in CA, adding good low‐skilled paying jobs, improving construction standards  
 
Have you seen any development incentives for labor agreements before? If I didn’t explain this well enough, please ask 
as it’s an idea at this point. Again, thank you for your time and consideration. 
 

Howard M. Blackson III, CNUac 
Director of Urban Design 
AVRP Studios 
Mobile  (619) 955.2559 
www.howardblackson.com 
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Easland, Camila

From: Billie johnson.jr <got40acresyet@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, February 3, 2023 11:00 PM
To: Easland, Camila
Subject: Re: [External] failure of inclusion reason for homeless crisis

Thank you, Yes i would like to provide more views on this very important issue of how the OPTION OUT is a direct cause 
of today Crisis of unsheltered. Question will you be providing actual data of the number of affordable housings provided 
to date Then comparing THE OPTION fee amount that went to housing authority. for section 8. Will you be pointing out 
the role reduction of the single occupancy housing contributed to unsheltered by reducing the inventory of affordable 
housing, sadly was replace with middles classes housing. Will you explain why the THE OPTION FEE percentage has been 
allowed to be reduce? What is the goal of the amount of housing units under the inclusionary ordinance? Why do 
officials always speak terms of millions of dollars instead of units built You aware how developers of affordable housing 
project using every incentive but build the minimum amount affordable unit of smaller size? please provide facts to 
compare if inclusion ordinance provides measurable unit please consider stopping the option out fee because those of 
minority community feel the potion if offense trying keep us south of 8 freeway. when is the zoom meeting?  
 
On Thu, Feb 2, 2023 at 12:38 PM Easland, Camila <Camila.Easland@sdcounty.ca.gov> wrote: 

Hello,  

  

Thank you so much for your feedback. This email is to confirm that your input has been recorded. Please let me know if 
you would like to provide additional feedback. 

  

Thank you! 

  

Best regards,  

  

Camila Easland  

Pronouns: she/her/hers 

Land Use / Environmental Planner, Long Range Planning 

Planning & Development Services 

5510 Overland Ave., Suite 310, San Diego, CA, 92123 

camila.easland@sdcounty.ca.gov 

(619) 323‐7362 
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For local information and daily updates on COVID-19, 
please visit www.coronavirus-sd.com. To receive 
updates via text, send COSD COVID19 to 468-311. 

  

 

  

  

  

From: Billie johnson.jr <got40acresyet@gmail.com>  
Sent: Sunday, January 22, 2023 9:04 PM 
To: Long Range Planning, PDS <PDS.LongRangePlanning@sdcounty.ca.gov> 
Subject: [External] failure of inclusion reason for homeless crisis 

  

it is joke having the  option instead low income housing to just  paying in to housing authority fee less than 1% so  not 
to  have poor people live north of 8 highway,Just think if inclusion was enforce instead of  weaken  During the home 
boom  downtown ,north county south county eastlake ocean development near highway 905 how many thousand 
housing would available Not to mention city council getting rd single occupancy for low income it the shame of elect 
office who fail the homeless so middle class america can feel safe not live next to poor people shane on you 



 
Via email:  

➢ 

➢ 

➢ 

mailto:camila.easland@sdcounty.ca.gov
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Gaines, Georgina

From: Easland, Camila
Sent: Monday, February 27, 2023 10:59 AM
To: hblackson@avrpstudios.com
Cc: Talleh, Rami; Madrid, Michael; Lieberman, Tara
Subject: RE: Inclusionary Labor Incentive Idea

Hi Mr. Backson,  
 
Thank you so much for sharing your recommendations.  
 
Could you please provide some examples of incentives and development standard waivers that you are recommending? 
Are they essentially the same (e.g., height increase, setback reduction, etc.)? 
 
Regarding the labor agreement, are you recommending that we add this as something the developer can elect to do in 
order to access additional incentives? Do you know of any other jurisdictions that have a similar model as part of their 
inclusionary housing program? As you pointed out, this is a model used in CA law (e.g., Sb 35, AB 2011, etc.), but It 
would be helpful to check an inclusionary housing program with similar features.  
 
Also, we will hold a public meeting on 3/1 at 6 PM. I hope you can join the meeting. Registration link: 
https://us06web.zoom.us/j/86885723040   
 
Thank you! 
 
Best regards,  
 
Camila Easland  
Pronouns: she/her/hers 
Land Use / Environmental Planner, Long Range Planning 
Planning & Development Services 
5510 Overland Ave., Suite 310, San Diego, CA, 92123 
camila.easland@sdcounty.ca.gov 
(619) 323‐7362 
 

 

For local information and daily updates on COVID-19, 
please visit www.coronavirus-sd.com. To receive 
updates via text, send COSD COVID19 to 468-311. 
 

 

 

 
 
 

From: Howard Blackson <hblackson@avrpstudios.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, February 21, 2023 1:08 PM 
To: Lynch, Dahvia <Dahvia.Lynch@sdcounty.ca.gov> 
Subject: [External] Inclusionary Labor Incentive Idea 
 
Dahvia, 
I saw your Inclusionary Housing program. Here’s a new idea I’d like to share for your consideration: 
 
Step 1, think in terms of standards Inclusionary Housing programs. 
Step 2, think in terms of IH development carrot percentages (for example):            
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               ‐ 10% AH at 80% AMI = 1 Incentive + 5 Development Standard Waivers  
               ‐ 20% AH at 30% AMI = 3 Incentives + Unlimited Dev Stnd Waivers 
 
Step 3, think in terms of Labor Agreement Types Incentives (for example):             
               ‐ Prevailing Wage (20% AH @ 80% AMI) = 1 incentive + 3 Development Standard Waivers 
               ‐ Apprenticeship program + Prevailing Wage (20% AH @ 80%AMI) = 3 Incentives + 5 Development Stnd Waivers 
               ‐ Project Labor Agreement + Prevailing Wages + Apprentice (20% @80AMI) = 5 Incentives + Unlimited Stnd 
Waivers 
 
What I think I’m fixing are the following: 
               ‐ Add labor without drastically limiting AH % options on‐site, such as SB6 = 10% AH, and AB2011 = 28% AH 
               ‐ Addressing the Building Industry financing concerns by incentivizing new labor agreements. 
               ‐ Making labor strong in CA, adding good low‐skilled paying jobs, improving construction standards  
 
Have you seen any development incentives for labor agreements before? If I didn’t explain this well enough, please ask 
as it’s an idea at this point. Again, thank you for your time and consideration. 
 

Howard M. Blackson III, CNUac 
Director of Urban Design 
AVRP Studios 
Mobile  (619) 955.2559 
www.howardblackson.com 
 



San Diego Inclusionary Housing Program  
Draft Ordinance Comment (POD-20-007) 

Michelle Krug 
 

Accessibility:  There is no mention of accessibility married to the affordability.  This is a 
major problem.  For the disabled community, this is a very significant oversight.  My 
request is that a minimum 50 percent of the affordable housing should likewise be 
accessible and that there be incentives to promote construction of additional accessible 
units beyond that minimum.   

Definitions, Section 1100 of the Zoning Ordinance, subsections 2 &3 (Page 2)   

• Clarification: Is purchase mortgage insurance included in the “monthly housing 
payments” calculation? 

• Issue:  Please add to the definition of Rehabilitated Dwelling Unit, after the word 
mobilehome, “as defined in Civil Code section 798.3, subsections a and b.”  

Applicability, Section 6341.b, subsection 1 (Page 3-4)   

• Preference on options:  Prefer option 1 over the other two options. 

Affordable Housing Unit Compliance, Section 6341.c, subsection 1 (Page 4-5)   

• Comment of Tables: “Example of calculation for a project” would be easier to understand 
if 100 units was used and the same number of units was used for all three scenarios (rent, 
sale, and general plan).   
 

• Inquiry:  I need information about how the economically feasible scenarios were 
calculated.  It does not make sense that the same 5% percent for both extremely low and 
very low income categories are deemed “economically feasible.”  We should be able to 
include more very low to be economically feasible. 
 

• For the General Plan Compliant for Rent:  Want an option that includes all four categories 
of AMI, including “extremely low-income.”  Of all the options, that are currently listed, I 
prefer the 5% very low + 5% low + 10% moderate (21a) option. 
 

• For the General Plan Compliant for Sale:  Want an option that includes all four categories 
of AMI, including “extremely low-income.”  Of all the options, that are currently listed, I 
prefer the 5% low + 10% moderate (18a) option. 
 

• Duration of Affordability: Really like the 55 years deed requirement! 

In Lieu Fees, Section 6341.1d, subsection 1 (Page 6-7)   

• Issue: No amounts are listed for how much the in lieu fees should be. (Should cost double 
what it cost to build it.)  Unclear how the in lieu fees are calculated. 
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• Issue:  In lieu fees do not generate housing.  Against any in lieu fees in exchange for 
housing.  Housing is the crisis.  Opposed to all three options under this subsection (100% 
under 10 units, 100 percent, and fractional). 

• Issue: Affordable housing inclusionary fund should be able to rehab housing, as well.   
• Issue:  All money should go the rehabbing or construction of affordable housing.  Money 

should be used to build housing.  Should not use it for administration and enforcement 
direct costs.  

Off-Site Construction, Section 6341.1d, subsection 2 (Page 7)   

• Issue: For the exceptions to the one-mile requirement, only support exception where the 
additional 5 percent of the housing is restricted to building for a lower AMI--for 0 to 60 
percent AMI. 

Land Donation, Section 6341.1d, subsection 4 (Page 9)   

• Issue:  Why is there a restriction on the donation of land where the property was 
improved with a residential use in the last five years prior to the submission of a land 
donation proposal? 

• Issue: One of the major goals of housing inclusivity, is to mix people’s income levels up.  
Low-income living near medium income.  Building off-site should be generally 
discouraged to avoid this separation of income-levels.   

• Issue:  The same ambiguity regarding the in lieu fees and how those fees are calculated 
make this section difficult to assess. 

Rehabilitation, Section 6341.1d, subsection 5 (Page 10)   

• Issue: Don’t take 100 percent affordable housing units and turn them into less than 100 
percent affordable housing.  (eg. PQ Village). 
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