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•Contention
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• Identified Deficiencies in Process / Code
• Next Steps
•Draft Revisions to Consider

Outline



Private commercial student housing complexes are not 
adequately addressed by the Municipal Code and do not 
support existing established neighborhoods.

Why Is This Important?

• State Attorney General 2003 Opinion established that 
“preserving the residential character of a neighborhood is a 
legitimate government purpose that may be reasonably 
achieved by prohibiting commercial enterprises such as 
operating a boarding house business.”  

• Housing Products such as BLVD63 do not support long-term 
and permanent residency or families, and more closely 
resembles a boarding house than family dwellings.

Contention



What is the Character of Rolando?



• Stable predominantly Single-Family neighborhood 
established in 1926

• Long-Term and Second Generation Residents
• Pride in Community; Well Maintained Homes

What is the Character of Rolando?



• Pedestrian Oriented

• Neighbors Know Each Other

What is the Character of Rolando?



• Abundant Community Participation & Volunteer Efforts

What is the Character of Rolando?



• 2005-2007? Community vociferously responds 
negatively to multiple potential developers who 
indicate desire to build student housing

• 200X – xx residents submit a petition which is 
well received by the City

• April 2006 Douglas Wilson multi-use project is 
approved after extensive community 
collaboration

• 200X 8.93 acre shopping center demolished

• 200x project goes on hold due to economy and 
the property goes back to the bank

•2012 Carmel Partners buys property, ensures 
residents they will build something very similar 
to the Douglas Wilson project

A Short Project Site History



Focus on Neighborhood / Collaborative Spirit
• “This project has overwhelming community support and 

will serve as an excellent springboard to bring additional 
housing, services and commercial opportunities to area 
residents.” – Jim Madaffer, City Council

• “They (developer) worked with the community, with the 
neighborhood groups.  I’ve never had smaller projects go 
through so well.”  - Tracy Reed, Redevelopment Agency

• “We look forward  to continuing our work with the 
developer and the community to ensure that this 
proposed project, as well as future projects, enhances 
the neighborhood and stimulates additional 
revitalization.” – Debra Fischle-Faulk, Redevelopment 
Agency

Douglas Wilson Project



Focus on Neighborhood / Collaborative Spirit
• ‘Wilson said he hopes his project will establish a tone for 

redevelopment in the area.  “We have a bit of a reputation 
for finding areas about to go through a renaissance,” he 
said.  “There’s so much potential there.”

• ‘According to Wilson, projects attractive to his 
company….have an affordable for-sale housing 
component, are located within redevelopment areas and 
have neighborhood enhancement elements.’

Douglas Wilson Project



Elevation of Flats facing El Cajon Blvd

What We Expected
(Douglas Wilson Project)



Color Rendering of Flats facing El Cajon Blvd

What We Expected
(Douglas Wilson Project)



Elevation on El Cajon Boulevard

What We Got
(BLVD63)



Elevation of Townhomes ‘A’ facing Neighborhood

What We Expected
(Douglas Wilson Project)



Elevation facing Neighborhood

What We Got
(BLVD63)



Elevation of Townhomes ‘B’ facing Neighborhood

What We Expected
(Douglas Wilson Project)



Elevation facing Neighborhood

What We Got
(BLVD63)



What We Expected
(Douglas Wilson Project)

• Wraparound with 4-story main 
building on El Cajon, and 3-story 
Townhomes in clusters facing 
neighborhood

• 312 Residential Units (including 47 
affordable for families earning 100% 
Area Median Income)

• 97 Townhomes
• 204 Flats
• 11 Live/Work Lofts
• 4,000 SF Commercial

• “Pedestrian-oriented mixed-use 
project which will include market rate 
and critically-needed affordable 
housing units.”    (April 6, 2006 News 
Release, Redevelopment Agency)



What We Got
(BLVD63)

• All buildings 4-stories, minimal 
setbacks on all sides

• Units face inward with backs to 
neighborhood

• 332 Units  - No affordable housing
• 59 1-bedroom units
• 109 2-bedroom units
• 18 3-bedroom units
• 146 4-bedroom units
• 10,000 SF Commercial



What is the Character of BLVD63?

• Living 101 

• Resort Style

• “Maxed Out Style”

• “A Permanent Staycation”

• No Amenities for Children

• “Luxury”…but fully furnished



What is the Character of BLVD63?

• Student Oriented

•Even Roommates May Not Know Each Other



What is the Character of BLVD63?

•Dual and Divided Closets

• Bedrooms designed for multiple tenants



What is the Character of BLVD63?

• Discourages families

• Layout does no allow for 
close monitoring of children

• No bathroom from common 
areas

• No common area closets for 
strollers, coats, etc.

• Rent is prohibitive. U.S. 
Census Bureau for SD-
Carlsbad-San Marcos shows 
median household income 
of $50,502



What is the Character of BLVD63?

And in case there’s still 
any doubt…

•Pull Down Menu for 
Year in School

•SDSU Logo



Why Is This Important?
• Out of Character – Sets the Wrong Tone

• Not in Keeping with Community Plan

• Impacts to Neighborhoods are not properly addressed

• Missed Opportunity for Residents and Businesses

• Wrong Sort of Growth

• Issue is not Density – it is concentration of a narrow 
demographic / lifestyle and associated impacts
• High insurance rates, inexperienced drivers
• Different spending habits and lifestyles
• Different hours of activity
• Constantly changing population

What Are The Results?



Why Is This Important?
• Dry business periods during breaks
• Tax Base is Weakened
• Statistics show neighborhoods abutting universities have 

poverty rates 50% higher than other citywide neighborhoods
• Percentage of persons without a high school diploma is 

higher than other citywide neighborhoods
• Each foot closer to universities negatively impacts homes 

sales for stable neighborhoods (such as Rolando)
• Inconsistent treatment of projects is not good for attracting 

developers

What Are The Results?



Where Did It Go Wrong?
• Preliminary Review

• Substantial Conformance Review

• Definitions

• Family

• Types of Housing

• Application of Planned District Regulations

• Facility Deficient Areas Should Not Have Exemptions

Deficiencies in Process / Code



What Are The Next Steps?
• This problem is not new.  Cities nationwide are struggling to 

address the issue.

• EACPC and RCC have been working to offer suggested 
revisions to the San Diego Municipal Code in a way that is fair 
and consistent without unduly hindering development.  

• We would appreciate the opportunity to return in January to 
present refined revisions and to request the support and 
assistance of the PSLN Committee to impress upon the 
Mayor’s office and Development Services Department the 
importance and urgency of this matter

What Are The Next Steps?



Suggested Revisions



Suggested Revisions


