
 

Joint City Council/SA Meeting     March 17, 2015 
 

AS A COURTESY TO OTHERS, PLEASE SILENCE CELL PHONES 

 
A G E N D A 

 
CITY OF CORONADO CITY COUNCIL/ 

THE CITY OF CORONADO ACTING AS THE SUCCESSOR 
AGENCY TO THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF 

THE CITY OF CORONADO 
 

Tuesday, March 17, 2015 
 

Coronado City Hall Council Chambers 
1825 Strand Way 

Coronado, California 92118 
 

REGULAR MEETING – 4 P.M. 
 

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), if you need special assistance to participate in a 
City meeting or other services offered by this City, please contact the City Clerk’s office, (619) 522-7320.  Assisted 
listening devices are available at this meeting.  Ask the City Clerk if you desire to use this device.  Upon request, the 
agenda and documents in the agenda packet can be made available in appropriate alternative formats to persons with 
a disability.  Notification of at least 48 hours prior to the meeting or time when services are needed will assist the 
City staff in assuring that reasonable arrangements can be made to provide accessibility to the meeting or service. 
 
 1. CALL TO ORDER / ROLL CALL. 
 
 2. INVOCATION AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE. 
 

*3. MINUTES OF CITY COUNCIL/SUCCESSOR AGENCY:  Approval of the minutes of 
the Regular meeting of March 3, 2015. 

 
 4. CEREMONIAL PRESENTATIONS:  None. 
 
 5. CONSENT CALENDAR:  All items listed under this section are considered to be routine 
and will be acted upon with one motion.  There will be no separate discussion of these items 
unless a member of the City Council or the public so requests, in which event, the item will be 
considered separately in its normal sequence. 
 

a. Approval of Reading by Title and Waiver of Reading in Full of Ordinances on 
this Agenda.  (Pg 1) 

 Recommendation: Approve the reading by title and waive the reading in 
full of all Ordinances on the agenda. 
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*b. Review and Approve that the Warrants, as Certified by the City/Agency 
Treasurer, are all Correct, Just, and Conform to the Approved Budget for FY 
2014-2015.  (Pg 3) 

 Recommendation: Approve the Warrants as certified by the City/Agency 
Treasurer. 

 
c. Authorization to Transmit the 2015 Annual Housing Progress Report to the State 

Office of Housing and Community Development.  (Pg 55) 
 Recommendation:  Authorize transmission of the 2015 Annual Housing 

Progress Report to HCD. 
 
d. Approval of a Resolution Authorizing the Submittal of a Funding Request to the 

State of California Telecommunications Division to Upgrade the 9-1-1 Customer 
Premise Equipment (CPE) System.  (Pg 63) 

 Recommendation:  Approve “A Resolution of the City Council of the City of 
Coronado Authorizing the Submittal of a Funding Request to the State of 
California Telecommunications Division to Upgrade the 9-1-1 Customer 
Premise Equipment (CPE) System.” 

 
e. Authorization for the City Manager to Execute a Side Letter Agreement with the 

American Federation of State, County, and Municipal Employees, Local 127 
(AFSCME) and Approval of a Resolution Amending the Personnel Authorization 
and Compensation Plan to Establish Special Pay Category for Certain 
Maintenance Worker and Mechanic Classifications.  (Pg 67) 

 Recommendation:  Authorize the City Manager to execute the side letter 
agreement and approve a resolution establishing the additional special 
compensation in the Personnel Authorization and Compensation Plan. 

 
f. Acceptance of the Coronado Cays Channel Berm Stabilization Project and 

Direction to the City Clerk to File a Notice of Completion.  (Pg 73) 
Recommendation:  Accept the Coronado Cays Channel Berm Stabilization 
project and direct the City Clerk to file a Notice of Completion. 

 
g. Rejection of all Bids for the Installation of a Rubberized Playground Surface and 

Universal Swing in Spreckels Park and Direction to Staff to Re-Bid the Project.  
(Pg 75) 
Recommendation:  Reject all bids for the installation of a rubberized 
playground surface and universal swing in Spreckels Park and direct staff to 
re-bid the project, incorporating concrete access to the playground. 

 
h. Adoption of a Resolution to Designate a Blue Curb Parking Zone in Front of 831 

E Avenue.  (Pg 77) 
 Recommendation:  Adopt “A Resolution of the City Council of the City of 

Coronado to Designate a Blue Curb Parking Zone in front of the Residence 
at 831 E Avenue” provided the applicant can provide proof of residency. 
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 6. COMMUNICATIONS - ORAL:  Each person wishing to speak before the City Council 
on any matter shall approach the City Council, give their name, and limit their presentation to 3 
minutes.  State law generally precludes the City Council from discussing or acting upon any 
topic initially presented during oral communication.  (ORAL COMMUNICATIONS WILL BE 
LIMITED TO A TOTAL OF 10 MINUTES; ANY FURTHER COMMUNICATIONS WILL BE 
HEARD PRIOR TO THE MEETING ADJOURNMENT) 
 
 
 7. CITY MANAGER/EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR: 

a. Update on Council Directed Actions and Citizen Inquiries.  (Informational Item)   
 

 8. PUBLIC HEARINGS: 
a. Public Hearing:  Appeal of the Decision of the Historic Resource Commission 

that the Residence Located at 944 H Avenue Meets the Criteria to be Designated 
as a Historic Resource in Accordance with Chapter 84.20 of the Municipal Code 
(NOI 2015-01 Chilton Trust).  (Pg 85) 

 Historic Resource Commission Recommendation:  Adopt the Resolution and 
uphold the decision of the Historic Resource Commission (HRC) that the 
single-family residence addressed as 944 H Avenue meets the criteria to be 
designated a Historic Resource. 

 
 Staff Recommendation:  Consider the information presented in the appeal, 

and affirm, modify, or overturn the decision of the Historic Resource 
Commission that the single-family residence addressed as 944 H Avenue 
meets the criteria to be designated a Historic Resource. 

 
b. Public Hearing:  Consideration of Environmental Initial Study Documents and 

Determination Whether to Proceed by Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative 
Declaration, or Environmental Impact Report for the South Beach Restroom 
Located at the South End of the Avenida Del Sol Cul-De-Sac on the Public Beach 
(City of Coronado IS 2013-05).  (Pg 247) 

 Recommendation:  Direct that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR), 
focused on aesthetics and noise, be prepared for the project. 

 
c. Public Hearing:  Consideration of Application for a Major Special Use Permit 

Pursuant to Sections 84.10.090(B)(1) and 86.55.195 of the Coronado Municipal 
Code to Allow for the Commercial Use of the Historically Designated Site 
Addressed as 1019 Park Place and Located in the R-3 (Multiple Family 
Residential) Zone, PC 2014-15 Hotel Marisol (Ann Keyser).  (Pg 281) 

 Planning Commission Recommendation:   Adopt “A Resolution of the City 
Council of the City of Coronado approving a Major Special Use Permit with 
findings and conditions to allow for the commercial use of the historically 
designated site addressed as 1019 Park Place and located in the R-3 (Multiple 
Family) Residential Zone.” 
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d. Public Hearing:  Adoption of a Resolution Implementing the Annual Indexed 
Adjustments to the EMS/Ambulance Fees, Development-Related User Fees, and 
to the Wastewater Capacity Fees for Fiscal Year 2015-16; and Approval of New 
Fees to Recover Costs for Plan Check and Inspections Related to Compliance 
with Storm Water Pollution Prevention Requirements.  (Pg 349) 

 Recommendation:  Adopt “A Resolution of the City Council of the City of 
Coronado Implementing the Annual Indexed Adjustments to the 
EMS/Ambulance Fees, Development-Related User Fees, and to the 
Wastewater Capacity Fees for Fiscal Year 2015-16; and Approval of New 
Fees to Recover Costs for Plan Check and Inspections Related to Compliance 
with Storm Water Pollution Prevention Requirements.” 

 
 
 9. ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS:  None. 
 
 
10. COMMISSION AND COMMITTEE REPORTS:  None. 
 
 
11. CITY COUNCIL: 

a. Council Reports on Inter-Agency Committee and Board Assignments. (Questions 
allowed to clarify but no responses, discussion or action.)   

 
b. Receive Results of 2015 Actuarial Valuation of the City’s “Other Post-

Employment Benefits” (OPEB) and Consideration of Whether to Make any 
Additional Contributions to the Public Agency Retirement Services (PARS) Post-
Retirement Health Care Plan Trust Fund.  (Pg 403) 

 Recommendation:  Receive the Actuarial Valuation report of the City’s 
OPEB, prepared by The Nyhart Company, and provide direction on whether 
to make any additional contributions to the PARS post-retirement health 
care plan trust fund. 

 
c. Authorize the City Manager to Pursue Membership in the California State 

Association of Counties-Excess Insurance Authority (CSAC-EIA) Either 
Individually or as Part of a Group During a Transition Period for the Orderly 
Dissolution of the San Diego Pooled Insurance Program Authority (SANDPIPA).  
(Pg 433) 

 Recommendation:  Authorize the City Manager to pursue membership in 
CSAC-EIA either individually or as part of a group during a transition 
period for the orderly dissolution of SANDPIPA. 

 
d. Accept and Support the Cultural Arts Commission’s Calendar of Events and 

Activity List for Coronado Celebrates 125 (CC125).  (Pg 441) 
 Recommendation:  Accept and support the Cultural Arts Commission’s 

(CAC) Calendar of Events and activities list for Coronado Celebrates 125 
(CC125) offered to the community on behalf of the City of Coronado. 
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12. CITY ATTORNEY:  No report. 
 
13. COMMUNICATIONS - WRITTEN:   

a. Receive and File a Copy of Letters Sent Expressing Opposition to Governor’s 
Budget Proposal Affecting Redevelopment Dissolution (RN#15 08847).  (Pg 445) 

 
 
14. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A COPY OF THE AGENDA WITH THE BACKGROUND MATERIAL IS AVAILABLE FOR PUBLIC 
INSPECTION IN THE OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK AT CITY HALL, AT THE PUBLIC LIBRARY OR ON 

OUR WEBSITE AT 
www.coronado.ca.us 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Writings and documents regarding an agenda item on an open session meeting, received 
after official posting and distributed to the Council for consideration, will be made 
available for public viewing at the City Clerk’s Office at City Hall, 1825 Strand Way, 
during normal business hours.  Materials submitted for consideration should be forwarded 
to the City Clerk’s Office at cityclerk@coronado.ca.us.  
 

http://www.coronado.ca.us/
mailto:cityclerk@coronado.ca.us
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MINUTES OF A  
REGULAR MEETING OF THE  

CITY COUNCIL 
 OF THE 

CITY OF CORONADO/ 
THE CITY OF CORONADO ACTING AS THE SUCCESSOR 

AGENCY TO THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY 
OF THE CITY OF CORONADO 

Coronado City Hall 
1825 Strand Way 

Coronado, CA  92118 
Tuesday, March 3, 2015 

 
 
 
CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL  3:29 pm 
 
ANNOUNCEMENT OF CLOSED SESSION 
 
1. CLOSED SESSION:  CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL – 

EXISTING LITIGATION 
 AUTHORITY:  Government Code Section 54956.9(a) 
 NAME OF CASE:    Van Erhard v. City of Coronado 
     WCAB No. ADJ9118509 
 
2. COMMUNICATIONS – ORAL:  None  
 
The meeting adjourned to Closed Session at 3:30 pm. 
 
The City Council reconvened at 3:39 pm and Mayor Tanaka announced that there was no 
reportable action. 
 
Mayor Tanaka called the regular meeting to order at 4 p.m.    
 
1. ROLL CALL: 
 

Present: Councilmembers/Agency Members Bailey, Downey, Sandke, 
Woiwode and Mayor Tanaka 

 
Absent:  None 
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Also Present:  City Manager/Agency Executive Director Blair King   
City Attorney/Agency Counsel Johanna Canlas 

   City Clerk/Agency Secretary Mary Clifford   
 
2. INVOCATION AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE.   Floyd Ross provided the 
invocation and Mayor Tanaka led the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
3. MINUTES:   Approval of the minutes of the Regular Meeting of the City Council/the City 
Council Acting as the Successor Agency of February 17, 2015. 
 
 MSUC  (Downey/Bailey) moved to approve the minutes of the Regular Meeting 

of the City Council/the City Council Acting as the Successor Agency of 
February 17, 2015, as submitted.  The minutes were so approved.  The 
reading of the minutes in their entirety was unanimously waived.  

 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Woiwode, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
 
4. CEREMONIAL PRESENTATIONS:   None.  
 
5. CONSENT CALENDAR:   The City Council approved, adopted and/or accepted as one 
item of business Consent Agenda Items 5a through 5k with the addition of Item 11b and 11d. 
 
Councilmember Bailey suggested the addition of Items 11b and 11d. 
 
Councilmember Downey commended City staff for the number of grant programs that they are 
actively pursuing on the City’s behalf.  She knows how much effort it takes to find them and then 
pursue them.   
 
Councilmember Sandke recused himself on Item 11d. 
 
 MSUC  (Downey/Bailey) moved that the City Council approve the Consent 

Calendar Items 5a through 5k with the addition of Item 11b - 
Consideration of Appointment to Fill One Vacancy on the 
Transportation Commission (Harold Aronson) and 11d - Appointment 
of an Interim Advisory Board to Assist with the Development of the 
Management Plan and Resolution of Intent for the Formation of a New 
Tourism Improvement District. 

 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Woiwode, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
   RECUSED:  Sandke, on Item 11d 
   

99 



Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the   Page 100 
City Council of the City of Coronado/the City of Coronado Acting as the Successor Agency to the Community 
Development Agency of the City of Coronado of March 3, 2015   
 
 5a. Approval of Reading by Title and Waiver of Reading in Full of Ordinances on 
this Agenda.  The City Council waived the reading of the full text and approved the reading 
of the title only.  
 
 5b. Review and Approve that the Warrants, as Certified by the City/Agency 
Treasurer, are all Correct and Just, and Conform to the Approved Budgets for FY 2014-
2015.   The City Council approved payment of City warrant Nos. 10105542 thru 10105687.   The 
City Council approved the warrants as certified by the City/Agency Treasurer.   
 
 5c. Filing of the Treasurer’s Reports on Investments for the City and Successor 
Agency to the Community Development Agency for the City of Coronado for the Quarter 
Ending December 31, 2014.  The City Council examined the quarterly Reports on 
Investments and ordered them filed.   
 
 5d. Second Reading for Adoption of “An Ordinance of the City Council of the City 
of Coronado Amending Title 40, Chapter 40.40 of the Coronado Municipal Code Regarding 
Disturbance Abatement Fees; Amending Title 40, Chapter 40.42 of the Coronado Municipal 
Code Regarding False Alarm Fees; and Amending Title 56, Chapter 56.32 of the Coronado 
Municipal Code Regarding Zone Designations and Parking Meter Rates.   The City Council 
adopted AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORONADO 
AMENDING TITLE 40, CHAPTER 40.40 OF THE CORONADO MUNICIPAL CODE 
REGARDING DISTURBANCE ABATEMENT FEES; AMENDING TITLE 40, CHAPTER 
40.42 OF THE CORONADO MUNCIPAL CODE REGARDING FALSE ALARM FEES; 
AND AMENDING TITLE 56, CHAPTER 56.32 OF THE CORONADO MUNICIPAL 
CODE REGARDING ZONE DESIGNATIONS AND PARKING METER RATES.  The 
Ordinance, having been placed on First Reading on February 17, 2015, was read by Title, 
the reading in its entirety unanimously waived and adopted by Council as Ordinance No. 
2049.  The City Clerk announced that the vote at the introduction of the ordinance was 
unanimous. 
 
 5e. Acceptance of the Audible Pedestrian Signals and Countdown Timers Project 
and Direction to the City Clerk to File a Notice of Completion.  The City Council accepted 
the Audible Pedestrian Signals and Countdown Timers Project and directed the City Clerk 
to file a Notice of Completion. 
 
 5f. Approval to Accept Staff and Consulting Services Proposal in the Amount of 
$106,506 for Continuation of Storm Water Services Provided by LaRoc Environmental.  The 
City Council accepted the Extension of Staff and Consulting tasks proposal provided by 
LaRoc Environmental in the amount of $106,506 to continue storm water development 
project review services, construction inspection, National Pollution Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) program document and ordinance updates, and general support services 
through the end of Fiscal Year 2014/15. 
 
 5g. Adoption of a Resolution Authorizing the Filing of an Application for 
SANDAG Active Transportation Grant Program Funding to Develop a Coronado 
Comprehensive Active Transportation Strategy.  The City Council adopted A 
RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORONADO 
AUTHORIZING THE FILING OF AN APPLICATION FOR ACTIVE 
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TRANSPORTATION GRANT PROGRAM FUNDS THROUGH THE SAN DIEGO 
ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS FOR A CORONADO COMPREHENSIVE 
ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION STRATEGY, COMMITTING THE NECESSARY LOCAL 
MATCH FOR THE PROJECT AND ACCEPTING THE TERMS OF THE GRANT 
AGREEMENT.  The Resolution was read by title, the reading in its entirety unanimously 
waived and adopted by City Council as RESOLUTION NO. 8722. 
 
 5h. Accept and Support the City of Coronado’s County of San Diego Community 
Enhancement Grant Applications for 2015.  The City Council adopted A RESOLUTION OF 
THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORONADO AUTHORIZING THE 
SUBMITTAL OF THE CITY OF CORONADO’S COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 
COMMUNITY ENHANCEMENT GRANT APPLICATION FOR 2015.  The Resolution 
was read by title, the reading in its entirety unanimously waived and adopted by City Council 
as RESOLUTION NO. 8723. 
 
 5i. Accept and Support the City of Coronado’s Port of San Diego Tidelands 
Activation Grant Applications for 2015.  The City Council accepted and supported the City 
of Coronado’s Port of San Diego Tidelands Activation Grant Applications for 2015. 
 
 5j. Approval of Request from San Diego Worldwide Initiative to Safeguard 
Humanity (WISH) for the City to Serve as Host of the 2015 Peace and Humanity Day on 
August 7, 2015.  The City Council approved the request. 
 
 5k. Authorization to Renew a Business Operations Permit:  Electronic Assistive 
Mobility Device (EPAMD) to Electro-Glide Inc. Doing Business as Segway of Coronado and 
Another Side of San Diego Tours, LLC.  The City Council authorized renewal of the Business 
Operations Permit: EPAMD to Segway of Coronado and Another Side of San Diego Tours, 
LLC. 
 
6.  ORAL COMMUNICATIONS:     
 

a.  Norman Funk, Segway of Coronado, was available in case anyone had questions about 
their operations.   

 
7. CITY MANAGER/EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR:    
 

7a. Update on Council Directed Actions and Citizen Inquiries.  City Manager Blair 
King announced that Mayor Tanaka and Councilmember Woiwode joined him and several staff 
members at the San Diego County Engineering Council of the American Society of Civil 
Engineers for their annual recognition and awards program.  The City of Coronado was presented 
the Outstanding Engineering Project Award for the City of Coronado Pomona Roundabout.  There 
was a very nice write up in the program that Mr. King read from:  “The ultimate roundabout design 
incorporated safety measures by providing access points to adjacent residential properties separate 
from the intersection by a unique access road adjacent to the roundabout.  To further improve 
safety for both bicyclists and pedestrians the project included raised crosswalks with solar-
powered rectangular rapid-flashing beacons, sharrows, and opportunities for cyclists to exit the 
roadway prior to the roundabout if desired via driveways and bike ramps.  Curb pop-outs adjacent 
to pedestrian crossings provided additional landscaping opportunities and storm water runoff 
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treatment features while shortening pedestrian crossing distances.  Landscaping was designed to 
shield adjacent properties from headlight glare and vehicular paths of travel were moved further 
away from residential properties to reduce noise impacts.”  He asked that Cliff Maurer, Ed Walton 
and Jim Newton stand and be recognized as the principal people on the project.  He was told that 
it is a project significant enough that it may be nominated for a couple of State awards.   

 
Mayor Tanaka congratulated Mr. King and his staff on all the work they did to make that 
roundabout what the community asked for and commended the community members who live near 
that roundabout.  This is a great example of how their input made a difference on the project, their 
input helped change the project in small but important ways to make it a better project, and to 
create fewer impacts on the people near it that had some concerns.  That award is very well earned 
by both staff and the residents.   
  
8. PUBLIC HEARINGS:   
 
 8a. Public Hearing:  Adoption of “A Resolution of the City Council of the City of 
Coronado Adopting the TransNet Local Street Improvement Program of Projects for Fiscal 
Years 2016 Through 2020.”   City Manager Blair King introduced the item and Cliff Maurer, 
Director of Public Services, provided the staff report.   
 
Councilmember Downey is not as familiar as she should be with the latest Capital Improvement 
schedule.  By putting these in for our bid at SANDAG, assuming we get what we are supposed to 
get for our streets and roads, will we start work on the First Street access road in FY 2015 or does 
that wait until FY 2016? 
 
Mr. King explained that staff currently has a project budgeted, just as the City has a project budget 
for the Gateway.  We are reemphasizing where we expect the funds to come from.  There is a 
project for First Street that is funded, available and under design.  The funds are available and the 
City is going forward and basically repeating this is the purpose for these as this is a rolling five 
year cycle.  We are currently in design and would like to proceed forward with the project.  The 
project is going to be a more difficult one, too. 
 
Mayor Tanaka opened the public hearing and seeing no one wishing to speak on the item, 
the public hearing was closed.   
 

 MSUC  (Woiwode/Sandke) moved that the City Council approve the proposed 
Program of Projects (POP) to be included in the Regional 
Transportation Program in order to receive TransNet funding over the 
next five years and adopt A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL 
OF THE CITY OF CORONADO ADOPTING THE TRANSNET 
LOCAL STREET IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM OF PROJECTS 
FOR FISCAL YEARS 2016 THROUGH 2020.  The Resolution was 
read by title, the reading in its entirety unanimously waived and 
adopted by City Council as RESOLUTION NO. 8724. 

 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Woiwode, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None 
   ABSENT:  None 
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9. ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS:   None. 
 
10. COMMISSION AND COMMITTEE REPORTS:  None.  
 
11. CITY COUNCIL BUSINESS: 
   
 11a. Council Reports on Inter-Agency Committee and Board Assignments.    
 
Councilmember Bailey attended an Armchair Travel event; attended a meeting of the Golf Course 
Advisory Committee where he listened to a report from Mr. Miller about looking to reduce the 
amount of turf by about 30% on the golf course; attended the Library Board meeting.     
  
Councilmember Downey attended the MTS ceremony with Mr. Ovrom to cut the ribbon on the 
newest restored trolley to celebrate the Balboa Centennial; attended the South County EDC 
meeting where she found out that the rules have changed and elected officials really don’t serve a 
whole lot of purpose as they can’t vote or make motions and the City might want to think about 
what it wants to have happen with representation on that body.  Ms. Downey thanked Mr. 
Woiwode for filling in for her at two SANDAG meetings.   
  
Councilmember Sandke attended the Metro JPA meeting where the Pure Water program is 
starting to eat up a lot of staff time; attended, as the alternate, along with Mr. Woiwode, the MTS 
Board meeting; spoke to the Republican Womens’ Club at the Community Center; attended the 
Traffic Commission’s first public hearing of the Third and Fourth Street Study; attended a meeting 
at SANDAG to help with the solicitations for the Smart Meters; attended the trolley event; attended 
the first orientation meeting for his service as the City’s South Bay representative on the Borders 
Committee. 
 
Councilmember Woiwode attended a SAFE Coalition meeting where Georgia Farrell is the new 
Interim Executive Director, the Drug Store event happens March 26; on March 9 they are having 
a speaker, Dr. Andy Dohan, come in for an hour in the morning for parents; attended the trolley 
ceremony; attended the National Engineers Week banquet and commented on the recognition for 
the Pomona Roundabout; attended the SANDAG Board meeting; attended the SANDAG 
Transportation Committee meeting; attended a CCHOA meeting; attended a Naval Complexes 
meeting; attended a UCSD Elected Officials reception along with Mayor Tanaka; attended the 
Chamber Sundowner at Il Fornaio; attended the SDMAC Breakfast where  Admiral Losey was the 
speaker. 
  
Mayor Tanaka talked about the Fox 5 Morning Show that was in Coronado two weeks ago where 
he did two interviews; married a couple, George and Kim O’Dowd, at City Hall recently; attended 
the UCSD Elected Officials event; attended the Softball Opening Day and threw out their first 
underhand pitch; attended the Mayors and Managers meeting for the South Bay mayors and 
managers along with Mr. King; attended the Naval Complexes meeting; had a chance to attend the 
National Engineering Week banquet and further complimented staff for its efforts on the Pomona 
Roundabout project; briefed the Chamber Board.   
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 11b. Consideration of Appointment to Fill One Vacancy on the Transportation 
Commission.   Under Consent, the City Council appointed Haskell Harold Aronson to fill 
the remainder of a term on the Transportation Commission to expire February 28, 2018. 
 
 11c. Authorize the Free Summer Shuttle Service Starting on June 7, 2015 and 
Ending September 13, 20115 and Appropriate Additional Funds, if Needed, for the Service 
Option Selected.   City Manager Blair King introduced the item and Mariah VanZerr, Active 
Transportation Planner, Engineering, provided the staff report.  
 
Councilmember Downey commented on Mr. King’s use of the word Day Pass which is what 
people like to call it but she is questioning if what is going to work for the Loews is the same thing 
he just described that the City would have to do for the Cays residents.  She has a Compass Card 
and knows how those work.  Will people have one of those that will be preloaded with a day’s 
worth?  She is trying to figure out the mechanisms of what we are handing these tourists. 
 
Ms. VanZerr explained that for the day pass it is a pass that MTS provides that is good for one 
day.  It is unlimited rides during that one day period.  When you use it the first time, it is marked 
so they know that it will expire at the end of that day.  You can also have an option to mark it for 
a certain day.  If we wanted to say that a pass was only good on July 4, she understands from MTS 
that the City could do that.   
 
Mayor Tanaka asked if that is different than the Compass Card she was describing. 
 
Ms. VanZerr stated that it is.  They have the Compass Card that you can purchase and then load 
whatever pass you want as an individual.  This is a separate day pass option that they sell.   
 
Mayor Tanaka asked if the day pass is more expensive. 
 
Ms. VanZerr responded that the standard rate for a day pass is $5.00.  If you buy in bulk, they 
reduce it to $4.50 but then with the printing, because we would need to print a whole batch, it is a 
$1 extra which takes it to $5.50.  That would compare to a one-way trip up at $2.25 and a one-way 
trip back at $2.25.  If we were just paying for a ticket up and back that would be $4.50 so it is a 
little bit more expensive.  But MTS doesn’t sell books of single use tickets.   
 
Councilmember Bailey asked if there is any data showing how much this free summer shuttle has 
helped reduce traffic and parking congestion. 
 
Ms. VanZerr responded that the City does not have specific numbers to show exactly – we would 
need to know exactly for every passenger that got on the bus whether or not they would have made 
that trip by car so we don’t have those specifics but it is somewhat safe to assume that a certain 
percentage would have but a certain percentage also probably would have either not made the trip 
or walked or biked. 
 
Councilmember Sandke asked what distribution program is anticipated for these.  Would we 
provide them to the CCHOA and residents would get them there?  Would residents come to City 
Hall?  Is there a way they can get one sent to them online? 
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Ms. VanZerr explained that last year the vouchers were provided to the CCHOA and then 
interested residents would pick up the vouchers from that location.  We haven’t necessarily worked 
out, especially with this new option, how we would do that yet.  We could do something similar.  
We could ask residents to come pick them up from City Hall.   
 
Mr. King added that the initial contact staff has had has been with the General Manager of the 
CCHOA.  Last year this was done for the 4th of July and started off two days before the 4th.  We 
encouraged people to go to the HOA office.  They got the vouchers in there.  The difference was 
that the City was only billed for those that were actually used.  We saw the numbers.  It was 
interesting.  More people when north than came south.  Staff worked out with the GM that they 
would be willing to do that again.  The little bit of a twist here, and we would still probably 
encourage that, is that we are looking at a program now that is a reservation made/reservation paid.  
Last year, people just went and got the vouchers for the novelty of doing that and didn’t necessarily 
redeem them.  In this particular case, we would tell people that if you secure a voucher to please 
use it because not doing so would deny their neighbor.  We would probably also put a cap on 
initially.  We have the one issue of fraud.  We can limit it to a day but then if we buy a set of 
vouchers we might assume that the attendance at the summer concerts would be less at the 
beginning or more people would want to go hear a particular concert or performer.  We’d like 
more flexibility than just limiting it to that day but on the other hand, if it is a day pass, it could be 
used by someone else for the purposes that we don’t intend and on another day.  He thinks we will 
probably have to address that as a public media campaign to tell people we are providing this.  The 
summer concert, from staff’s point of view, is a community amenity.  It is community building.  
We build the community up with that and there are parking issues Sunday afternoon.  We want to 
provide the link for the Cays to participate in the broader Coronado community without the impacts 
on parking.  In terms of the question, he would say that perhaps 40 to 50% of the rides is a car off 
of the road on a daily basis.  We still would probably go through the HOA.  We would want to 
address the issue of someone misusing this.  We probably would not want to limit it per day and 
the only question is that recently, just a couple of hours ago, we were told that the 4th of July could 
still be considered a trial program but the Sundays would not although we did do the 4th of July 
last year and have never done the Sundays.  We aren’t entirely sure what the thinking is behind 
that.  If the Council saw fit to go forward, we would have that assurance of having the Council 
backing and then would try to get some clarification and we might want to work and communicate 
through our MTS rep to find out if there is another way to address this.   
 
Mr. Sandke noticed in the documentation that we are paying $3,000 for advertising and promotion 
to MTS.  He is glad we receive back revenue from sales of advertising inside the shuttle.  Is he 
reading that correctly and what kind of advertising promotion are we getting from that $3,000? 
 
Ms. VanZerr explained that the $3,000 is not a payment that we are making to MTS.  It is a cost 
internally for printing up the little maps, putting up promotional materials and signs, and that is an 
estimate of what it would cost for 2015.   
 
Mr. Sandke clarified that the $10,000 is a payment to MTS for lost revenue. 
 
Ms. Downey referred to Mr. King’s comment that staff is not recommending that the City actually 
print them out with a date on them, which we could do for the concerts as we know the dates and 
then there wouldn’t be fraud, but she understands why because once we have done that we have 
paid for them.  Now we are going to have a program that maybe will give us flexibility.  She is 
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wondering, whatever we are using, whatever piece of paper we are calling it, can we get a record 
this summer of what days they were used on so that helps us better track if there was fraud or not.  
If they were all used on Sunday we are good.  If they aren’t being used on Sunday that would tell 
us if we are getting fraud.  Since we are still talking to MTS and still trying to figure out how to 
do this, that would be nice to have.  That was the only reason she brought up the Compass Card.  
Those can be tracked.  MTS has to track them.  Would the drivers collect them all and turn them 
in at the end of the day?   
 
Mr. King feels that staff can ask for the information.   One of the working assumptions is that last 
year for the 4th of July it did require some bookkeeping and handling on MTS’s part.  MTS would 
like to reduce the amount of responsibility that the bus drivers have.  We assume that is what the 
interest is.  For the most part, MTS has really been willing to work with us to make this program 
work.  From our standpoint, this is a money maker for MTS.  Coronado is paying their full fare.  
They aren’t losing any money on the 904 and they would be making money on the 901.   
 
Councilmember Woiwode is still wondering about the foregone revenue by MTS that is a flat rate 
that we pay because they don’t get advertising revenue.  Is that right?  Is that rider revenue?   
 
Ms. VanZerr explained that it is the fares that they would have received had they run the regular 
904 fare service at their regular schedule. 
 
Mr. Woiwode asked who gets the revenue from the advertising in the bus. 
 
Ms. VanZerr responded that is something that the City is able to sell. 
 
Mr. Woiwode doesn’t see that shown as an offset of any kind.  How much does that amount to? 
 
Ms. VanZerr explained that it would offset the $3,000.  The $3,000 is essentially a wash.  It is not 
shown as a zero because these are estimated revenues at this point.  That would be the expected 
forecast.   
 
Mr. Woiwode asked what it was last year. 
 
Ms. VanZerr responded that it was about $5,000. 
 
Mr. Woiwode has heard anecdotally that it was underpriced so there is potential… 
 
Ms. VanZerr commented that there would be potential to increase the price of the ads and if we 
add a third bus we have even more ads to sell.   
 
The Mayor invited public comment. 
 
Helen Kupka lives in the Cays and thanked the City for the passes they received last year.  They 
came at the 11th hour and she received a lot of feedback from a lot of neighbors that loved having 
them.  That being said, they only had two days to tell people that they were available so if the user 
quantities seem low, if we do a better job of promoting, it could have a higher use.  She is dismayed 
to hear that there is trouble with MTS because she was overjoyed when Mr. Woiwode and Mr. 
King came to the Board meeting and reported that this might happen for Sundays.  If there is 
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anything they can do to make sure that there isn’t fraud, if a Sunday pass is possible, it would be 
wonderful.  She thanked the Council for even considering it.   
 
Kathy Brown loved the idea when she first heard about this.  She has heard people from the Cays 
say that the concerts were always something where they didn’t like the aspect of driving and trying 
to enjoy the full extent of the concerts.  Presenting this opportunity for them and really connecting 
the residents of the Cays to the concert series is great and she hopes the Council will vote for it. 
 
Mayor Tanaka began by saying that he thinks that this free summer shuttle has been a terrific 
program and a terrific success.  He thinks that, with the numbers in front of us, the ridership is so 
high he doesn’t know why we wouldn’t support it and why we wouldn’t do everything we can to 
keep cultivating the success that we have enjoyed the last two years.  We have incrementally grown 
this program.  The City took the risk the first year to do it at all and to fund it.  Last year, we 
increased the amount of funding to try to make it happen a little bit more often to improve the 
overall operation.  Again, as our ridership numbers have gone up that shows to him that the 
investment the City has put in has been a smart one and that it has been rewarded.  His preference 
is to give every 15 minutes a try.  He would like to see, if the City invests the full amount, whether 
the City gets the full bang for its buck or not.  He is very willing to take the risk on that because 
he wants to see, if the City makes it as easy as it can, every 15 minutes, for free, that should result 
in an ideal number of riders.  If it goes up again this year, then we know that the investment is a 
good one if a lot of people are taking this service.  If our numbers plateau and if we make it twice 
as frequent and the numbers are about the same, then we know to go back to that last amount that 
will get roughly the same bang for the buck.  He is certainly willing to put a little more muscle 
into this and to make it every 15 minutes to see how well that works in terms of ridership.  That is 
something he can move forward with today.  If the Council wants to take a more prudent approach 
and go with every 20 minutes or every 30, if there is a majority that wants that he certainly can 
support that as well.  His preference is for every 15 minutes. 
 
He also wants to make it clear that he very much wants to make sure that we do something that 
includes the Cays.  If there is one thing that he has been chagrined about, it is that the City hasn’t 
been able to make that work and that it is not very easy to explain to the Cays that it just didn’t 
pencil out.  Whatever way we need to do it in terms of day passes and so on, he wants to do it.  It 
is very clear to him, listening to today’s staff report that we don’t know what that way is yet.  He 
is not interested in muddling our way through it.  The feedback we are getting from MTS appears 
to be changing with some frequency.  Rather than us trying to guess what the right answer is, he 
would like to see the Council approve moving forward with something that includes the Cays for 
July 4th and for Concerts in the Park on Sundays but he thinks there is enough time for staff to 
come back and give a final rundown of what the options are.  He liked what he heard about last 
year and the 4th of July.  It was easier to track if it was being used and how.  He pointed out that in 
the end if we have to give out day passes if people are using them, that is great.  If they didn’t quite 
use it on Sunday but they used it on Tuesday, we are not scrutinizing how people are using the free 
part of the shuttle so that is not a hang up for him.  The one hang up would be the one that Mr. 
King mentioned that if someone, out of greed, grabs five passes and then they sit on their table the 
whole summer that is a failure.  If we pay $5 for however many passes and then they just get 
thrown in the trash but they were taken that would be something he would not try to encourage.  
We need to give the Cays a chance on this, particularly because this route doesn’t run all the way 
up to them.  He thinks that what staff has given us is a great way to do our best to incorporate them 
in the short term and if we can come up with ways that are maybe a little stronger, a little more 
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frequent, then all the better.  He thinks the direction today should be to move forward with either 
the 20 or 15 minute interval and to direct staff to come back with final options for including the 
Cays in such a program.   
 
Councilmember Downey would be happy to support Option 3.  She didn’t think we’d go there.  
She wanted to add a couple of things.  She doesn’t mind that someone uses our pass on a Tuesday 
if we pay for it on a Sunday.  All she wants is the data.  During the election she heard that the 
people from the Cays were thrilled with the 4th of July passes and they were the first ones that 
brought up doing the Concerts in the Park to her and she went back and talked to the Concert 
committee and they had received similar requests.  Her goal would be to get enough data to be 
able to justify the shuttle going to the Cays someday, not just to get the free passes.  She wants to 
help the City track how they are being used so we can get more bang for our buck.  She would be 
supportive of a motion that starts with Option 3 and would direct staff to determine from MTS the 
method for the City to get residents of the Cays the ability to use the bus on the 4th of July, all day, 
for free, and then on the Sundays for Concerts in the Park all day for free during the summer 
months staff recommended.  She would like to make it uniform so that Cays people get the same 
things the Village does.  Whatever the timeframe is for the summer shuttle that should be the 
timeframe for the free passes.   
 
Mayor Tanaka is okay with that.  He just wants to make sure that however we come up with this 
program for this year that maximum inclusion of the Cays is achieved within the budgetary 
parameters that the Council set.  Staff has made good progress on what the dollar amount will be 
and what the paradigm will be but until he finds out for sure that it costs a certain amount per ticket 
and they can use it any time or they can’t, it will be tracked or it won’t be tracked – he just wants 
to find out those things before he casts a final vote on that element.  He thinks we can certainly 
authorize staff to move forward with that planning and bring the Council back what the final 
product will look like for the Cays portion. 
 
Councilmember Bailey commented that when we first started this pilot program, we wanted to see 
increased ridership, reduced traffic and parking congestion, and provide an overall better 
experience but he remembers, when approving this, the primary reason was to simply reduce 
parking and traffic congestion.  That was the primary reason.  He is a bit disappointed that we 
don’t have really any data to support that we have accomplished that.  He keeps hearing people 
say it has been a success because of the increased ridership.  If the City started subsidizing free ice 
cream, something tells him that we would have greater ice cream consumption at Moo Time.  He 
is not saying this isn’t a worthwhile cause.  He really thinks it is.  He just wants to see better data 
to support it.  No matter what direction the City Council takes and he would be in favor of 
continuing this program for another year, he wants one of the questions asked in the survey to be 
how else a rider would have made this trip.  The data from the previous two years shows that over 
70% of the people using the shuttle already have their car here in Coronado.  They either came 
over in their vehicle or they lived here in Coronado.  So, did we really reduce traffic and parking 
congestion for those occupants?  He doesn’t know that you can make that case.  For the others 
maybe you could.  He is certainly a big proponent of extending this down to the Cays because it 
goes right to the heart of why we originally approved this program.  It was to reduce traffic and 
parking congestion.  Presumably, the vast majority of people coming up from the Cays, if they 
want to enjoy their day in the Village or 4th of July or Concerts in the Park, are going to be driving.  
His personal preference would be for Option 2 and bring back that data to see if we are actually 
reducing traffic and parking congestion using the survey.  He is also a bit concerned at the costs.  
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When we first started this, it was in the neighborhood of $50 to $60,000 and now Option 3 puts us 
closer to $140,000.  Considering that the majority of the people using this service are non-residents 
and the residents are largely subsidizing it that does concern him a little bit.  That number is starting 
to jump out at him a little bit.  He does think it can be a valuable service and he really does want 
to see it extended down to the Cays.  His preference would be for Option 2 and coming back with 
that question answered in the future.   
 
Mayor Tanaka commented that Mr. Bailey mentioned the idea of making sure that there is at least 
one question in the survey that clearly asks how a rider would have taken their trip today.  He 
mentioned the lack of data.  Is there anything specific, other than adding that question, that he 
wants surveyed?  Does he want traffic counts?  Does he want counts of cars?  Mr. Bailey is right 
that there is a lack of data but the Council didn’t tell staff to do anything else.   
 
Mr. Bailey agreed.  That is the biggest question.  If we are trying to determine whether or not that 
is a success and if one of the measurements of success is if we have actually reduced parking and 
traffic congestion, we should be asking that question. 
 
Mayor Tanaka is satisfied with the data in front of him in terms of ridership.  It is not like ice 
cream.  He is not tempted to just ride around on the shuttle.  He is tempted to take free ice cream.  
His point is that if anyone takes the time to hop on the shuttle, he doesn’t question their motive 
and he is glad they are doing it.  The likelihood that we took someone walking off the street is not 
strong.  The only downside he heard was that it was too crowded.  If we cut the shuttle, obviously 
those people wouldn’t be on it but chances are there are a bunch of cars that would be put back on 
the street.  Even if someone drove to Coronado, found somewhere to park and then were able to 
use the shuttle to move around that is beneficial. 
 
Mr. Bailey responded that is the question he wants answered.  Would they otherwise have simply 
walked?  If the vast majority come back and say that they just would have walked or taken their 
bikes, then maybe that is an expensive tens of thousands of dollars that the City doesn’t need to 
incur anymore.   
 
Mayor Tanaka thinks that survey question is somewhat adequate to address the lack of data that 
Mr. Bailey is talking about.   
 
Mr. Bailey really does appreciate the data that has been brought back so far but that is just a piece 
of data that the Council did not ask in the past that he would like to see in the future.   
 
Councilmember Sandke commented that this project represents what he thinks is the Holy Grail 
for our town.  It gets people out of their cars, into a public mode of transportation and moves them 
around town.  We could do some studies but he is pretty certain that if there are 50 people on a 
shuttle and it comes into downtown, those 50 people would have come into the downtown some 
other way and he is pretty certain that a car or two or three or four or five didn’t come to downtown 
because of that.  He is comfortable with the success of the project.  He thinks the ridership numbers 
are a little bit more even in terms of residents and tourists in terms of usage and we could ask staff 
for a little bit clearer idea of what those percentages are.  He thinks there are a lot of residents that 
are getting a lot of use out of this program.  He is comfortable moving ahead with Option 2, the 
staff recommendation, for many of the reasons that Mr. Bailey brings up in terms of costs and the 
incremental usage of the shuttle to people versus 20 minutes versus 15 minutes – 20 minutes is a 
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practical number.  It is something people can work with and he thinks it is a very convenient 
service at that level.  We would save some money on that as well, money that might be spent on 
finding an appropriate way to work with MTS to serve our residents in the Cays who are woefully 
underserved by the current shuttle.  The practicalities of hauling people up and back as part of that 
20 minute route make the using of the 904 impossible.  MTS has a perfectly working vehicle that 
comes and goes from the Cays and finding the appropriate way to utilize that service in a 
financially sound as well as properly used manner, as Mayor Tanaka brought up, is a prudent way 
to move forward.  He would certainly support a motion that included some type of service 
recommendations for the Sunday Concerts in the Park and also for the 4th of July in terms of 
servicing the Cays and he would move forward with Mr. Bailey’s recommendation for the 20-
minute option.   
 
Councilmember Woiwode also likes Option 2.   Going from 30 minutes to 20 minutes costs 
$36,000 more.  Going from 20 minutes to 15 minutes costs $36,000 more.  He thinks we will learn 
a lot by going to 20 minutes.  We will learn as much and will find out if we need to go even further 
or not.  He is more comfortable with doing Option 2 than going to the 15 minute increment at this 
point.   
 
 MSUC  (Woiwode/Sandke) moved that the City Council direct staff to go 

forward with funding the free summer shuttle, Option 2, 20-minute 
increment.   

 
Mayor Tanaka commented that the number one reason not to use the shuttle is that it isn’t there 
when you want to use it and people are pretty finicky if they are trying to get to a certain place by 
a certain time and public transportation in general suffers from whether it is convenient enough 
that a person accomplishes their objective, whatever that travel objective is.  The reason he likes 
15 minutes is that is the worst case scenario for someone waiting.  The chances of the shuttle just 
leaving as you arrive there and you have to wait the full 15 minutes aren’t very good.  The chances 
are it is going to be more like a seven to ten minute wait and, therefore, that is maximum 
convenience.  He can happily support the 20 minute alternative because there isn’t that much 
difference but his goal in funding this is to find out what the maximum amount of public good is 
that the City can do with this program.  If we run it as much as we can afford, and maybe cost is 
the problem, the extra $36,000 is a worthwhile investment to him because whatever numbers we 
get for that year, if we use 15 minutes, there is no more guessing.  We will know, at its best, what 
this program can do within those parameters.  He agrees with Mr. Bailey that he does not like that 
the cost has floated up but he remembers in different years when we talked about what SAFE was 
going to do with their funding on a yearly basis.  Theirs kept going up because the City was still 
trying to figure out what it wanted that program to be in terms of a service to the City.  He is 
willing to stomach the higher cost because he really wants to see how many people will use this if 
it is provided at the optimum rate.  The wait will not be a factor if it is done with the 15 minute 
frequency.   
 
Ms. Downey added that one of the reasons she was willing to support Option 3 is because one of 
the problems we have, and Mr. Woiwode brought it up, is that the timing to keep this being as 
frequent as it is becomes thrown off if we try to bring the Cays into the loop.  We have to think of 
it as two programs that work together.  If you get the bus in the Cays, are dropped off, having only 
15 minutes between when you can pick up the free shuttle on the 904 actually makes it more likely 
that someone in the Cays would be willing.  We are very lucky.  For us to get to the Cays and Moo 
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Time with a 20-minute ride and two buses might get people to do it.  The shorter amount of time, 
the more likely someone who has to change buses might be encouraged to get with the program.  
She wants to get as many people hooked on it so we can get more people regularly using it and she 
thinks the shorter one would be a way to go. 
 
Mr. Bailey offered a comment on the data from the last couple of surveys.  That $3,000 in 
advertising – about 5% actually learned about the free summer shuttle from that advertising.  
Perhaps that $3,000 could be dispersed differently to see if we have better results with it. 
 
Mr. King doesn’t want to oversell the word advertising.  That is probably a little bit too grandiose.  
The City prepares, at the bus stops, a foam core printed board that says “Free Summer Shuttle.”  
We cover the 904 schedule with that.  That is really the cost.  We do pass out some brochures and 
whether those are really needed or not is up for debate.   A lot of the information comes from the 
concierge at the hotels.  What really sells the summer shuttle, in his opinion, is the wrap.  The 
signs at the bus stops are kind of a necessity.   
 
Mr. Woiwode took the shuttle last year pretty regularly.  Increased frequency of service is a good 
thing but, for him, if he walked up to the thing and was in the middle of either that 15 minute or 
20 minute time window, it wouldn’t make that much difference.   
 
Ms. Downey was amazed last summer at the Concerts in the Park, because she has to drive to 
them, that there was more parking so she has to assume that is because some cars who normally 
would have been there weren’t there.  At this point, we are putting together the brochure for the 
Concerts in the Park.  The free shuttle information will be in there.  The sooner the City can tell us 
how the summer shuttle for the Cays is going to work, the better because they go to print soon. 
 
Mayor Tanaka anticipates that this will be settled by the next meeting or the meeting after.   
 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Woiwode, Tanaka 
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
 
 MSUC  (Tanaka/Bailey) moved that the City Council direct staff to move 

forward on planning for service to the Cays that would include bus 
service for July 4, 2015 and Sundays throughout the same period for 
Concerts in the Park. 

 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Woiwode, Tanaka 
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
 
  
 11d. Appointment of an Interim Advisory Board to Assist with the Development of 
the Management Plan and Resolution of Intent for the Formation of a New Tourism 
Improvement District.   Under Consent, the City Council appointed an Interim Advisory 
Board composed of the same representatives of the four assessed hotels and five at-large 
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members currently appointed to serve as the Advisory Board for the existing Coronado TID 
and made a finding that Coronado Municipal Code Section 2.30.020 does not apply with 
regard to representatives from the four assessed hotels who serve on the Interim Advisory 
Board. 
 
12. CITY ATTORNEY:   No report. 
 
13. COMMUNICATIONS - WRITTEN: None.  
 
14. ADJOURNMENT:  The Mayor adjourned the meeting at 5:22 p.m.  
 
 
       Approved: (Date), 2015 
 
 

______________________________ 
       Casey Tanaka, Mayor 
       City of Coronado 
Attest:  
 
 
______________________________ 
Mary L. Clifford  
City Clerk 
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03/17/15 

APPROVAL OF READING BY TITLE AND WAIVER OF READING IN FULL OF 
ORDINANCES ON THIS AGENDA 
 
The City Council waives the reading of the full text of every ordinance contained in this agenda 
and approves the reading of the ordinance title only.   
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AUTHORIZATION TO TRANSMIT THE 2015 ANNUAL HOUSING PROGRESS 
REPORT TO THE STATE OFFICE OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT 
 
ISSUE: City Council review and authorization to transmit the Annual Housing Element Progress 
Report to the State Office of Housing and Community Development (HCD).   
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Authorize transmission of the 2015 Annual Housing Progress Report 
to HCD.  
 
FISCAL IMPACT:  There are no fiscal impacts.  
 
CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  Authorizing the transmittal of the annual housing progress 
report is a ministerial action that involves the exercise of little to no discretion on the part of the 
City Council.  California law identifies what data and in what manner the information shall be 
reported to the State.  
 
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) DETERMINATION:  This 
is not a project under CEQA. 
 
PUBLIC NOTICE:  A public notice was not required for this meeting.  
 
BACKGROUND: The City Council adopted the Coronado 2013-2021 Housing Element on 
February 19, 2013, and the State office of HCD subsequently certified the City’s Housing 
Element on March 6, 2013.  Government Code Section 65400 requires each governing body to 
prepare an annual report on the status and progress in implementing a jurisdiction’s housing 
element of the general plan using forms and definitions adopted by HCD.  The annual report, 
commonly referred to as the Annual Housing Element Progress Report, is due April 1 of every 
year for the preceding calendar year.  The Community Development Department has transmitted 
past Annual Housing Element Progress Reports directly to HCD in accordance with State law. 
 
ANALYSIS:  With the adoption of SB 375, new reporting requirements were introduced into 
State law (Gov. Code 65400) regarding the Annual Housing Element Progress Reports.  In 
particular, the Annual Housing Element Progress Report is now required to be considered at a 
public meeting before the legislative body to allow for members of the public to provide oral 
testimony and written comments on the City’s report to be filed with HCD.   The purpose of this 
agenda item is to satisfy legislative requirements. 
 
Coronado’s Annual Housing Element Progress Report identifies the number of permits issued by 
affordability and its relationship toward meeting the City’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation 
numbers.  The Report also identifies the City’s progress toward meeting its Housing 
Implementation program and goals identified in the City’s Certified Housing Element.  In 
general, the report shows the City has met its regional housing allocation numbers overall; 
however, the issuance of permits to produce one very low income unit, nine low income units, 
and nine moderate income units remains a goal.   
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The Report also demonstrates the City has implemented the majority of the program goals and 
objectives identified in the Implementation Plan of the certified Housing Element.  State law 
requires the City to have zoning regulations in place to allow for “special needs housing” within 
the community.  With the City Council’s adoption of Ordinance 2040 on February 18, 2014, all 
of the State-mandated “special needs” housing provisions identified within the Element have 
been addressed.  Supportive and Transitional housing are allowed in residential zones; Large 
Residential Care Facilities and Single-Room Occupancy units are allowed in the R-4 zone with a 
Major Special Use Permit; and Emergency Shelters are allowed in the Commercial Zone without 
a discretionary permit.  
 
In conclusion, the Annual Housing Element Progress Report demonstrates the City has made 
positive progress toward meeting the objectives and goals identified in the certified Housing 
Element.  The 2015 Housing Element Progress Report is required to be submitted to the office of 
HCD by April 1, 2015.  Authorization by the City Council to transmit the Report to the office of 
HCD will allow the City to meet the April 1 deadline.  
 
ALTERNATIVE:  The Council could choose not to authorize transmittal of the report to HCD.   
 
Submitted by Community Development/Hurst 
Attachment: 2015 Annual Housing Element Progress Report 
 
n:\all departments\staff reports - drafts\2015 meetings\03-17 meeting - sr due mar. 5\2015 cc rpt on 2014 progress.doc 
 
CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F G L P PSE R 
BK TR NA JNC MLC RAH NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
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Attachment 1
page 1 of 6

-

3 4

Note below the number of units 
determined to be affordable without 
financial or deed restrictions and 
attach an explanation how the 
jurisdiction determined the units 
were affordable.   Refer to 
instructions.See Instructions

5 5a

 

 

 

Reporting Period 1/1/2014

1 2

Housing Development Information

Project Identifier
(may be APN No.,
 project name or 

address)

Unit 
Category

Housing with Financial Assistance 
and/or 

Deed Restrictions

6 7 8

Housing without 
Financial Assistance
or Deed Restrictions

ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT
Housing Element Implementation

(CCR Title 25 §6202 )

Jurisdiction City of Coronado

Assistance 
Programs 
for Each 

Development

Tenure

R=Renter
O=Owner

Affordability by Household Incomes

Very Low-
Income

Low-
Income

Moderate-
Income

0

Above
Moderate-

Income

Total Units
per 

Project

Deed 
Restricted

UnitsEst. # Infill 
Units*

 

See Instructions

 

 

37

    (10)  Total by income Table A/A3     ►     ►      

   (9) Total  of Moderate and Above Moderate from Table A3     ►     ►     ►     ►     ►     ►0

 

Table A

 

 

37

 (11) Total Extremely Low-Income Units*

12/31/2014

0 0

Annual Building Activity Report Summary - New Construction 
Very Low-, Low-, and Mixed-Income Multifamily Projects
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Attachment 1
page 2 of 6

-Reporting Period 1/1/2014

ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT
Housing Element Implementation

(CCR Title 25 §6202 )

Jurisdiction City of Coronado

12/31/2014

Activity Type (4) The Description should adequately document how each unit complies with                     
subsection (c )(7) of Government Code Section 65583.1

0

0

0

(2) Preservation of Units At-Risk

Table A3
Annual building Activity Report Summary for Above Moderate-Income Units

(not including those units reported on Table A)

* Note: This field is voluntary

0

Affordability by Household Incomes

Extremely 
Low-

Income*

Very Low-
Income

(3) Acquisition of Units

(5) Total Units by Income

5.                              
Mobile Homes

0 0 0

4

2.                   
2 - 4 Units

6.                          
Total

37

3.                    
5+ Units

No. of Units Permitted for 
Above Moderate

1.                         
Single Family

4.                                 
Second Unit

Please note:  Units may only be credited to  the table below when a jurisdiction has included a program it its housing element to rehabilitate, preserve or acquire 
units to accommodate a portion of its RHNA whichmeet the specific criteria as outlined in GC Section 65583.1(c)(1) 

Low-
Income

TOTAL 
UNITS

(1) Rehabilitation Activity

33

* Note: This field is voluntary

7.                  
Number of 
infill units*

No. of Units Permitted for 
Moderate

Table A2
Annual Building Activity Report Summary - Units Rehabilitated, Preserved and Acquired pursuant                                                                                        

to GC Section 65583.1(c)(1)

0
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Attachment 1
page 3 of 6

-Reporting Period 1/1/2014

ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT
Housing Element Implementation

(CCR Title 25 §6202 )

Jurisdiction City of Coronado

12/31/2014

Permitted Units Issued by Affordability

Total 
Remaining RHNA
by Income Level

2012

9

-112
162

150

 

 

 

1

9

Deed 
Restricted

0

0

0

Non-deed 
restricted

2018

Total Units 
to Date 

(all years)

0

0

20162013

 

2014

 

12

0

Income Level
RHNA 

Allocation  by 
Income Level

2010

Low

Deed 
Restricted 0

Very Low

Deed 
Restricted
Non-deed 
restricted

13

 

37

37

35

0

24 -131

Moderate
0 0

2919

50

Total Units     ►     ►     ►
37

Total RHNA by COG.
Enter allocation number: 35

Note: units serving extremly low-income households are included in the very low-income permitted units totals.

29

Remaining Need for RHNA Period    ►     ►     ►     ►     ►     

Table B

Regional Housing Needs Allocation Progress

9Non-deed 
restricted

Enter Calendar Year starting with the first year of 
the RHNA allocation period.  See Example.

0

2017

25

0

2015

 

2011

  

0

24

Above Moderate

9

012
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Attachment 1
page 4 of 6

-Reporting Period 1/1/2014

ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT
Housing Element Implementation

(CCR Title 25 §6202 )

Jurisdiction City of Coronado

12/31/2014

Table C

Status of Program Implementation

Ongoing Ongoing, present land use designations have not been changed.

Timeframe
in H.E.

Program Implementation Status

Housing Programs Progress Report  -  Government Code Section 65583.
Describe progress of all programs including local efforts to remove governmental constraints to the maintenance, 

improvement, and development of housing as identified in the housing element.

Maintain present land use 
designations, retain a balanced 
mixture of uses & housing types.

Program Description
(By Housing Element Program Names)

Name of Program Objective

Ongoing8. Home Repair Program
Provide link on City webiste to 
County's program, which 
administers program.

Completed

5. Housing Choice Vouchers

7. Downpayment and Closing Costs 
Assistance Program (DCCA) Ongoing Completed

Provide link on City webiste to 
County's program, which 
administers program.

Regularly scheduled and ad hoc meetings with Navy continue on 
an ongoing basis.Ongoing

Maintain open channels of 
communication with Navy about 
future affordable housing projects

Ongoing Completed

Completed

1.  Land Use Designations

The City did not receive any applications for density bonuses in 
2014.

Ongoing
The City continues to collect inclusionary fees for applicable 
projects and will evaluate program effectiveness as other priority 
funding issues associated with dissolution of CDA are eliminated.

Ongoing

4. Navy Land Projects

3. Affordable Housing Development

2. Inclusionary Housing Program
Maintain program; evaluate 
effectiveness of program; 
consider changes to fees.

Consider Density bonuses and 
expedited processing to facilitate 
affordable housing

Provide link on City webiste to 
County's program, which 
administers program.

Provide link on City webiste to 
County's program, which 
administers program.

6. Mortgage Credit Certificate (MCC) Ongoing
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Attachment 1
page 5 of 6

-Reporting Period 1/1/2014

ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT
Housing Element Implementation

(CCR Title 25 §6202 )

Jurisdiction City of Coronado

12/31/2014

10. Senior Housing & Assisted Living Units Support Development of Senior 
Housing Ongoing No new Senior Housing & Assisted Living Units proposed in 2014. 

11. Accessaible Housing Design

City commits to encourage 
housing designed for persons 
with low income, disabilities, or 
seniors.

Ongoing No new or rehabilitated units proposed in 2014.

Ongoing9. Fair Housing Assistance
Information is available on City website and brochures are available 
at City Hall.  City will participate in County's update of Impediments 
to Fair Housing Choise anticipated to occur in 2016.

Provide material to public on Fair 
Housing Assistance Program 
administered by South Bay 
Community Services

12. New Funding Mechanism to Administer 
City's Affordable Housing Resources

Develop funding mechanism to 
administer City's affordable 
housing resources.  Possible 
amendments to 82.21 regarding 
use of inclusionary fees; 

None 
Identified

Other priority funding issues to be addressed with the dissolution of 
redevelopment and loss of LMIH Funds prior to researching and 
developing new funding mechansim.

13. Long Range Program to Administer the 
City's Affordable Housing Units

Issue RFP for management 
company to administer City's 
affordable housing units.

None 
Identified Expect to issue RFP in 2015.

14. Alley Unit Rehabilitation and Retention

Existing zoning standards allow 
owners to improve and retain less 
expensive, nonconforming alley 
units.

Ongoing City continues to maintain flexibility to allow alley units to be 
upgraded.

15. Historic Preservation

Educate public through historic 
designations, newsletters, and 
plaques regarding City's history 
and need for historic preservation

Ongoing

City has maintained an active preservation program and continues 
to provide incentives for participation in the program (Mills Act and 
zoning exceptions) and has prepared brochures and photos of 
designated homes on the City's website.

16. Code Compliance

City will maintain a Code 
Compliance Program to assist 
property owners to rehab 
substandard property.

Ongoing The City has maintained an active code compliance program.

17. Zoning Ordinance Amendments for 
Special Needs Housing

City will amend regulations to be 
consistent with new State Law. One-Year Program adopted with Housing Element certified April 2013.

17.A Residential Care Facilities

Amend Orange Avenue Corridor 
Specific Plan (OACSP) to allow 
large care facilities with Major 
SUP in R-4 Zone.

One-Year Completed February 18, 2014
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Attachment 1
page 6 of 6

-Reporting Period 1/1/2014

ANNUAL ELEMENT PROGRESS REPORT
Housing Element Implementation

(CCR Title 25 §6202 )

Jurisdiction City of Coronado

12/31/2014

Provide handouts to public to 
explain development review 
process

17.B Supportive Housing
Amend OACSP and Zoning to 
allow supportive housing in 
residential zones.

One-Year Completed February 18, 2014

17.C Transitional Housing Amend Zoning to exclude 
boarding house from defiintion One-Year Completed February 18, 2014

17.E Emergency Shelters

Ongoing

17.D Single Room Occupancy Housing 
(SRO's)

Amend Zoning to exclude SRO's 
from definition of transitional 
housing and amend code to allow 
SRO's in R-4 zone with a Special 
Use Permit

One-Year Completed February 18, 2014

City continues to update and provide new forms both in paper and 
on the City's website to educate the public about the City's building 
and planning review processes.

Amend OACSP to allow 
Emergency Shelters by right 
without a discretionary permit

One-Year Completed February 18, 2014

18. Streamlined Process
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APPROVAL OF A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE SUBMITTAL OF A FUNDING 
REQUEST TO THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA TELECOMMUNICATIONS DIVISION 
TO UPGRADE THE 9-1-1 CUSTOMER PREMISE EQUIPMENT (CPE) SYSTEM  

RECOMMENDATION: Approve “A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Coronado 
Authorizing the Submittal of a Funding Request to the State of California Telecommunications 
Division to Upgrade the 9-1-1 Customer Premise Equipment (CPE) System.”  

FISCAL IMPACT: The City of Coronado's current funding eligibility level through the State of 
California Telecommunications Division is not to exceed $218,000.  The grant funds can only be 
used for equipment related to the 9-1-1 dispatch center system.  No City funds are required.  
Product and services to complete the project are purchased by the State.  The cost of the project is 
anticipated to be between $217,000 and $218,000.  Unused funds remain in the State 9-1-1 fund. 

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  Approval of submittal of a funding request is a legislative 
action.  Legislative actions tend to express a public purpose and make provisions for the ways and 
means of accomplishing the purpose.  Legislative actions involve the exercise of discretion 
governed by considerations of public welfare, in which case the City Council is deemed to have 
“paramount authority” in such decisions.  

PUBLIC NOTICE:  None required. 

BACKGROUND: The State 9-1-1 Program is a surcharge on phone users that provides local 
agencies with funds to procure and update 9-1-1 equipment/services.  The Governor’s Office of 
Emergency Services (OES) sets the surcharge and distribution formula.  Expenditures using State 
9-1-1 funds are made through a Master Purchase Agreement.  Public safety agencies in California 
are eligible to receive funding annually.  The City of Coronado's 9-1-1 Program funds have 
accrued since 2006 to be used toward the purchase of a complete 9-1-1 system.  The allotment is 
based upon a five-year replacement cycle. 

ANALYSIS: The Police Department recommends an upgrade to the existing 9-1-1 customer 
premise equipment (CPE) and replacement of the existing voice recording equipment.  This 
upgrade will convert the existing legacy 9-1-1 system to Next Generation 9-1-1 or NG9-1-1.  This 
new Internet Protocol (IP) based system will lay the groundwork necessary for expanded 
capabilities and enable the 9-1-1 network to support other new and non-voice technologies such as 
text message, images, data sets, and video in the future.  This upgrade will enable City dispatchers 
to provide more efficient service to the citizens of Coronado.  According to the manufacturer of 
the current system, parts for repairs are no longer being produced and may not be available should 
the system need maintenance.   

The system to be purchased will replace the 9-1-1 system, phone and radio recording equipment, 
and will include a five-year, 24/7 maintenance agreement.  The systems and maintenance are 
intended to be purchased through the same vendor, which should ease administration for the 
anticipated five-year life of the system. 
 
To utilize the accrued funds, the State requires a funding request from the local jurisdiction.  Once 
the request and desired equipment are approved, the State makes all payments directly to the 
selected vendor.  
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ALTERNATIVE:  The City Council can choose to delay the replacement; however, this is not 
recommended. 

Submitted by Police Department/Froomin 
Attachment:  Resolution  

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F G L P PSE R 
BK TR EG JNC MLC NA NA NA NA NA JF NA NA 

 
  

64



RESOLUTION NO. ___________ 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORONADO 
AUTHORIZING THE SUBMITTAL OF A FUNDING REQUEST TO THE STATE OF 

CALIFORNIA TELECOMMUNICATIONS DIVISION TO UPGRADE THE 9-1-1 
CUSTOMER PREMISE EQUIPMENT (CPE) SYSTEM 

WHEREAS, the City of Coronado desires to participate in the State 9-1-1 Program; and 

WHEREAS, the State 9-1-1 Program is provided to assist agencies to procure 9-1-1 
equipment; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Coronado's current funding eligibility level through the State of 
California Telecommunications Division is not to exceed $218,000; and 

WHEREAS, public safety agencies in California are eligible to receive funding annually; 
and 

WHEREAS, the City of Coronado's 9-1-1 Program funds have accrued since 2006 to be 
used toward the purchase of a complete 9-1-1 system; and 

WHEREAS, the Police Department recommends an upgrade to the existing 9-1-1 
customer premise equipment and voice recorder; and 

WHEREAS, upgrading the existing 9-1-1 equipment will support new and non-voice 
technologies such as text message, images, data sets, and video in the future. 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Coronado, 
California, that the City Council approves and authorizes the submittal of a funding request to the 
State of California Telecommunications Division to upgrade the 9-1-1 system.  

PASSED AND ADOPTED this ________day of __________________, 2015, by the 
following vote to wit: 

AYES:  
NAYS: 
ABSTAIN: 
ABSENT: 
      
 

                                                                                                                                     
                                                                        Casey Tanaka, Mayor of the 
                                                                        City of Coronado, California 

ATTEST: 

                                                 
Mary L. Clifford, City Clerk 
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AUTHORIZATION FOR THE CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE A SIDE LETTER 
AGREEMENT WITH THE AMERICAN FEDERATION OF STATE, COUNTY, AND 
MUNICIPAL EMPLOYEES, LOCAL 127 (AFSCME)  AND APPROVAL OF A 
RESOLUTION AMENDING THE PERSONNEL AUTHORIZATION AND 
COMPENSATION PLAN TO ESTABLISH SPECIAL PAY CATEGORY FOR CERTAIN 
MAINTENANCE WORKER AND MECHANIC CLASSIFICATIONS 
 
ISSUE:  Whether to execute a Side Letter Agreement with AFSCME introducing special 
compensation for certain members of the Maintenance Worker and Mechanic classification series 
for obtaining enhanced certification. 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Authorize the City Manager to execute the side letter agreement and 
approve a resolution establishing the additional special compensation in the Personnel 
Authorization and Compensation Plan. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT:  The cost of introducing special compensation for employees who obtain 
technical certification when assigned to Wastewater/Storm Water and Fleet Maintenance is a 
maximum of approximately $12,500 per year if all eligible employees achieve the technical 
certifications.  Eligible qualified employees will receive incentive pay of up to 2.5%. 
 
CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY: The City Council has broad discretion to determine the terms 
and conditions of employment for the City’s employees. Additionally, the Side Letter was agreed 
to with the Union during Labor/Management meetings.  
 
PUBLIC NOTICE:  None required. 
 
BACKGROUND:  At its December 2, 2014 meeting, the City Council approved a one-year 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with AFSCME.  In order to reach tentative agreement, 
the topic of implementing new certification requirements in Wastewater/Storm Water and Fleet 
Maintenance was tabled and discussions continued on this proposal during Labor/Management 
meetings. 
 
It was determined that the enhanced certification would be beneficial to the City by ensuring that 
employees holding technical positions are competent to operate equipment, respond to 
emergencies and make technically sound decisions.  These certifications have become required in 
many other local municipalities and it is a best practice to require minimum levels of certification 
in the classifications assigned to Wastewater, Storm Water and Fleet Maintenance.  In exchange 
for achieving the required level of certification, employees will be eligible for an incentive pay of 
up to 2.5%. 
 
ANALYSIS:  The City reached agreement with AFSCME for the proposed changes to class 
specifications and the new certification pay, pending final approval by the City Council.  Staff 
recommends that the enhanced certification requirements and corresponding incentive pays be 
implemented by means of a Side Letter Agreement, with the Classification Specifications and 
Personnel Authorization and Compensation Plan (PACP) amended accordingly. 
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Attachments: 1) Side Letter Agreement 
  2) Resolution  
 
Submitted by Administrative Services/Suelter 
 
n:\all departments\staff reports-drafts\2015 meetings\ 03-17-15 
 
CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F G L P PSE R 

BK TR LS JNC MLC NA NA NA NA NA NA JPC NA 
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SIDE LETTER AGREEMENT BETWEEN AMERICAN FEDERATION OF STATE, COUNTY 
AND MUNICIPAL EMPLOYEES LOCAL 127 AND THE CITY OF CORONAD REGARDING 

MODIFICATION TO REQUIRED MINIMUM QUALIFICATIONS FOR EMPLOYEES 
ASSIGNED IN WASTEWATER, STORM WATER AND FLEET MAINTENANCE AREAS AND 

ESTABLISHMENT OF CERTIFICATION PAY FOR REQUIRED AND OPTIONAL 
CERTIFICATIONS IN THESE AREAS 

 
The American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees, Local 127 (hereafter AFSCME) 
and the City of Coronado agree to the following language for Article 3, adding Sections F and G, in the 
FY 2014-15 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), as shown in the excerpt below: 
 

ARTICLE 3.  SPECIAL ASSIGNMENTS AND CERTIFICATION PAY 
 

F. Wastewater/Storm Water Certification Pay. 
 

Employees who work in Waste Water or Storm Water and possess a certification from 
the California Water Environment Association (CWEA) at the level established as the 
minimum qualification for their classification, will receive 1% of their base salary in 
certification pay. Employees in Waste Water and Storm Water who exceed the level of 
certification established as the minimum qualification will be eligible to receive an 
additional 1.5% of their base pay for a total certification pay amount of up to 2.5% for 
designated certifications. 

 
G. Mechanic Certification Pay. 

  
Employees who work in the Mechanic series and possess certification from the 
California State Fire Training Academy and/or ASE Certifications at the level 
established as the minimum qualification for their classification, will receive 1% of their 
base salary in certification pay. Employees in the Mechanic series who exceed the level 
of certification established as the minimum qualification will be eligible to receive an 
additional 1.5% of their base pay for a total certification pay of up to 2.5% for 
designated certifications. 

 
This language modification to the FY 2014-15 MOU shall be effective immediately upon agreement and 
will be incorporated into the successor MOU unless otherwise modified. 
 
___________________________________   __________________________________ 
Marcos Cardenas, Business Representative  Blair King, City Manager 
AFSCME Local 127       City of Coronado 
 
__________________________________ 
Armando Moreno, Steward 
 
__________________________________ 
Kirk Duhala, Steward 
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RESOLUTION NO. _____ 

 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORONADO  

AMENDING THE CITY’S PERSONNEL AUTHORIZATION AND COMPENSATION 
PLAN TO ESTABLISH SPECIAL PAY CATEGORY FOR CERTAIN  
MAINTENANCE WORKER AND MECHANIC CLASSIFICATIONS 

 
 WHEREAS, the City Council is desirous of fixing the salary schedule and other forms of 
compensation, together with authorizing the total number of positions; and 

 

 WHEREAS, the City and the American Federation of State, County, and Municipal 
Employees, Local 127 (AFSCME) have met  in good faith and reached agreement on proposed 
modifications to the minimum and desirable qualifications of certain classifications in the 
Department of Public Services Department and corresponding certification pay.  

 

 NOW THEREFORE, be it resolved that the City Council of the City of Coronado does 
hereby resolve to so amend the Personnel Authorization and Compensation Plan for FY 2014-15 
adding the following new Sections 22 and 23: 

 

Section 22.  WASTEWATER/STORM WATER CERTIFICATION PAY 

 

Employees represented by the AMERICAN FEDERATION OF STATE, 
COUNTY, AND MUNICIPAL EMPLOYEES, LOCAL 127 who work in 
Wastewater or Storm Water and possess a certification from the California Water 
Environment Association (CWEA) at the level established as the minimum 
qualification for their classification will receive 1% of their base salary in 
certification pay.  Employees in Wastewater and Storm Water who exceed the 
level of certification established as the minimum qualification will be eligible to 
receive an additional 1.5% of their base pay for a total certification pay amount of 
up to 2.5% for designated certifications. 

 

Section 23. MECHANIC CERTIFICATION PAY 

  

Employees represented by the AMERICAN FEDERATION OF STATE, 
COUNTY, AND MUNICIPAL EMPLOYEES LOCAL 127 who work in the 
Mechanic series and possess certification from the California State Fire Training 
Academy and/or ASE Certifications at the level established as the minimum 
qualification for their classification will receive 1% of their base salary in 
certification pay.  Employees in the Mechanic series who exceed the level of 
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certification established as the minimum qualification will be eligible to receive 
an additional 1.5% of their base pay for a total certification pay of up to 2.5% for 
designated certifications. 

 

 PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Coronado, California, this 
17th day of March 2015 by the following vote, to wit: 

 

 AYES: 

 NAYS: 

 ABSTAIN: 

 ABSENT: 

 

 ______________________________ 

 Casey Tanaka, Mayor 
 City of Coronado 
Attest: 

 
 
___________________________ 
Mary L. Clifford 
City Clerk 
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ACCEPTANCE OF THE CORONADO CAYS CHANNEL BERM STABILIZATION 
PROJECT AND DIRECTION TO THE CITY CLERK TO FILE A NOTICE OF 
COMPLETION 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Accept the Coronado Cays Channel Berm Stabilization project and 
direct the City Clerk to file a Notice of Completion. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT:  The City Council appropriated $250,000 for the Coronado Cays Channel 
Berm Stabilization project in the Fiscal Year 11/12 Capital Improvement Budget.  The total 
project cost, including design, construction and other miscellaneous expenses, is expected to be 
$137,476.  The remaining project fund balance will be returned to the Capital Projects Fund 400. 
 

Project Budget Analysis 
 Anticipated Budget Actual Costs 
Design  $66,691 $60,635 
Construction Budget $72,604 $72,604 
Project Contingency $12,396 $1,354 
Miscellaneous Expenses $0 $2,883 
 Subtotal  $151,691 $137,476 
Total Project Budget $250,000  
Remaining Balance    $112,524 

 
COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  Approving a Notice of Completion is a ministerial action.  
Ministerial decisions involve the use of fixed standards or objective measure, removing personal 
subjective judgment in deciding whether or how the project should be carried out. 
 
PUBLIC NOTICE:  None required. 
 
BACKGROUND:  In 2009, the City hired TerraCosta Consulting Group to perform a 
bathymetric survey of the waterways in the Coronado Cays development to assess the navigable 
channels, including the soil berms adjacent to the bulkheads.  The report was completed in 2010 
and repairs were recommended in various locations to build up the berms to provide adequate 
support for the bulkheads.  In 2012, TerraCosta prepared plans and specifications for the berms 
stabilization project for the locations identified in the report, including berms located in the Port 
District’s jurisdiction (these were later removed from the project scope).  In addition, they 
identified the environmental permits required for the project and prepared the applications, 
supporting studies, and plans to submit to each agency.   
 
ANALYSIS:  NRG Building and Consulting, Inc. was issued the Notice to Proceed on February 
2, 2015.  The project was completed in accordance with the project plans and specifications on 
February 10, 2015.  Recording of the Notice of Completion is an important step in finalizing the 
construction contract.  It is a written notice issued by the owner of the property to notify 
concerned parties that the work has been completed and it triggers the time period for filing of 
mechanics’ liens and stop notices to 30 days.  Final retention payment is not made to the 
contractor until the 30-day period to file liens and stop notices has lapsed. 
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Submitted by Public Services & Engineering/Odiorne 
 
N:\All Departments\Staff Reports - Drafts\2015 Meetings\03-17 Meeting - SR Due Mar. 5\FINAL Cays Berms 
Notice of Completion.doc 

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F G L P PSE R 
BK TR LS JNC MLC NA EW NA NA NA NA NA NA 
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REJECTION OF ALL BIDS FOR THE INSTALLATION OF A RUBBERIZED 
PLAYGROUND SURFACE AND UNIVERSAL SWING IN SPRECKELS PARK AND 
DIRECTION TO STAFF TO RE-BID THE PROJECT 
 
ISSUE:  Whether to award a construction contract for the installation of a rubberized playground 
surface and universal swing in Spreckels Park and appropriate funds or reject all bids. 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Reject all bids for the installation of a rubberized playground surface 
and universal swing in Spreckels Park and direct staff to re-bid the project, incorporating 
concrete access to the playground.   
 
FISCAL IMPACT:  There would be minimal cost to revise the plans and re-advertise the 
project for bid. 
 
CEQA:  The project is categorically exempt from the provisions of CEQA based on Class 3, Section 
15303 (new construction, small structures). 
 
CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  Rejecting all bids is an administrative action not affecting a 
fundamental vested right.  When an administrative decision does not affect a fundamental vested 
right the courts give greater deference to decision makers in administrative mandate actions.  The 
court will inquire (a) whether the City has complied with the required procedures and (b) whether 
the City’s findings, if any, are supported by substantial evidence.   
 
PUBLIC NOTICE:  None required. 
 
BACKGROUND:  On October 7, 2014, the City Council approved the installation of a universally 
accessible swing at Spreckels Park.  
 
ANALYSIS:  Bids were opened on February 18, 2015, and were as follows: 
 

Contractor Bid  
Zasueta Contracting, Inc. $97,877 
Anton’s Service, Inc. $99,319 
NRG Building and Consulting, Inc. $131,000 

 
The bids were required to conform to the requirements of the Standard Specifications for Public 
Works (Green Book) which requires the prime contractor to self-perform at least 50% of the 
work.  This requirement is designed to have the contractor give personal attention to the 
fulfillment of the contract and keep the work under its control.   
 
Zasueta Contracting, Inc. and Anton’s Service, Inc. did not conform to that requirement, thus 
their bids are not responsive.  However, all bidders used the same supplier of rubberized surface 
material.  In theory, as the bid documents indicated the amounts of material, the bid sums should 
have been very similar.  Therefore, as there appears to be a large discrepancy in bid amounts, it is 
recommended that all bids be rejected and the project be re-bid with a change in scope of work to 
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include the concrete sidewalk up to the play surface, installing the sub-base material flat as 
opposed to sloped, pouring the rubberized surface uniformly in lieu of differing thicknesses, and 
changing the color mix of the surface to a standard two-color mix. 
 
ALTERNATIVES:  The Council may elect to award the contract to NRG Building and 
Consulting, Inc. or defer the project to another year.  If the Council elects to award the contract at 
this time, the following is the proposed budget: 
 

PROJECT BUDGET
Design, Printing $150 
Bid Amount $131,000 
Contingency (approximately 10%) $13,100 
Construction Management Labor Compliance $4,000 
      TOTAL $148,250 
Total Request $148,250 

 
Submitted by Engineering & Project Development/Cecil 
 
N:\All Departments\Staff Reports - Drafts\2015 Meetings\03-17 Meeting - SR Due Mar. 5\FINAL Reject all Bids - Spreckels Park Playground 
Surface.doc 
CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F G L P PSE R 
BK TR NA JNC MLC NA EW NA NA NA NA NA NA 
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ADOPTION OF A RESOLUTION TO DESIGNATE A BLUE CURB PARKING ZONE IN 
FRONT OF 831 E AVENUE 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Adopt “A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Coronado to 
Designate a Blue Curb Parking Zone in front of the Residence at 831 E Avenue” provided the 
applicant can provide proof of residency. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT:  The fee to install the blue curb zone and associated signage is $255 and 
would be paid by the requestor. 
 
CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  Adoption of parking restrictions or regulations is a legislative 
function of the City Council.  Generally, legislative actions receive greater deference from the 
courts, and the person challenging legislative actions must prove that the decision was “arbitrary, 
capricious, entirely lacking in evidentiary support, or unlawfully or procedurally unfair.”  
(Fullerton Joint Union High School District v. State Bd. of Education (1982) 32 Cal. 3d 779, 786.) 
 
PUBLIC NOTICE:  Courtesy notices were sent to residents within a 300' radius of the proposed 
blue curb zone installation.  
 
CEQA:  The project is categorically exempt from CEQA pursuant to Section 15301 Class 1, 
regarding minor alteration of existing public structures and facilities. 
 
BACKGROUND:  The Engineering Department received a request from Mr. Clayton Freeman, 
a resident who will reside at 831 E Avenue upon completion of construction, for the installation 
of a residential blue curb zone.  Mr. Freeman states that he has a disability that limits his mobility 
and has requested a blue curb zone in front of 831 E Avenue.  
 
This item was presented to the Traffic Operations Committee (TOC) at its February 26, 2015, 
meeting.  The TOC unanimously approved the recommendation to install a disabled blue curb 
parking zone. 
 
ANALYSIS:  Although currently in the final stages of construction, 831 E Avenue will be Mr. 
Freeman’s primary residence once construction is complete.  Mr. Freeman has provided a letter 
from his physician stating he requires the use of a motorized wheelchair to ambulate and requires 
handicapped parking to facilitate the loading and unloading of his power chair from his vehicle.   
 
Staff has visited the property and observed a garage accessible via the alley behind the residence 
with a garage door measuring approximately eight feet in width.  The Americans with Disabilities 
Act (ADA) requires the minimum width of a disabled parking space to be 13 feet wide (eight feet 
for parking plus five feet for an access aisle) with additional room required for a van accessible 
space.  The City has historically considered garages greater than 13 feet in width as accessible 
unless other obstacles are present. With regard to 831 E Avenue, since the garage door width is 
less than the minimum 13-foot width, it is considered non-ADA compliant. 
 
A brief summary of the City’s Blue Curb warrant and additional analysis by staff is as follows: 
 
(1) The applicant can demonstrate their primary residence is the address where the blue curb zone 
is being requested.  It is believed that this condition will be met upon completion of construction.  
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Once utilities are connected with accounts opened in the resident’s name, proof of residency will 
be provided.  Therefore, this condition can likely be met;  
 
(2) The applicant (or guardian) is in possession of a vehicle with valid disabled plates, placard or 
sticker.  This condition IS met;  
 
(3) The residential property does not have space which could be reasonably converted to disabled 
parking.  The intent of this condition is to determine whether or not the property has a location to 
load/unload disabled passengers on site without impacting access along an adjacent public street 
or alley.  In this case, a garage is present on the property with access from the adjacent public alley.  
The garage is less than 13 feet in width and therefore is not of sufficient width to accommodate 
loading and unloading.  There are no other opportunities to provide on-site accessible parking at 
the property.  Therefore, this condition IS met. 
 
(4) Resident is not capable of unassisted travel of more than 50 feet.  Staff has received a doctor’s 
note indicating the resident’s medical condition requires the use of a motorized wheelchair along 
with the space to load/unload the chair from a vehicle.  Therefore, this condition IS met;  
 
All of the warrant criteria, except current proof of residency at the subject location, have been met 
as detailed above.  It is therefore recommended that the City Council conditionally approve Mr. 
Freeman’s request for a blue curb zone at 831 E Avenue with the understanding that the blue curb 
zone would only be installed once proof of residency has been provided.  The proposed location 
for the blue curb zone would fit entirely within the limits of the property frontage.  
 
Mr. Freeman has been informed that, if approved, blue curb zones are not intended to reserve 
parking for a particular resident and are available for any vehicle with a handicap placard or license 
tags, and that he will be responsible for the installation cost.  Mr. Freeman has also been informed 
that he would be contacted on an annual basis to provide proof that he continues to reside at 831 
E Avenue. 
 
ALTERNATIVE:  The Council could elect to not install a disabled blue curb parking zone at this 
location. 
 
Submitted by Engineering and Project Development/Newton 
Attachments: A) Resolution No._______ 

B) Location Map & Photos 
C) Blue Curb Policy 

 
N:\All Departments\Staff Reports - Drafts\2015 Meetings\03-17 Meeting - SR Due Mar. 5\FINAL Blue Curb 831 E 
Avenue.docx  

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F G L P PSE R 
BK TR NA JNC MLC AM EW MB NA NA JF NA NA 
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RESOLUTION NO.    
 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORONADO TO 
DESIGNATE A BLUE CURB PARKING ZONE IN FRONT OF THE RESIDENCE AT 831 
E AVENUE  
 
BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Coronado, California, that Resolution No. 
8352 (formerly 5527), entitled “A RESOLUTION DESIGNATING BLUE NO PARKING 
CURB ZONES,” originally adopted on August 17, 1976, is hereby further amended by adding 
Section 15.B to read as follows: 
 
 
15. E AVENUE 
 

B. Beginning at the intersection of the prolongation of the eastern curb line of E 
Avenue and the southern curb line of Eighth Street; thence southerly along said east 
curb line of E Avenue a distance of two hundred (200) feet to the true point of 
beginning; thence southerly along said curb line a distance of twenty (20) feet.   

 
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Coronado, California, this 17th day 
of March 2015 by the following vote, to wit: 
 
 
AYES: 
 
NAYS: 
 
ABSTAIN: 
 
ABSENT: 
 
       ______________________________ 
       Casey Tanaka, 
       Mayor of the City of Coronado 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
____________________________ 
Mary L. Clifford 
City Clerk 
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Attachment B – Location Map & Photos 
(Page 1 of 2) 
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Attachment B – Location Map & Photos 
(Page 2 of 2) 

 

 
Parkway (under construction) At 831 E Avenue 

 

 
Garage at 831 E Avenue 
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Attachment C 

 
CORONADO, CALIFORNIA 

 
OFFICE OF THE CITY ENGINEER 

 
WARRANT – BLUE CURB ZONES 

 
Blue Curb zones are used to designate parking areas for the exclusive use of the physically disabled 
or handicapped.  To be legally parked in such zones, vehicles must display either the distinguishing 
license plate or placard prescribed by the California Vehicle Code or a special plate or sticker 
issued by the Coronado Police.  Blue Curb zones are established where the need for disabled 
parking is of an on-going nature, and must not be used for short-term purposes and then later 
seldom used.  Designation of a Blue Curb zone is considered by the City only after receipt of a 
written application from the abutting activity or an individual that would primarily benefit from 
such an installation. 
 

1. A minimum of one Blue Curb parking space is warranted in any of the following locations 
when it can be shown that the users of the abutting facility include the physically disabled, 
and off-street parking space is not available. 

 
a. A government building serving the general public. 
 
b.  A community service facility such as a senior center. 

 
c.  A hospital or convalescent home. 

 
d. A school or other educational facility. 

 
e. A public recreational facility. 

 
f. A public theater, auditorium or meeting hall. 

 
g. A church. 

 
2. The preservation of parking for all City residents is a priority.  While the installation of 

blue curb zones in residential areas limits the availability of certain parking locations, blue 
curb zones are sometimes warranted.  The following criteria should be used to evaluate 
requests for blue curb zones within residential areas on a case-by-case basis.  Blue curb 
zones in residential areas will be considered warranted if the following conditions are met: 

 
a. The applicant can demonstrate their primary residence is the address where the 

blue curb zone is being requested.  A copy of a valid driver’s license, vehicle 
registration papers, or a current lease agreement, listing the address where the 
blue curb is being requested are all valid means of establishing an applicant’s 
primary residence. 
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b. The applicant (or guardian) is in possession of a vehicle with valid disabled plates, 

placard or sticker.  In an effort to maintain parking for neighborhood residents, 
applicants (or guardians) that do not own a vehicle or have a valid driver’s license, 
but are in possession of disabled plates, placards, or stickers, do not satisfy this 
requirement. 

 
c. The residential property does not have space which could be reasonably converted 

to disabled parking.  Improvements such as doorway widening, handrails, or ramp 
installations are considered reasonable for residents to install prior to requesting 
blue curb zones.  Expansion of an existing garage or other significant structural 
improvements needed to convert space or access-ways to accommodate disabled 
parking is not considered reasonable to ask of residents. 

 
d. A physician certifies that the disabled person is unable (even with the aid of 

crutches, wheelchair or walker) to travel more than 50 feet between his or her home 
and automobile without the assistance of a second person.  Disabilities such as a 
broken foot or leg that only temporarily limit mobility do not satisfy this 
requirement. 

 
e.  If a Blue Curb Zone is approved by Council, the applicant will provide proof of a 

valid disabled placard, plates or sticker on a yearly basis.  The blue curb zone will 
be removed if proof of disability cannot be provided OR applicant does not respond 
to a request for proof of disability within three (3) months of notice. 

 
3. For residents of condominium or apartment complexes, all of the requirements for 

residential blue curb zones must be met in addition to the following: 
 

a. A petition in favor of the blue curb zone must be signed by a majority of complex 
residents and notification of the property owner that a blue curb zone has been 
requested.  

 
4. Except where the activity adjacent to the proposed Blue Curb zone is operated by a 

governmental entity, a favorable recommendation for an otherwise warranted zone will be 
contingent upon the applicant depositing with the City a fee adequate to cover the cost of 
the installation. 

 
BY: Ed Walton, P.E. 
 City Engineer 

 
Approved by Traffic Operations Committee:  January 28, 2010 
Approved by the City Council:  February 16, 2010 
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PUBLIC HEARING: APPEAL OF THE DECISION OF THE HISTORIC RESOURCE 
COMMISSION THAT THE RESIDENCE LOCATED AT 944 H AVENUE MEETS THE 
CRITERIA TO BE DESIGNATED AS A HISTORIC RESOURCE IN ACCORDANCE 
WITH CHAPTER 84.20 OF THE MUNICIPAL CODE (NOI 2015-01 CHILTON TRUST) 
 
ISSUE: Whether to affirm, modify, or overturn the decision of the Historic Resource 
Commission that the single-family residence addressed as 944 H Avenue meets the criteria to be 
designated a Historic Resource. 
 
HISTORIC RESOURCE COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: Adopt the attached 
resolution (Attachment A) and uphold the decision of the Historic Resource Commission (HRC) 
that the single-family residence addressed as 944 H Avenue meets the criteria to be designated a 
Historic Resource. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Consider the information presented in the appeal, and affirm, 
modify, or overturn the decision of the Historic Resource Commission that the single-family 
residence addressed as 944 H Avenue meets the criteria to be designated a Historic Resource. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: No impacts have been identified. 
 
COUNCIL AUTHORITY: This hearing is an administrative decision, sometimes called a 
“quasi-judicial” decision, involving the application of existing laws or policies to a given set of 
facts.  Courts generally give less deference to decision makers in administrative mandate actions 
and will inquire: (a) whether the City proceeded without, or in excess of, its jurisdiction; (b) 
whether there was a fair hearing; or (c) whether there was any prejudicial abuse of discretion 
(which is established when (i) the City has not proceeded in the manner required by law, (ii) the 
decision is not supported by the findings, or (iii) the findings are not supported by the evidence). 
 
PUBLIC NOTICE: Notice of this public hearing was published in the Coronado Eagle & 
Journal on March 4, 2014, and notices were mailed to all property owners within a 300-foot 
radius of the subject property.   
 
BACKGROUND: Ordinance No. 1961 was adopted by the City Council on July 6, 2004, 
establishing a discretionary demolition permit process for residential structures 75-years old or 
older.  The ordinance requires a property owner who wishes to demolish, or partially demolish, a 
property that is 75 or more years old to file a Notice of Intent to Demolish permit application 
with the Community Development Department for a public hearing of the Historic Resource 
Commission (HRC) per Coronado Municipal Code (“CMC”) § 84.20.050(A).  This public 
hearing process provides an opportunity for the Commission to evaluate whether a structure 
proposed for demolition or partial demolition meets the criteria for designation as a Historic 
Resource.  If the home is designated as a historic resource, then it may not be altered, relocated 
or demolished without CEQA review and obtaining a historic alteration permit.  CMC § 
84.20.080. 
 
On January 13, 2015, the property owner submitted a Notice of Intent to Demolish application 
for the proposed demolition of the single-family residence addressed as 944 H Avenue.  On 
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February 4, 2015, the Historic Resource Commission considered the staff report, application, 
presentations by the applicant, and public comment at a noticed public hearing at which time the 
property was designated as a Historic Resource.  The Historic Resource Commission designated 
the property under Criteria B and C, as outlined in the adopted resolution (Attachment B). 
Additional material relevant to the Historic Resource Commission meeting includes the staff 
report and attachments (Attachment C); and HRC meeting minutes from February 4, 2015 
(Attachment D).  
 
On February 4, 2015, the ownership of the property transferred from the Chilton Trust to Ronald 
and Stephanie Bright, Trustees of the Bright Trust established May 7, 2003. 
 
On February 6, 2015, Ronald and Stephanie Bright submitted an appeal hearing form to the City 
Clerk’s office, appealing the decision of the Historic Resource Commission (Attachment E).  
The appeal outlines the reason why the decision of the Historic Resource Commission should be 
overturned by the City Council, which is addressed in the Analysis section of this report. 
 
ANALYSIS: The City Council has established five criteria for determining whether a home is a 
historic resource, and there is an additional criterion if the home is located within a historic 
resource district.  In order to be designated as a historic resource, the home must meet at least 
two of the criteria and be at least 75-years old per CMC § 84.10.130. 
 
The appellants state that the appeal is being made because the appellant disagrees with the 
Historic Resource Commission’s “interpretation and application of Criterion B and C”. The 
appellant states the following regarding Criterion B, regarding historic significance of the 
property for its association with Alfred Laing, Sr.:  “The Commission did not apply the Criterion 
as intended relative to the individual of historical significance who resided for a time in the 
home. The Commission spent little time evaluating or discussing the questions the applicant 
voiced about the application of Criterion B, and did not ask the applicant one question.  The 
Commission Chair even incorrectly attributed historical facts about the historically significant 
individual when in fact she was speaking of the son of the individual.”  The appellants are 
requesting that the City Council “review the facts and make a determination in a manner that is 
comprehensive and accurate.” 
 
When preparing staff reports for Notice of Intent to Demolish applications, staff presents to the 
Commission all of the information provided by the applicant, along with information gleaned 
through staff-conducted research, and provides a brief analysis of the property based on the 
Historic Designation Criteria Guidelines, which were adopted by the City Council in 2011.  In 
addition to the staff report and application, the Commission considers correspondence received 
from the public prior to the public hearing, and information provided during the public comment 
portion of the public hearing.  
 
At the close of the public hearing, the Historic Resource Commission determined that the 
property sufficiently met the criteria for designation under two designation criteria.  The 
Commission’s findings, including an analysis of the Commission’s findings of historical 
significance, are as follows:  
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Commission Finding Criterion A – The Historic Resource Commission did not determine that 
the dwelling “exemplifies or reflects special elements of the City’s military, cultural, social, 
economic, political, aesthetic, engineering, or architectural history.” 
 
Commission Finding Criterion B – The Historic Resource Commission determined that the 
property is identified with a person significant in local history, Alfred Laing, Sr., who was active 
in the community as a charter member of the Coronado Rotary Club and Chamber of Commerce 
while in residence at the subject property, and was a well-known local contractor who built many 
homes in Coronado and who lived at and ran his contracting business from the subject property. 
 
The dwelling and garage were constructed by Alfred Laing in 1924.  Laing was a contractor who 
constructed many homes in Coronado, and worked with well-known architects Richard Requa 
and Herbert Louis Jackson.  Laing was active in the community; he was a charter member and 
president of the Coronado Rotary Club, which was chartered in 1926; a charter member of the 
Chamber of Commerce, and a member of other clubs and organizations.  During World War II, 
Laing worked as an inspector at the U.S. Navy Shipyard and, after retiring from the contracting 
business, Laing was a consulting engineer with the City of Coronado.  According to census and 
voting records, and Coronado city directories, it appears that the subject property was Laing’s 
home and place of business until at least 1932.  Laing lived at the subject property with his wife, 
Elizabeth, and son, Alfred Laing, Jr.  By 1933, City directories list Laing Sr. as residing at 468 A 
Avenue.  
 
The Coronado Designation Criteria Guidelines state that a contractor or builder should be 
evaluated for association with a resource under Criterion D, rather than Criterion B, except in 
cases where the resource under study is associated with the productive life and accomplishments 
of the architect or builder, such as his/her office, home, or studio.  In this case, the Commission 
determined that the subject property is significant under Criterion B for its association with 
Alfred Laing, Sr., who is historically significant for his community contributions and work as a 
contractor during the period of 1924 and 1932, which is the time during which he owned, 
resided, and ran his contracting business from the subject property; and was active in the 
community including the chartering of the Coronado Rotary in 1926.   
 
Commission Finding Criterion C - The Historic Resource Commission determined that the 
dwelling possesses distinctive characteristics of the Spanish Eclectic style, is valuable for the 
study of residential construction dating from 1924, and has not been substantially altered. 
 
Coronado’s adopted Designation Criteria Guidelines state that a resource must clearly exhibit 
enough distinctive characteristics to be truly representative of an architectural style, must be 
valuable for the study of a particular aspect of the construction (type, period, or method of 
construction), and must not be substantially altered from its historic condition.  

The subject dwelling was constructed in 1924 in the Spanish Eclectic style, a style which grew in 
popularity after the Panama-California Exposition in 1915 and remained regionally popular 
through the 1930s.  The style not only draws from Spanish Colonial architecture, but from other 
Mediterranean styles as well.  Moorish and Byzantine details, such as towers, arches, decorative 
tiles, and grilles, are commonly found in Spanish Eclectic buildings dating from the 1920s and 
1930s, but are less frequently found in the Spanish Colonial architecture of the 18th and 19th 
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centuries.  Character defining features of the Spanish Eclectic style include: a low-pitched barrel 
tile roof, stucco exterior finish, an asymmetrical façade, wood windows, and details such as 
arches, arcades, decorative vents, elaborate chimneys, and outdoor living spaces such as 
balconies, porches, and courtyards. 
 
The subject dwelling exhibits character defining features of the Spanish Eclectic style, including 
a stucco exterior finish; an asymmetrical façade; a large covered front porch with a low pitch 
two-piece clay tile roof, decorative tile vents, and original wood fixed, double-hung, and 
casement windows, some with multi-light sashes. 
 
Based on the examination of the form, finish, and details of the dwelling, the Historic Resource 
Commission determined that the dwelling possesses distinctive characteristics of the Spanish 
Eclectic style, and is valuable for the study of residential construction dating from 1932, and has 
not been substantially altered. 

Commission Finding Criterion D - The Historic Resource Commission determined the subject 
property is not representative of the notable work of the builder, Alfred Laing, Sr. and because 
when it is considered within the larger body of work by Laing Sr., the subject dwelling does not 
appear to be representative of his notable work. 
 
Commission Finding Criterion E – The Historic Resource Commission did not determine that the 
subject property is “listed or formally determined eligible for the California Register, as set forth 
in Section 5024.1 of the California Public Resources Code.” 
 
ALTERNATIVE: Grant the appeal, modify the attached resolution (Attachment A) and find 
that the property is not a Historic Resource because it does not meet at least two of the criteria 
for historic designation. 
 
Submitted by Community Development/Olsen 
Attachments: 

A. Draft City Council Resolution 
B. Historic Resource Commission Resolution 5-15 
C. Staff Report and attachments (including original NOI application) from 1/13/15  
D. HRC meeting minutes from 2/4/15 
E. Appeal dated 2/6/15 
F. Additional information provided from the appellant dated 3/2/15 
G. Public hearing notice published 3/4/15 
H. Relevant Correspondence 

 
I:\City Council, Boards, and Commissions\HR\NOI Staff Reports\2015\NOI 2015-01 944 H Avenue\CC Appeal\CD - SR Appeal - NOI 2015-01 
944 H Avenue.doc 
 

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F G L P PSE R 
BK TR NA JNC MLC AM NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
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RESOLUTION NO.  
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORONADO TO UPHOLD THE 

HISTORIC RESOURCE COMMISSION’S DECISION THAT THE SINGLE FAMILY 
RESIDENCE ADDRESSED AS 944 H AVENUE AND LOCATED IN THE R-1A(E) (SINGLE 

FAMILY RESIDENTIAL) ZONE MEETS THE CRITERIA TO BE DESIGNATED AS A 
CORONADO HISTORIC RESOURCE 

 
WHEREAS, Randolph Chilton, Jr. and Catherine Chilton, as successor trustees of the 

Chilton Trust dated October 23, 2001, the owners of the property addressed as 944 H Avenue, 
submitted a Notice of Intent to Demolish permit application on January 13, 2015, in association 
with potential future demolition or partial demolition of the dwelling on the property that is 75 or 
more years old, in accordance with Chapter 84.20 of the Coronado Municipal Code; and 
  

WHEREAS, on February 4, 2015, the Historic Resource Commission of the City of 
Coronado held a public hearing on NOI 2015-01 and determined that the residence addressed as 944 
H Avenue is historically significant, and adopted resolution HR 5-15 formalizing their findings that 
the property meets the criteria to be designated as a Coronado Historic Resource in accordance with 
Section 84.10.030 if the Municipal Code; and 

 
WHEREAS, on February 4, 2015, the ownership of the property addressed as 944 H Avenue 

transferred to Ronald H. Bright and Stephanie Bright, Trustees of the Bright Trust established May 
7, 2003; and 

 
WHEREAS, on February 6, 2015, the property owner submitted an appeal hearing form to 

the City Clerk’s office appealing the Historic Resource Commission’s decision to designate the 
residence at 944 H Avenue as a Historic Resource; and 

 
WHEREAS, on March 17, 2015, the City Council of the City of Coronado conducted an 

appeal hearing in accordance with Chapter 1.12 of the Municipal Code to consider the appeal of the 
Historic Resource Commission’s decision to designate the residence at 944 H Avenue as a Historic 
Resource; and 
 
 WHEREAS, evidence was submitted and considered to include without limitation: 
 

1. City Council staff report dated March 17, 2015; 
2. Appeal dated February 4, 2015; 
3. Oral testimony; 
4. Additional written information, exhibits and photographs provided by the appellant. 

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

follows: 
 
Section 1. The foregoing recitals are true and correct 
 
Section 2. By a vote of _ in favor and _ opposed, the City Council of the City of 

Coronado hereby denies the appeal and upholds the decision of the Historic Resource Commission 
finding the dwelling, as described in the City Council staff report dated March 17, 2015, shall be 
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designated as a Coronado Historic Resource because it is over 75 years old and meets the following 
adopted designation criteria: 

 
b) It is identified with a person significant in local history, Alfred Laing, Sr., who was 
active in the community as a charter member of the Coronado Rotary Club and Chamber of 
Commerce, and was a well-known local contractor who built many homes in Coronado and 
who lived at and ran his contracting business from the subject property;  
 
c) It possesses distinctive characteristics of the Spanish Eclectic style, valuable for the 
study of residential construction dating from 1924, and has not been substantially altered.  

  
 Section 3. No alteration or demolition of the residence addressed as 944 H Avenue may 
occur without a historic resource alteration permit issued pursuant to Chapter 84.20 of the Coronado 
Municipal Code.  

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

Coronado hereby upholds the historic designation of the property addressed as 944 H Avenue as a 
Coronado Historic Resource with all the benefits and restrictions of historic designation, as outlined 
in Chapter 84.10 and Chapter 84.20 of the Coronado Municipal Code, including compliance with 
the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act.  
 
NOTICE REGARDING JUDICIAL REVIEW:   The City Council decision is final unless a petition 
for a writ of mandate is timely filed.  The time within which judicial review of this decision must be 
sought is governed by the Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5, which has been made applicable 
in the City of Coronado by the Coronado Municipal Code, Section 1.12.080.  Any petition or other 
papers seeking judicial review must be filed in the appropriate court not later than the ninetieth 
(90th) day following the date on which this decision becomes final. This decision is final upon the 
adoption of this resolution. 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Coronado, California, this 17th day 
of March 2015, by the following vote, to wit: 
 

AYES:       
NAYS:    
ABSTAIN: 
ABSENT: 
 
           

       _____________________________  
       Casey Tanaka, Mayor 
       City of Coronado 
Attest: 
 

__________________________ 

Mary L. Clifford 
City Clerk 
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NOI 2015-01 CHILTON TRUST – Request for a Notice of Intent to Demolish Permit for the 
building addressed as 944 H Avenue and located in the R-1A(E) (Single Family 
Residential) Zone. 

 
Chairperson Gillingham asked that members disclose any ex parte communications prior to 
considering the item. 
 
Commissioners Goot and Talbert visited the site. 
 
Ms. Olsen introduced the staff report as outlined in the agenda. 
 
The applicant’s representative, Jon Palmieri, Park Life Real Estate, said he represents the buyers 
of the property, which is currently in escrow. He commended Ms. Olsen for her assistance on this 
item. Mr. Palmieri said that in late 2011, the HRC was asked by City Council to clarify some of 
the designation criteria guidelines for historic resources to provide citizens a better feel for what 
may be a historic resource prior to having to go through the NOI process. He said it is his 
interpretation that the exception for Criterion B as it relates to a builder or an architect was 
primarily for an artist or architect’s workshop, i.e. Mr. Baum who wrote “The Wizard of Oz” at 
the property on Star Park Circle. In this particular case, the property in question served as a home 
office for Mr. Laing, who was a wonderful individual who built over 260 houses in Coronado. Mr. 
Palmieri stated that to say this home is historic under Criterion B because this was Mr. Laing’s 
home is not in concert with what City Council, in his interpretation, understood the criteria 
clarifications to be. He said in the past, there have been similar issues which gives rise to today’s 
questioning about Criterion B. Mr. Palmieri said if a sculptor, painter, or writer had created those 
things for which he or she were noted for in that building, he feels that would qualify in this case. 
He noted this was simply Mr. Laing’s home office. Mr. Palmieri referred to his email which states 
that after further research, he found there were many builders in Coronado and San Diego whose 
work and home addresses were listed in the directory as being the same address. This is true of 
artists, craftsmen, and builders today. Mr. Palmieri said there is no way Mr. Laing could have built 
any of the homes he built while sitting at the house at 944 H Avenue. He then noted that under 
Criterion C, there are many Spanish Eclectic homes already designated by the Commission. He 
displayed, via PowerPoint, three pages taken from The Field Guide to American Homes that staff 
uses to identify specific characteristics of architectural styles. The Guide notes the notable features 
of Spanish Eclectic. He said when a resource is worthy of study, it is difficult to consider whether 
someone would study the home at 944 H Avenue when there are amazing examples of Spanish 
Eclectic homes which are already designated historic that incorporate many more of the 
characteristics that the Field Guide of American Homes states, ‘…are truly unique features of 
Spanish Eclectic homes.” He pointed out that the exact same home as 944 H Avenue was built by 
Mr. Dorman and is located at 1030 E Avenue. He asked how unique can the home be at 933 H 
Avenue if a different builder built the exact same home a few blocks away a few years later. Mr. 
Palmieri said he is unsure if there were general plans available through a catalog or other sources 
such as Dixie Line which offered home plans at the time, or if the City of Coronado offered free 
plans to home builders and homeowners so they could build a better house with better features. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
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There were no members of the public wishing to speak at this time. 
 
COMMISSION DISCUSSION 
 
Commissioner Keith read the description for Criterion B, “It is identified with a person(s) or an 
event(s) significant in local, state, or national history.” Ms. Keith said Mr. Laing built many houses 
in Coronado but was also significant in local history for being one of the founding members of the 
Rotary. In addition, Mr. Laing served as the community’s Santa Claus for a number of years. His 
wife served as Mrs. Claus. She said the property meets Criterion B because of Mr. Laing’s 
significance in local history. In addition, Ms. Keith said it meets Criterion C because it represents 
an era of the Spanish Eclectic of the smaller homes, which is a style that needs to be protected. 
 
Commissioner Wilson agreed; however, he questioned Mr. Laing’s qualifications or notoriety as 
a contractor. Mr. Wilson said he can understand being notable as a designer or planner, but not a 
contractor. He agreed that Mr. Laing was notable for other more important reasons. 
 
Ms. Olsen said it was her understanding that it was Al Laing, Jr. who served as Santa Claus, and 
his wife, Margaret, as Mrs. Claus. However, it is possible that Al Laing, Sr. and Al Laing, Jr. both 
served as the community’s Santa Claus. She also noted that the Coronado Rotary was chartered in 
1926. 
 
Commissioner Goot said that oftentimes contractors are designers. Under Criterion C, she agreed 
that this is a charming home, and appreciates that it has not been substantially altered—she would 
like it to remain that way. Under Criterion B, she supports staff’s recommendation. 
 
Commissioners Talbert and Gillingham said they also support staff’s recommendation. 
 
COMMISSION ACTION 

COMMISSIONER KEITH MADE A MOTION THAT THE HISTORIC RESOURCE 
COMMISSION MAKE A DETERMINATION THAT THE STRUCTURE ADDRESSED AS 
944 H AVENUE (NOI 2015-01) DOES MEET THE CRITERIA TO BE DESIGNATED AN 
HISTORIC RESOURCE, WITH THE ADOPTION OF A RESOLUTION STATING THE 
FOLLOWING REASONS: 
 

THE PROPERTY DOES MEET THE 75-YEAR AGE REQUIREMENT; 
 
A. IT DOES NOT EXEMPLIFY OR REFLECT SPECIAL ELEMENTS OF THE CITY’S 

MILITARY, CULTURAL, SOCIAL, ECONOMIC, POLITICAL, AESTHETIC, 
ENGINEERING, OR ARCHITECTURAL HISTORY; 

 
B. IT IS IDENTIFIED WITH A PERSON SIGNIFICANT IN LOCAL HISTORY, ALFRED 

LAING, SR., WHO WAS ACTIVE IN THE COMMUNITY AS A CHARTER MEMBER 
OF THE CORONADO ROTARY CLUB AND CHAMBER OF COMMERCE WHILE 
IN RESIDENCE AT THE SUBJECT PROPERTY, AND WAS A WELL-KNOWN 
LOCAL CONTRACTOR BUILT MANY HOMES IN CORONADO AND WHO LIVED 
AT AND RAN HIS CONTRACTING BUSINESS FROM THE SUBJECT PROPERTY;  
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C. IT POSSESSES DISTINCTIVE CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SPANISH ECLECTIC 

STYLE, VALUABLE FOR THE STUDY OF RESIDENTIAL CONSTRUCTION 
DATING FROM 1924, AND HAS NOT BEEN SUBSTANTIALLY ALTERED;  

 
D. IT IS NOT REPRESENTATIVE OF THE NOTABLE WORK OF THE BUILDER, 

ALFRED LAING SR. BECAUSE WHEN IT IS CONSIDERED WITHIN THE LARGER 
BODY OF WORK BY LAING SR. THE SUBJECT DWELLING DOES NOT APPEAR 
TO BE REPRESENTATIVE OF HIS NOTABLE WORK;  

 
E. IT HAS NOT BEEN LISTED OR FORMALLY DETERMINED ELIGIBLE FOR THE 

CALIFORNIA REGISTER AS SET FORTH IN SECTION 5024.1 OF THE 
CALIFORNIA PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE. 

 
COMMISSIONER GOOT SECONDED THE MOTION. 
 
AYES:  Gillingham, Goot, Keith, Talbert, Wilson. 
NAYS:  None. 
ABSENT:    None. 
ABSTAIN:     None. 
 
The motion passed with a vote of 5-0. 
 
There is a 10-day calendar appeal period. 
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PUBLIC HEARING:  CONSIDERATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL INITIAL STUDY 
DOCUMENTS AND DETERMINATION WHETHER TO PROCEED BY NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION, MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION, OR ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPORT FOR THE SOUTH BEACH RESTROOM LOCATED AT THE 
SOUTH END OF THE AVENIDA DEL SOL CUL-DE-SAC ON THE PUBLIC BEACH 
(CITY OF CORONADO IS 2013-05)  

ISSUE:  Whether the City Council should direct that a Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative 
Declaration, or Environmental Impact Report (EIR) be prepared for the construction of the South 
Beach Restroom project. 

RECOMMENDATION:  Direct that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR), focused on 
aesthetics and noise, be prepared for the project.  

FISCAL IMPACT:  The City has budgeted and encumbered $183,000 for the site 
determination, environmental review, wave run up study, soils report and preliminary design for 
the South Beach Restroom project. The City Council previously authorized a contract with 
PlaceWorks to conduct and process the environmental review for the project with a contract fee 
not to exceed $123,315; the remaining budget amounts were for the design, soils report and wave 
run up study.  Construction costs are difficult to determine at this stage without design 
documents.  Costs are estimated between $500,000 and $700,000 for the final design and 
construction of the project.  Annual maintenance and servicing costs are estimated at $45,000. 

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  Consideration of an environmental initial study and 
direction on how to proceed with an environmental document in accordance with California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is an administrative decision on the part of the City Council. 
Administrative decisions, sometimes called “quasi-judicial,” or “quasi-adjudicative” decisions, 
involve the application of existing laws or policies to a given set of facts.  Under CEQA, the 
Council’s role for this City project is that of the “Lead Agency.”  As the Lead Agency, the City 
Council determines whether a Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative Declaration, an 
Environmental Impact Report, or some other level of environmental analysis is appropriate for a 
“project” and whether that analysis, once completed, is adequate per CEQA.   

PUBLIC NOTICE:  A public notice announcing this environmental initial study hearing was 
published in the Coronado Eagle & Journal on March 4, 2015, and mailed to all property owners 
within 300' of the subject property (See Attachment 2 for a copy of the public notice and 
correspondence received). 

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA):  The project is required to 
undergo an environmental review pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
(California Public Resources Code §§ 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (California 
Code of Regulations Section 15000 et seq), as implemented by the City of Coronado CEQA 
Guidelines. The CEQA process is intended to identify any and all potential significant impacts 
that the proposed project may have on the environment.  An environmental initial study has been 
prepared, which evaluates the potential environmental consequences of the project.   
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This public hearing is the first step in the City’s CEQA review process.  Comments from the 
public are encouraged regarding the completeness/adequacy of the project description; potential 
environmental impacts of the project; the adequacy of the environmental initial study documents; 
and whether a Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative Declaration, or an Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) should be prepared for the project.   
 
If the City Council finds (on the basis of the public hearing, comments received during the public 
review period, and the environmental initial study) that the project description is complete, and 
there is no evidence that the project may have significant impacts on the environment, or 
potential impacts will be mitigated to insignificance, the City Council will determine that a 
Negative Declaration or Mitigated Negative Declaration should be prepared for public review.  If 
the City Council finds that the project may have significant environmental impacts, they will 
determine that an EIR should be prepared for public review.   
 
If an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is prepared, the Initial Study and a Notice of 
Preparation will be distributed to the State Clearinghouse and responsible and trustee agencies to 
solicit comments regarding the scope and content of the environmental issues to be addressed in 
the EIR.  A draft EIR will be prepared and made available for public comment for a 45-day 
review period.  Based on the Draft EIR, the comments received, and the City’s responses to 
those comments, a Final EIR will be prepared. The City Council will determine whether to 
certify the Final Environmental Impact Report for the project at a noticed public hearing. 
 
BACKGROUND:  The South Beach Restroom Project is proposed to address the existing 
demand for public restrooms along the south beach between the Hotel del Coronado and northern 
boundary of the Naval Amphibious Base.  The City Council has discussed the need for a new 
restroom at South Beach for a number of years, and in June 2010, included it in the 2011/12 
Capital Improvement Program.  In March 2011, the City Council confirmed its commitment to 
the project, notwithstanding opposition from surrounding residents, and directed staff to develop 
conceptual plans for a public workshop.  In the summer of 2011, A Request for Qualifications 
was issued for the preparation of a conceptual design and the firm of Hanna Gabriel Wells was 
selected. 
 
The City Council discussed the results of the public workshop, and the project’s conceptual 
design and potential site locations at its February 21, 2012 meeting.  At that meeting, the Council 
endorsed the Avenida del Sol site as the preferred location for a facility.  The City Council last 
saw the project at its March 5, 2013, meeting to review and discuss the wave run-up study 
completed to address finish floor elevations, structure protection, flooding/wave action, and sea 
level rise.  At that meeting, the City Council directed staff to proceed with environmental review 
of the project (See Attachment 2 for minutes).  In November 2013, the City Council awarded a 
contract to The Planning Center (renamed later to PlaceWorks) to complete the environmental 
(CEQA) study for the project. 
 
On a related issue, in November 2013, the City Council authorized the purchase of a portable 
restroom for temporary use on Avenida del Sol and other locations throughout the City.  At that 
time, the City Council determined the portable restroom could temporarily address the public 
need until the environmental review for a permanent facility had been completed.  
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ANALYSIS:   The South Beach Restroom Project involves the construction of a new public 
restroom at the street end of the Avenida del Sol cul-de-sac on the public beach.  The project will 
involve the reconfiguration of existing rip rap within the project site along with removal of the 
existing stairs leading to the beach.  The proposed project would encompass approximately 1,500 
square feet of improvements.  The new building will consist of approximately 235 square feet 
and include three single-accommodation stalls, plus one Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
accessible stall, and a storage closet.  The storage closet would contain an electric meter, closed 
circuit security camera equipment (for security cameras on the exterior of the building), 
electronics for access control, toilet supplies, and cleaning equipment.   

A building plaza of approximately 1,000 square feet adjoins the facility and provides patio area 
for the building’s two exterior hand washing sinks, two hand dryers, and two freestanding 
shower poles.  A new handicap access ramp (approximately 125 square feet) is integrated into 
the patio area.  The ramp provides access to the facility from the street, and new stairs provide 
access from the patio to the beach.  For wave and shore protection, the building will have a mat 
foundation protected by an underground steel sheet-pile bulkhead (i.e., seawall), seaward of, and 
along, the proposed improvements.  The seawall is approximately 125 square feet.  The project 
will occur within the City’s right-of-way limits (See Attachment 1). 

The initial environmental study completed for the proposed project concluded that the topics of 
aesthetics and noise have the potential to have a significant effect and should be further analyzed 
in a focused EIR.  One of the purposes of the EIR will be to review and analyze project 
alternatives to reduce and/or minimize potential environmental impacts. 

The project design is illustrated in several visual simulations depicted in Attachment 1.  These 
simulations are taken from various vantage/viewpoints surrounding the project.  The facility will 
be designed to blend in with its surroundings; however, there will be a new structure on the 
beach where there currently is none.  The public’s view of the beach from a variety of vantage 
points will be slightly different.  The exterior aesthetics of the improvements would be similar to 
the two other existing restrooms at central and north beach.  The building would be concrete 
block finished with a natural rock veneer, with similar characteristics as the adjacent riprap.  The 
roof of the building would be sand-colored in order to blend with the surrounding beach sand 
when viewed from above.  The Design Review Commission will review the project for 
consistency with the City’s Design Review Ordinance.  

Groundborne vibration and noise impacts that have the potential to result in potentially 
significant environmental impacts are attributable to construction activities.  The project would 
require the removal of existing rock revetment/riprap and the installation of a seawall that would 
extend approximately 23 feet below ground surface.  Construction equipment may include a 
single loader, backhoe, vibratory roller, compactor, heavy trucks for soil haul and deliveries, and 
an impact or vibratory hammer to install the sea wall.  The use of heavy equipment would 
temporarily increase levels of vibration and affect sensitive land uses surrounding the site.  The 
EIR would evaluate noise level impacts to surrounding residents and alternative construction 
methods or equipment to reduce impacts. The project is expected to start after Labor Day in 2016 
and be completed in one general phase that would last up to nine months.  Construction days and 
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hours would occur in accordance with the City’s construction Ordinance – Monday through 
Saturday, 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. 
 
The environmental initial study also concluded that project implementation would have no 
impact or less than significant impacts in the following environmental study areas:  Agriculture 
and Forestry Resources, Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology and 
Soil, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology and Water 
Quality, Land Use and Planning, Mineral Resources, Population and Housing, Public Services, 
Recreation, Transportation and Traffic, and Utilities and Service Systems.  Specific topics that 
may be of interest are identified below: 
 
Potential Flooding/Sea Level Rise:  The project site is within the FEMA VE Zone (Federal 
Emergency Management Agency’s Coastal High Hazard Area).  This is characterized by the 
statistical probability of potential flooding every other year if a structure is constructed without 
protection at an elevation of NGVD (National Geodic Vertical Datum) 29 of 6.8 feet.  Based 
upon the technical Wave Run-up study (Appendix G, Volume II) and the Geotechnical 
Investigation study (Appendix E, Volume II), it was determined the structure’s floor elevation 
should be 10.6 (3.8 feet above FEMA’s base flood elevation of 6.8 feet) to more safely address 
potential flooding, sea level rise, and wave action impacts.  In addition, per the findings of the 
studies, because of the type of soil present at the site, a mat foundation would be constructed 
directly below the building footprint.  And lastly, because of potential wave action impacts, the 
building and patio area would be protected by an underground steel sheet-pile bulkhead (i.e., 
seawall), seaward of and along the proposed building structure.  The installation of the seawall 
would extend approximately 23 feet below ground surface and would require the removal of 
existing revetment aligned below the structure.  The bulkhead would have an architectural 
concrete cap to minimize potential injuries to the public and maintain its architectural 
appearance.  
 
Seismic Analysis:  The project site is within the Coronado Fault Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zone.  The Coronado Fault is considered active.  In a fault rupture study prepared as part of the 
Hotel del Coronado Master Plan, the fault is located approximately 470 feet west of the project 
site.  Based upon specific geologic site investigation and studies, the Geotechnical study 
concluded that no active faults exist beneath the project site, and the potential for fault rupture 
impacts on the project site is unlikely.  Given the distance from the known fault line and the 
planned construction method (reinforced concrete block), the proposed facility can be safely 
built at the proposed location. 
 
Public Need:  The proposed restroom will address the public necessity for a restroom at the south 
beach.  Restroom facilities for beach users are currently 0.5 miles away, with the closest being 
the Central Beach and Community Center restrooms.  During the summer months, South Beach 
can attract several hundred to a few thousand beach goers throughout the day in addition to 
hundreds of users of the public walkway.  For life safety purposes, the City positions one 
portable lifeguard tower at Avenida del Sol and one lifeguard tower at Avenida de las Arenas 
during the summer.  The most common question fielded by the lifeguards at these location is the 
location of a restroom.  The City has also witnessed and received complaints on occasion from 
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residents of the Shores and others of unsanitary activity in the beach dunes, parking lot and 
surrounding areas.   

During the late summer of 2014, portable restroom facilities were located along Avenida del Sol. 
The volume of users during a one-month period (3,000/week) reinforced the identified need for 
restrooms within the project area.  Beach activity levels are high at south beach and are 
anticipated to remain elevated with or without the facility.  The provision of new public 
restrooms combined with new handicap accessibility will provide an overall public benefit and 
enhanced experience for the beach user.    

Parking:  There is currently parking for beach users along Avenida del Sol, SR-75, Strand Way, 
and the public parking lot at Avenida de las Arenas.  The project will not impact parking within 
the vicinity.  During construction, two parking spaces in the cul-de-sac may be used for 
construction staging if staging is not available on Hotel Del property.  A new handicap accessible 
space will provided within the cul-de-sac upon project completion.   

Additional Permits:  In addition to the environmental review hearings for this project, the 
Planning Commission will hold a public hearing to consider a Coastal Permit for the project.  
The Planning Commission’s decision on the permit is appealable to the City Council, and the 
City Council’s decision on the permit is appealable to or by the State Coastal Commission. The 
Design Review Commission will also hold a public hearing to consider the exterior building and 
project design.  

The purpose of the Initial Study hearing is for the City Council to determine 1) whether the 
project description is complete/adequate; 2) whether the project may have potential significant 
impacts; and 3) whether to proceed by Negative Declaration or require the preparation of a draft 
Environmental Impact Report.  The initial study provides an applicant or the City the ability to 
modify a project, mitigating adverse impacts before an EIR is prepared, thereby enabling the 
project to qualify for a Negative Declaration.  Or, the initial study can assist in the preparation of 
an EIR, if one is required by focusing the EIR on the effects determined to be significant. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064 (f) states, the decision as to whether a project may have one or 
more significant effects shall be based on substantial evidence in the record of the lead agency.   

(1) If the lead agency is presented with a fair argument that a project may have a significant 
effect on the environment, the lead agency shall prepare an EIR even though it may also 
be presented with other substantial evidence that the project will not have a significant 
effect. 

(2) If the lead agency determines there is substantial evidence in the record that the project 
may have a significant effect on the environment but the lead agency determines that 
revisions in the project…would avoid the effects or mitigate the effects to a point where 
clearly no significant effect on the environment would occur and there is no substantial 
evidence in light of the whole record before the public agency that the project, as revised, 
may have a significant effect on the environment then a mitigated negative declaration 
shall be prepared. 
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CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064 (f) (4, and 5) state: 
 
The existence of public controversy over the environmental effects of a project will not require 
preparation of an EIR if there is no substantial evidence before the City Council that the project 
may have a significant effect on the environment.   
 
Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, or evidence that is clearly 
inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence that is not credible, shall not constitute substantial 
evidence.  Substantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon 
facts, and expert opinion supported by facts.  (SG 15064 (f) (4, 5).  

 
 

CONCLUSION:  Based upon the project description and environmental initial study completed, 
staff is recommending that the City Council 1) direct that an Environmental Impact Report be 
prepared focusing on the environmental areas of aesthetics and noise.  
 
ALTERNATIVES: 
 
1.  Direct staff to prepare a Mitigated Negative Declaration. 
 
2.  Forego construction of a permanent restroom facility at south beach and continue utilizing the 

temporary portable restrooms during summer months when there is peak beach activity and 
restroom demand. This alternative would require maintenance of the facility at least twice 
daily based upon use of the facility last summer. 

 
3. Forego construction of a permanent restroom facility at south beach and pursue the costs, 

design, and possible location of a prefabricated bathroom (Portland Loo) off the sandy beach 
but within the Avenida del Sol right-of-way.  

  
Submitted by Community Development/McCaull & Public Services/Cecil 
 
Attachments:    
1.  Site Plan and Visual Simulations 
2.  March 2013 City Council minutes   
3.  Public Notice and Correspondence Received 
 
The draft Environmental Initial Study, Volume I, and Technical Appendices, Volume II can be 
viewed at the following City of Coronado website link: current projects. The documents are also 
available for review at the City Council reading file, Coronado Public Library, and Community 
Development Department.  
 
 
CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F G L P PSE R 
BK TR N/A JNC MLC RAH EW MB N/A N/A JF CMM RAM 
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PUBLIC HEARING:  CONSIDERATION OF APPLICATION FOR A MAJOR SPECIAL 
USE PERMIT PURSUANT TO SECTIONS 84.10.090(B)(1) AND 86.55.195 OF THE 
CORONADO MUNICIPAL CODE TO ALLOW FOR THE COMMERCIAL USE OF 
THE HISTORICALLY DESIGNATED SITE ADDRESSED AS 1019 PARK PLACE AND 
LOCATED IN THE R-3 (MULTIPLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL) ZONE, PC 2014-15 
HOTEL MARISOL (ANN KEYSER)  

ISSUE:  Whether the City Council should approve the Major Special Use Permit (SUP) with 
findings and conditions. 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION:   Adopt “A Resolution of the City 
Council of the City of Coronado approving a Major Special Use Permit with findings and 
conditions to allow for the commercial use of the historically designated site addressed as 1019 
Park Place and located in the R-3 (Multiple Family) Residential Zone,” Attachment 1.  

FISCAL IMPACT:  No impacts have been identified. 

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  Approval of a Special Use Permit is an administrative 
decision on the part of the City Council.  Administrative decisions, sometimes called “quasi-
judicial,” or “quasi-adjudicative” decisions, involve the application of existing laws or policies to 
a given set of facts.  Courts give less deference to decision makers in administrative mandate 
actions.  The court will inquire (a) whether the city has proceeded without, or in excess of its 
jurisdiction, (b) whether there was a fair hearing, or (c) whether there was any prejudicial abuse 
of discretion (which is established when (i) the city has not proceeded in the manner required by 
law, (ii) the decision is not supported by the findings, or (iii) the findings are not supported by 
the evidence).     

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA):  The project is Categorically 
Exempt from CEQA pursuant to Section 15331, Class 31, regarding historic resources and 
Section 15304, Class 4 regarding Minor Alterations to Land.  

PUBLIC NOTICE: A public notice was published in the Coronado Eagle & Journal on March 
4, 2015, and notices were mailed to all property owners within 300 feet of the boundaries of the 
project (See Attachment 5 for correspondence received). 

BACKGROUND: On June 5, 2013, the Historic Resource Commission adopted Resolution HR 
21-13, designating the Village Inn hotel (later re-named Hotel Marisol), addressed as 1017 Park 
Place, as a Historic Resource.  The Hotel was noted as historically significant reflecting elements 
of the City’s cultural and social history being one of Coronado’s oldest hotels and was noted for 
its social importance to the City; for possessing distinctive characteristics of the Spanish Eclectic 
architectural style; and for being representative of the notable work of an architect/builder, 
Wayne McAllister and the American Building & Investment Co.  A Historic Alteration Permit 
was approved by the Commission in July 2013 for the restoration and renovation of the Hotel. 
The restoration resulted in a decrease in the number of hotel rooms from 16 to 15, and 
elimination of the owner’s on-site three bedroom apartment. Off-site improvements for the 
hotel’s operation were approved by Engineering and included the reconfiguration of the existing 
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loading zone in front of the Hotel from parallel to diagonal parking.  This change resulted in the 
addition of one on-street parking space. 
 
On October 15, 2014, the Historic Resource Commission adopted Resolution HR 40-14, 
designating the site adjoining the Hotel Marisol as a Historic Resource.  This site, 1019 Park 
Place, is the subject of the Special Use Permit at this meeting.  The site was noted as historically 
significant by the Historic Resource Commission because it exemplifies special elements of the 
City’s cultural, social, and aesthetic history as the garden was used in association with the Blue 
Lantern Cafe and Blue Lantern Inn (later renamed Biltmore and Village Inn); it has been an open 
space garden in that location since 1921 when the space officially opened as the Lantern Garden 
adjacent to the Blue Lantern Inn; and it is identified with a significant event in local history, as 
the Blue Lantern Cafe and Lantern Garden was the location of the first meetings of the Coronado 
Rotary Club.   
 
Prior to the historic designation, the site had been improved from its previous condition and 
cleared of miscellaneous debris.  Permits were issued to remodel the existing garage into a 
workshop and art studio and to construct a new decorative arched gate.  The renovated site 
includes a patio/sitting area, and remodeled garden building.  The decorative arched gate leads to 
the patio area that includes travertine paving, raised planters, handicap access ramp from the 
hotel to the patio, miscellaneous chairs and umbrellas, and lighting.  Part of the garden building 
contains a workshop with cabinets and utility sink.  A separate garden room holds a large 
television screen and bicycles for hotel guest use.   
 
While the Hotel Marisol site is zoned Commercial, the subject site is zoned R-3 (Multiple-
Family) Residential.  The owner desires to use this site in conjunction with the Hotel Marisol’s 
operation to allow hotel guests to use the site for private special receptions or events. The 
accessory garden building would be used for special receptions held on the grounds or for 
meetings/training/conference space of hotel guests.  The commercial use/activities which are 
proposed in association with the hotel are not allowed uses in the R-3 Residential Zone.   
 
The subject site has been designated as a Historic Resource; therefore, the property owner may 
apply to use the Historic Resource preservation benefit outlined in Chapter 84.10 of the Historic 
Resource Code related to Flexibility in Land Use and Adaptive Reuse.  Specifically, Coronado 
Municipal Code (CMC) Section 84.10.090(B)(1) states, “In any Residential Zone, a Historic 
Resource may be used as a residential use, a combined residential and commercial use, solely as 
a commercial use, or any other use permitted by the City Council through a special use permit.”  
CMC Section 86.55.195 of the Special Use Permit Chapter regulating ‘special uses’ in zones 
through the SUP process also identifies this same language.  Therefore, the owners of the 
property have applied for a Special Use Permit to allow for commercial activities consisting of 
receptions, gatherings, or events in association with the Hotel Marisol which is located in the R-3 
(Multiple Family) Residential Zone.   
 
Since the Special Use Permit request involves the use of the subject site for receptions or events 
in association with the adjacent hotel use, staff determined there should be a parking requirement 
assigned to the “assembly/gathering” area.  A review of the parking requirements for 
meeting/assembly halls and hotels/motels was completed.  Assembly/Meeting halls require one 
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space for each 50 square feet of floor area used for assembly purposes (CMC § 86.58.030(O)). 
Hotels/Motels require 20% of the parking spaces required for meeting halls.  A review of the site 
plan submitted with the application revealed approximately 1,440 square feet of the site could be 
used for assembly purposes, e.g., receptions/special events (this area includes both the patio and 
the garden building).  Based upon the above, a total of six parking spaces would be required for 
the site (1,440 sq. ft.; 1 sp/50 square feet = 28.8 spaces; 20% of 29 = 5.8 or 6 spaces required).  
No on-site parking currently exists on this site or the adjacent Hotel Marisol site.   

Since the parcel is in a Residential Zone, an additional benefit of historic designation is that the 
owner may apply for reduced parking requirements.  Specifically, CMC Section 84.10.090(C) 
states, “An owner of a historic Resource in a Residential Zone is eligible to apply for a Historic 
Resource Alteration Permit for a waiver or reduction in the number of required parking spaces, 
or modifications to size, location, access or setback requirements for parking.”  The owners of 
the property applied for a Historic Resource Alteration Permit for the elimination of the six 
parking space requirement for the use.    

On February 4, 2015, the Historic Resource Commission adopted Resolution HR 4-15, issuing a 
Historic Resource Alteration Permit for a waiver of any parking requirement in conjunction with 
the proposed use of the site for social activities such as receptions and events associated with 
Hotel Marisol’s commercial operations.  As stated in the Municipal Code, a parking exception 
does not require Planning Commission or City Council action.  However, due to the associated 
Special Use Permit request, the Historic Resource’s Commission’s action is relevant to the City 
Council.  In fact, the Historic Alteration Permit was conditioned upon the granting of a Special 
Use Permit by the City Council (See Attachment 4 for Resolution and Minutes).  

On February 24, 2015, the Planning Commission considered the Special Use Permit request 
along with the Historic Resource Commission’s prior actions, and adopted a Resolution 
recommending approval to the City Council of the Special Use Permit with conditions.  The 
Planning Commission also adopted a Resolution approving the Coastal Permit in association 
with the SUP request.  The Coastal Permit approval is contingent upon the City Council’s 
approval of the SUP (See Attachment 3 for Resolutions and Planning Commission minutes).   

PROJECT ANALYSIS:  The site is currently owned by 1019 Park Place Coronado, Inc., of 
which John Murphy and Ann Keyser are the sole partners.  Mr. Murphy and Ms. Keyser are also 
the sole partners of ownership for Village 1017 Coronado, Inc., the Hotel Marisol site.  The 
owners have submitted an application for the commercial use of the 1019 Park Place site to 
augment the Hotel Marisol’s operations.  The application and plans in Attachment 2 provide the 
project proposal in full detail.  Excerpts from the application materials are as follows:  

First and foremost, the intent of the SUP is to allow our hotel guests to host private events in our 
garden.  When a group has reserved the entire hotel, they can also hold functions in the Garden 
Courtyard.  We believe that the essence of our service offering at the Hotel Marisol is to provide 
an exclusive and intimate setting for guests to relax and celebrate important occasions in their 
lives. 
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A perfect example of the type of use we envision would be a wedding party that books the entire 
hotel and also wants to hold a bride’s luncheon on the patio or would like to use the patio for a 
small wedding reception...We have never envisioned cooking meals on the premises…for events, 
we would contract with a caterer to provide food.  To facilitate the ease of serving food, we plan 
to add a refrigerator and a residential style electric stove/oven to the service area on the north 
end of the garden.  A hotel staff member will supervise all use of our space during functions.    
 
The layout of the courtyard can accommodate approximately 100 guests…we envision most 
events would only include 40-60 people.  We will not allow loud amplified music…gatherings 
will be concluded by 9 pm with all noise-generating cleanup will be complete by 10:00 p.m.  The 
garden room is completely enclosed and we envision it for small group meetings…or as an 
extension of the available space for garden events.  The use of the space will be adjunct to hotel 
operations, not a central focus of hotel activity; hotel personnel will be on hand at any gathering 
to supervise operations. 
  
We contend that the use of the garden as a gathering spot for guests dates back to 1921 when the 
garden supported the Blue Lantern Cafe’ at 1017 Park Place.  In 1927, when the Blue Lantern 
Inn opened, the garden at 1019 Park Place was used by its guests.  In the intervening decades, 
the garden has been accessible to hotel guests.  Therefore, this is not a “new use” of the land.   
 
City research shows that the subject site has been zoned R-3 Multiple Family Residential since at 
least the adoption of the 1949 Zoning Map.  The 1949 Zoning Ordinance indicates Hotels were 
allowed uses in the R-3 Zone, and accessory buildings and uses customarily incidental to a hotel 
were also permitted.  A variety of zoning and mixture of land uses surrounds the subject 
property.  As illustrated on the attached zoning map (Attachment 4), properties to the north are 
zoned Commercial and contain the Hotel Marisol, Tent City/Coronado Historical Association 
museum operations, and retail activities.  Properties to the west are zoned R-3 Multiple Family 
and contain a historically designated single-family residence, and condominium development.   
There are properties zoned Commercial, which consist of a hair salon and liquor store.  
Properties to the south are zoned R-3 Multiple Family and R-1A Single Family and contain both 
single-family and multiple-family development.    
 
While the site has historically been used as a garden/patio area by the adjoining parcel and 
various Hotel operators, the site has not been used for this purpose in many years.  In general, 
when a non-conforming use remains inactive for six months, the non-conforming use terminates 
and the ability to continue the use as a ‘nonconforming’ use is eliminated.  CMC § 86.50.140(B).  
Since the site has not remained active for commercial operations, e.g., augmenting the hotel’s 
operations, the ability to currently reinstate the use is not authorized.  The use is not 
grandfathered or allowed to be re-instated due to the length of time it has remained inactive.  As 
discussed above, however, there are options for historic properties to be utilized in ways that 
would not otherwise be permitted by Zoning, if a Special Use Permit is obtained. 
 
The CMC supports granting special use permits unless certain findings are made.  CMC Section 
86.55.060 of the City’s Special Use Permit Ordinance states that “A special use permit shall be 
granted unless the authorized agency makes findings of fact based upon the information 
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presented in the application or during the consideration of the application which support one or 
more of the conclusions” that are identified below:   

1. The use as proposed will be detrimental to the health, safety, or general welfare of
persons residing or working in the vicinity. 

Applicant statement: The proposed use of the lot at 1019 Park Place will not be detrimental to 
the health, safety, or general welfare of persons residing near or working in the vicinity. This is 
because gatherings will be kept small, and will mainly include hotel guests. 

Staff analysis: The commercial use of the lot as an “open space” element providing a gathering 
area for social activities associated with hotel operations is consistent with its historic use.  The 
operations as described in the application will not be detrimental to the health, safety, or general 
welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity because conditions have been imposed to 
eliminate or mitigate any inadequacies contained in the development plan.   

2. The use as proposed will be injurious to property or improvements in the vicinity.

Applicant statement: The proposed use will not be injurious to property or improvements in the 
vicinity as gatherings will be kept small, and property improvements are designed to enhance 
and compliment the area.  The condition of the property has been greatly improved by the 
current owners and has been very well received by adjacent property owners.  Details of our 
planned operation are included in the summary statement. 

Staff analysis: The proposed use will not be injurious to property or improvements in the 
vicinity. The site has been renovated to allow for use of the site as an adjunct to the Hotel’s 
operation to support special gatherings and hotel guests.  In addition, the site has been 
architecturally and aesthetically improved by the removal of miscellaneous debris on the site, 
and enhanced with new decorative hardscape, landscaping, lighting, and seating.  The alteration 
involving the use of the lot for social gatherings of Hotel Marisol guests and their visitors/friends 
appears to be, by and large, consistent with the mixture of surrounding land uses.  Special 
operating characteristics of the parcel to minimize impacts to surroundings properties are 
addressed as conditions of approval for the site; for example, hours of operation, outdoor 
music/entertainment, and size of events.  

3. The use as proposed is inconsistent with the General Plan, any applicable specific plan, or
a zoning regulation. 

Applicant statement: The proposed use of the garden as auxiliary commercial space for the hotel 
is currently inconsistent with the R-3 zoning regulation, but not with the original designation of 
R-3 for the property which included hotel use. Nor is the intended use inconsistent with the 
historical use of the space since 1925. The Special Use Permit would mitigate this potential 
oversight. 

Staff analysis: The commercial use of the lot in association with the Hotel Marisol’s operations 
appears consistent with the City’s General Plan.  The project retains the open space of the parcel 
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for use as a “gathering” area for social activities such as receptions and events associated with 
the Hotel Marisol’s operations, which is one of the key elements used for the Historic 
Designation of the site.  The Historic Resource Commission’s issuance of an alteration permit to 
grant an exception to the parking requirement allows for the retention of the historic use of the 
site as a gathering place adjacent to the hotel.  The General Plan encourages Historic 
Preservation of the City’s unique resources; zoning benefits to historically designated sites 
includes consideration of alternative land uses and parking exceptions.  The SUP process allows 
for unique uses to be considered within a historic resource, and operating conditions are 
addressed through the SUP process to minimize/offset potential impacts to surrounding 
properties.  The SUP allows for the site to be used as it was historically and to serve as an 
auxiliary space for events at the adjacent hotel.  The project appears to be consistent with the 
goals of the City’s General Plan.  
 
4. The location or operating characteristics of the proposed use will be incompatible with or 
will adversely affect or will be materially detrimental to impacted uses, residences, buildings, 
structures or natural resources, with consideration given to, but not limited to: 
 

A. The inadequacy of public facilities, services and utilities to serve the proposed use; 
B. The harmful effect, if any, upon a desirable neighborhood character; 
C. The inability of the capacity and physical character of surrounding streets to safely 

deal with traffic that will be generated by the proposed use; 
D. The unsuitability of the site for the type or intensity of use which is proposed; and 
E. The harmful effect, if any, upon the environmental quality and natural resources of 

the City. 
 
Applicant Statement:  
4.A. The hotel has adequate facilities for hotel guests, the primary guests in the garden area. 
Additional public facilities are available onsite. The garden and the hotel have both been 
modified to comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act and other relevant access needs. 
 
4.B. The hotel garden area has served as a garden area since before the neighborhood was built 
up, and is emblematic of the neighborhood character. Continued operation of the garden space 
will be consistent with such character. 
 
4.C. Park Place has both adequate parking, and is large enough to facilitate the operations of the 
garden space in conjunction with the hotel, and has been since 1927. Park Place currently serves 
delivery trucks for other nearby businesses that grossly exceed any potential need of the Hotel 
Marisol and garden. 
 
4.D. The site has been garden space for the hotel since the hotel was constructed, and thus the 
site was originally planned for the current intended low intensity use. Improvements to the 
property, such as paving and garden planters, further decrease any potential impact on the site. 
 
4.E. The intended use of the hotel's garden space for intimate gatherings has no impact on the 
environmental quality or natural resources of the City whatsoever. 
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Staff analysis:  The operational characteristics of the commercial use of the lot will not be 
incompatible, adversely affect or be materially detrimental to surrounding uses, residences, 
buildings, structures or natural resources because there are adequate public facilities, services 
and utilities to serve the proposed use.  The use will not have a harmful effect upon a desirable 
neighborhood character because there is a mix of commercial and residential uses within the 
area, and the site has been renovated from its previous condition to improve the site’s 
appearance.  The lot’s use in association with the Hotel’s operations will leave the neighborhood 
character largely unchanged, and sufficient capacity exists on City streets to safely deal with the 
amount of increased traffic that may be generated by the use.  The lot is intended to be used for 
gatherings/social events in association with hotel guests.  Due to the small area of approximately 
1,400 square feet and type of activity that will occur on site, the intensity of use is suitable for 
the site, and the use will not have a harmful effect on environmental quality of the City’s natural 
resources.   

The Attached Resolution (Attachment 1) represents the findings and facts recommended to the 
City Council by the Planning Commission.  In addition, to address the unique operation of the 
business on the site and potential impact that the use could have on surrounding properties, 
“Special Conditions” associated with the site’s operation and “standard conditions” applied to 
most projects have been incorporated into the Resolution of approval (See Attachment 1).  

CONCLUSION:  The City Council should consider the information provided in the staff report, 
the applicant’s submittal, and public testimony received, and determine whether to adopt a 
resolution approving the Special Use Permit. 

Submitted by Community Development/McCaull 

Attachments:   
(1) Special Use Permit Resolution  
(2) Planning Commission Resolutions and Minutes 
(3) Application, plan, photographs 
(4) Zoning Map 
(5) Correspondence Received

i:\staff\ann\hotel marisol sup\pc 2014-15 hotel marisol sup council report.docx 
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RESOLUTION NO. 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL 
OF THE CITY OF CORONADO APPROVING A SPECIAL USE PERMIT 
TO ALLOW FOR THE COMMERCIAL USE OF THE HISTORICALLY 

DESIGNATED SITE ADDRESSED AS 1019 PARK PLACE AND LOCATED 
IN THE R-3 (MULTIPLE FAMILY) RESIDENTIAL ZONE 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

WHEREAS, on November 18, 2014, Ann Keyser applied for a Major Special Use Permit (PC 
2014-15) and Coastal Permit (CP 2015-01) to allow for the commercial use of the historically 
designated site addressed as 1019 Park Place and located in the R-3 (Multiple Family) Residential Zone 
in accordance with Sections 84.10.090(B)(1), 86.55.195, and 86.70.050 of the City of Coronado 
Municipal Code; and 

WHEREAS, on February 4, 2015, the Historic Resource Commission held a public hearing on 
a Historic Alteration Permit request submitted by Ann Keyser, and adopted Resolution HR 4-15, 
issuing a Historic Resource Alteration Permit for a waiver of any parking requirement in association 
with the proposed commercial use of the historic site for receptions and events associated with Hotel 
Marisol’s commercial operations as provided in Section 84.10.090(C) of the Coronado Municipal 
Code; and 

WHEREAS, on February 24, 2015, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on the 
Major Special Use Permit request, and adopted Resolution 1-15 recommending to the City Council 
approval of the Special Use Permit to allow for the commercial use of the historically designated site; 
and 

WHEREAS, on February 24, 2015, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on the 
Coastal Permit application associated with the Major Special Use Permit request, and adopted 
Resolution 2-15 finding the proposed project is consistent with the policies, goals and standards of the 
City of Coronado's adopted Local Coastal Program and Coronado Municipal Code; and 

WHEREAS, on March 17, 2015, the City Council held a public hearing on the Major Special 
Use Permit request, and said hearing was duly noticed as required by law and all persons desiring to 
be heard were heard; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed use will not cause significant environmental damage or substantially 
and unavoidably injure fish or wildlife or their habitat, and is exempt from environmental review 
according to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), pursuant to Section 15331, Class 31 
regarding historic resources and Section 15304, Class 4, Minor Alterations to Land; and  

WHEREAS, evidence was submitted and considered to include without limitation: 

1. All documentation associated with the Special Use Permit (PC 2014-15) application, its related
staff report, and all material submitted either in writing or verbally for the City Council Public
Hearing for said application;

289



2. Resolutions 1-15 and 2-15 adopted by the Planning Commission at its meeting of February 24, 
2015 and Resolution HR 4-15 adopted by the Historic Resource Commission at its meeting of 
February 4, 2015; 
 

3. Public testimony provided at the public hearing. 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Coronado does 
hereby make the following findings:  
 
1. The use as proposed will not be detrimental to the health, safety, or general welfare of persons 

residing or working in the vicinity.   The commercial use of the lot as an “open space” element 
providing a gathering area for social activities associated with hotel operations is consistent 
with its historic use.  The operations as described in the application will not be detrimental to 
the health, safety, or general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity because 
conditions have been imposed to eliminate or mitigate any inadequacies contained in the 
development plan.   

 
2. The use as proposed will not be injurious to property or improvements in the vicinity.  The site 

has been renovated to allow for use of the site as an adjunct to the Hotel’s operation to support 
special gatherings and hotel guests.  In addition, the site has been architecturally and 
aesthetically improved by the removal of miscellaneous debris on the site, and enhanced with 
new decorative hardscape, landscaping, lighting, and seating.  The alteration involving the use 
of the lot for social gatherings of Hotel Marisol guests and their visitors/friends appears to be, 
by and large, consistent with the mixture of surrounding land uses.  Special operating 
characteristics of the parcel to minimize impacts to surroundings properties are addressed as 
conditions of approval for the site; for example, hours of operation, outdoor 
music/entertainment, and size of events.  

 
3. The use as proposed is consistent with the General Plan, any applicable specific plan, or a 

zoning regulation.  The commercial use of the lot in association with the Hotel Marisol’s 
operations appears consistent with the City’s General Plan.  The project retains the open space 
of the parcel for use as a “gathering” area for social activities such as receptions and events 
associated with the Hotel Marisol’s operations, which is one of the key elements used for the 
Historic Designation of the site.  The Historic Resource Commission’s issuance of an alteration 
permit to grant an exception to the parking requirement allows for the retention of the historic 
use of the site as a gathering place adjacent to the hotel.  The General Plan encourages Historic 
Preservation of the City’s unique resources; zoning benefits to historically designated sites 
includes consideration of alternative land uses and parking exceptions.  The SUP process allows 
for unique uses to be considered within a historic resource, and operating conditions are 
addressed through the SUP process to minimize/offset potential impacts to surrounding 
properties.  The SUP allows for the site to be used as it was historically, and to serve as an 
auxiliary space for events at the adjacent hotel.  The project appears to be consistent with the 
goals of the City’s General Plan.  

 
4. The location or operating characteristics of the proposed use will be compatible with or will not 

adversely affect or will not be materially detrimental to impacted uses, residences, buildings, 
structures or natural resources, with consideration given to, but not limited to: 

 
A. The adequacy of public facilities, services and utilities to serve the proposed use; 
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B. The harmful effect, if any, upon a desirable neighborhood character; 
C. The ability of the capacity and physical character of surrounding streets to safely deal with 

traffic that will be generated by the proposed use; 
D. The suitability of the site for the type or intensity of use which is proposed; and 
E. The harmful effect, if any, upon the environmental quality and natural resources of the City. 

The operational characteristics of the commercial use of the lot will not be incompatible, 
adversely affect or be materially detrimental to surrounding uses, residences, buildings, 
structures or natural resources because there are adequate public facilities, services and utilities 
to serve the proposed use.  The use will not have a harmful effect upon a desirable neighborhood 
character because there is a mix of commercial and residential uses within the area, and the site 
has been renovated from its previous condition to improve the site’s appearance.  The lot’s use 
in association with the Hotel’s operations will leave the neighborhood character largely 
unchanged, and sufficient capacity exists on City streets to safely deal with the amount of 
increased traffic that may be generated by the use.  The lot is intended to be used for 
gatherings/social events in association with hotel guests.  Due to the small area of 
approximately 1,400 square feet and type of activity that will occur on site, the intensity of use 
is suitable for the site, and the use will not have a harmful effect on environmental quality of 
the City’s natural resources.   

5. That the proposed use of the historically designated site for commercial purposes is permitted
as an allowable use in the R-3 zone with a Major Special Use Permit pursuant to Sections
84.10.090(B)(1) and 86.55.195 of the Coronado Municipal Code.

6. That the commercial use at the subject location will provide for the continued use of the historic
site as an adjunct to the Hotel Marisol’s operations and will not negatively impact neighboring
properties.

7. That the proposed use has been granted a Historic Alteration Permit in accordance with Section
84.10.090(C) of the Coronado Municipal Code to allow for a waiver of the six required off-
street parking spaces.

8. That the Hotel Marisol modifications to the loading zone resulted in the creation of one new
street parking space.

9. The proposed use is consistent with the General Plan, and Local Coastal Program.

10. That the commercial use of the site will not cause significant environmental damage or
substantially and unavoidably injure fish or wildlife or their habitat and is Categorically Exempt
from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Section 15331, Class 31
regarding historic resources and Section 15304, Class 4 Minor Alterations to Land.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Coronado does hereby
approve a Major Special Use Permit to allow the commercial use of the historically designated site 
addressed as 1019 Park Place, subject to the following conditions: 

Special Conditions: 
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1. The Special Use Permit shall run with the land and be limited in use to those 

activities/operations associated with the Hotel Marisol’s operations and guests. 
2. The commercial use of the lot shall be associated with the Hotel Marisol’s operations and 

OWNER shall not rent out the lot separately for commercial activities other than those 
associated with guests of the Hotel Marisol. 

3. The rights granted to OWNER under this Special Use Permit shall expire upon conveyance of 
1019 Park Place, Coronado to a person or entity that is not concurrently the owner of 1017 Park 
Place, Coronado. 

4. OWNER is authorized by the Special Use Permit to use the site exclusively for 
assembly/gatherings/special events and receptions, guest seating, training/meetings associated 
with Hotel Marisol operations.  The site shall not be used for transient rental purposes.   

5. OWNER shall be prohibited from using the site as a restaurant with an on-site commercial 
kitchen, unless an amendment to the SUP is obtained.  On-site food service shall be provided 
by food service/catering associated with special events. 

6. OWNER shall obtain required building and Health Department permits associated with the 
installation of refrigerator, oven and other appliances associated with catering support.  

7. OWNER shall restrict the commercial use of the site for special events/gatherings to no more 
than 100 people. 

8. OWNER shall ensure that all functions/events on the site are limited to Monday through Sunday 
from 9 a.m. to 9 p.m., and all activity associated with a function such as clean-up/disassembly 
shall cease no later than 10 p.m.  

9. OWNER shall ensure that outdoor music is limited to Monday through Sunday from 9 a.m. 
until 9 p.m.  No outdoor music shall be amplified. 

10. OWNER shall restrict general use of the site by hotel guests Monday through Sunday from 10 
p.m. until 7 a.m. 

11. OWNER shall ensure that housekeeping measures and outdoor activities comply with CMC 
Title 61 Storm Water and Urban Runoff Management and Discharge Control; Section 61.08.06 
Additional Minimum Best Management Practice Requirements for Commercial Activities and 
Facilities. 

12. OWNER shall ensure housekeeping measures, such as power washing, be controlled in a 
manner that does not create a discharge to the public right-of-way.  Any housekeeping activity 
which may create runoff to the public rights-of-way shall be recorded and disposed of through 
the sewer system, diverted to landscaping or by soaking up runoff and properly disposing in the 
trash. 

13. OWNER shall ensure that all trash receptacle areas, including dumpsters, be maintained in an 
orderly manner.  Dumpsters shall have closable lids to prevent introduction of rainfall. Grease 
or other spills shall be prevented and if inadvertently a spill occurs, it must be captured, 
managed and disposed of properly so that the spill does not enter the public right-of-way. 

14. OWNER shall provide restroom facilities for the patio area in accordance with the California 
Plumbing Code.  

 
 
 
 
Standard Conditions: 
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15. That prior to the commercial use of the site, a covenant in favor of the City of Coronado shall
be prepared, signed by the property OWNER, and recorded with the County Recorder’s Office
documenting the conditions of this permit.

16. The permitted use shall be conducted so as not to cause a public nuisance.
17. At all times during the effective period of this permit, the OWNER shall obtain and maintain

in valid force and effect, each and every license and permit required by a governmental agency
for the operation of all authorized activity.

18. This permit shall expire within three years after the date of approval unless the OWNER
commences the activity authorized by this permit or the OWNER obtains an extension.

19. In the event that any of the conditions of this permit are not satisfied, the CITY shall cause a
noticed hearing to be set before the City Council to determine why the City of Coronado should
not revoke this permit.

20. Upon a showing of compelling public necessity demonstrated at a noticed hearing, the City of
Coronado, acting through the City Council, may add, amend, or delete conditions and
regulations contained in this permit.

21. Nothing in this permit shall relieve the OWNER from complying with the conditions and
regulations generally imposed upon activities similar in nature to the activity authorized by this
permit, including the requirement for encroachment permits.

22. Nothing in this permit shall authorize the OWNER to intensify the permitted uses beyond that
which is specifically described in this permit.

23. A Coastal Permit is required  in accordance with Section 86.70.050 of the Coronado Municipal
Code and shall not be effective prior to said City Council approving the Special Use Permit;

24. The Coastal Permit shall be valid coterminous with the Special Use Permit.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City Coronado, California, this ____ day 
of ______, 2015, by the following vote, to wit: 

AYES:  
NAYS: 
ABSTAIN: 
ABSENT: 

__________________________ 
Casey Tanaka, Mayor 
Coronado City Council 

Attest: 

Mary L. Clifford 
City Clerk 
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PUBLIC HEARING: ADOPTION OF A RESOLUTION IMPLEMENTING THE 
ANNUAL INDEXED ADJUSTMENTS TO THE EMS/AMBULANCE FEES, 
DEVELOPMENT-RELATED USER FEES, AND TO THE WASTEWATER CAPACITY 
FEES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2015-16; AND APPROVAL OF NEW FEES TO RECOVER 
COSTS FOR PLAN CHECK AND INSPECTIONS RELATED TO COMPLIANCE 
WITH STORM WATER POLLUTION PREVENTION REQUIREMENTS  

RECOMMENDATION: Adopt “A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Coronado 
Implementing the Annual Indexed Adjustments to the EMS/Ambulance Fees, Development-
related User Fees, and to the Wastewater Capacity Fees for Fiscal Year 2015-16; and Approval 
of New Fees to Recover Costs for Plan Check and Inspections Related to Compliance with Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Requirements.”  

FISCAL IMPACT: The EMS/Ambulance and Development-related User Fees are to be 
adjusted each fiscal year by the Consumer Price Index (CPI) of the San Diego Region for the 
prior calendar year.  The CPI for Calendar Year 2014 was 1.9%.  The Wastewater Capacity Fees 
are automatically adjusted each fiscal year by the Engineering News Record – Construction Cost 
Index (CCI) for the prior calendar year.  The CCI for Calendar Year 2014 was 3.9%.  

PUBLIC NOTICE:  Legal notices of the agenda item were published in the Coronado Eagle & 
Journal on March 4 and March 11, 2015.  The new fees included in this staff report will take 
effect on July 1, 2015. 

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  Adoption of a Resolution is a legislative action.  Legislative 
actions tend to express a public purpose and make provisions for the ways and means of 
accomplishing the purpose.  Legislative actions involve the exercise of discretion governed by 
considerations of public welfare, in which case, the City Council is deemed to have “paramount 
authority” in such decisions.  Pursuant to Article XIIIC section 1(e)(1) and (6) of the California 
Constitution, the proposed fee increases are exempt from the definition of “tax” and not subject 
to a vote of the electorate. 

BACKGROUND: On May 3, 2011, the City Council adopted Resolution 8472, stating that 
beginning July 1, 2012, and each fiscal year thereafter, the EMS/Ambulance fees will be 
increased by the CPI for the prior calendar year.   

On September 6, 2011, the City Council adopted Resolution 8500 establishing new and updated 
development-related fees and wastewater capacity fees that initially went into effect on January 
1, 2012.  Both fee types were also approved with the provision that they be indexed beginning 
July 1, 2013.  Each fiscal year, development-related fees will be increased by the CPI for the 
prior calendar year.  Likewise, each fiscal year, wastewater capacity fees will be increased by the 
CCI for the prior calendar year. 
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On August 16, 2011, the City Council adopted Ordinance 2026 amending Coronado Municipal 
Code Chapter 8.02 entitled “Cost Recovery – Fee and Service Charge System.”  Section 8.02.040 
requires fee adjustments be approved by a resolution at a public hearing.  

Pursuant to Article XIIIC section 1(e)(1) and (6) of the California Constitution, the proposed fee 
increases are exempt from the definition of “tax” and not subject to a vote of the electorate. 

ANALYSIS:  

EMS/Ambulance Fees 
Adjusting the EMS/Ambulance fees each fiscal year based on the CPI for the prior calendar year 
helps to ensure the rates continue to maximize cost recovery and reduce the General Fund 
subsidy for advanced life support and basic life support (ALS/BLS) services.  The majority of fee 
payers are insurance companies or Medicare/Medi-Cal.  Thus, because of low Medicare/Medi-
Cal and insurance company payment caps, the City does not fully recover its costs for 
EMS/Ambulance services.  Based on the CPI adjustment, the current ALS Transport Fee of 
$1,013 will be increased to $1,030, effective July 1, 2015. 

Wastewater Capacity Fees 
These fees are charged to new developments that connect to the City’s wastewater system, or to 
development which results in a change of use.  This connection fee is not a service charge for the 
annual treatment and collection of wastewater.  Revenue from these connection fees helps 
reimburse the Wastewater Fund for costs incurred to build and maintain the capacity of the 
wastewater system.  The amount of revenue to be realized by the City from these fees is limited 
due to the small number of new connections to the wastewater system.  Based on the CCI 
adjustment, the current Wastewater Capacity Fee for a single-family dwelling unit will be 
increased from $5,856 to $6,085, effective July 1, 2015.   

Development-Related Fees 
The FY 2009-10 City-wide User Fee Study proposed a methodology for calculating building 
permit fees by developing a fee structure based upon a unit cost-based approach rather than the 
valuation approach that was previously used.  As adopted, the fees charged are directly related to 
the cost of the service(s) provided.   

On April 15, 2014, the City Council directed staff to implement a fee waiver policy for 
encroachment permits related to water conservation and report back.  Since the waiver policy 
went into place, sixteen encroachment permits have been issued for work in the right-of-way 
related to water conservation, predominately for artificial turf.  This compares to two 
encroachment permits issued for similar type projects 12 months prior to the waiver of fees.  To 
continue to encourage water conservation, it is recommended that there be no fees associated 
with encroachment permits for water conservation projects.  

Public Services – Storm Water Fees 
On March 3, the City Council approved the contract extension with LaRoc Environmental to 
continue providing storm water development project review services, construction inspection, 
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etc.  At that time, the City Council was advised that the current storm water user fee schedule 
would be adjusted in order to fully recover both City staff and consultant pass-through costs 
associated with development review and inspection services.  As a result, the unit fees for storm 
water plan check and inspection (new construction) has been converted to a deposit of $500 vs. 
unit cost.  Additionally, the current fees for the Storm Water Pollution Prevention (SWPP) plan 
check and inspections (for projects of one acre or above) has been converted to a deposit of 
$2,500.  
 
Police Services Fees 
On February 17, 2015, the City Council adopted a resolution establishing user fees for services 
provided by the Police Department.  Beginning FY 2016-17, these fees will be adjusted based on 
the CPI for the prior calendar year. 
 
ALTERNATIVES:  The City Council could decide not to: a) adjust either the EMS/Ambulance, 
development-related and/or wastewater capacity fees, as scheduled. 
 
Submitted by City Manager’s Office/Ritter/Torres 
 
Attachments: 
 Exhibit A: Resolution 
 Exhibit B: FY 2015-16 EMS/Ambulance Fees Schedule 
    Exhibit C: FY 2015-16 Wastewater Capacity Fees Schedule 
 Exhibit D:  FY 2015-16 Development-Related User Fees Schedule  
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Resolution 

 

353



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

354



RESOLUTION NO. _____ 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORONADO 
IMPLEMENTING THE ANNUAL INDEXED ADJUSTMENTS TO THE 

EMS/AMBULANCE FEES, DEVELOPMENT-RELATED USER FEES, AND TO THE 
WASTEWATER CAPACITY FEES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2015-16; AND APPROVAL OF 

NEW FEES TO RECOVER COSTS FOR PLAN CHECK AND INSPECTIONS 
RELATED TO COMPLIANCE WITH STORM WATER POLLUTION PREVENTION 

REQUIREMENTS. 
 

WHEREAS, in 2009-10, the City of Coronado hired Chad Wohlford & Associates to 
develop a City-Wide User Fee Study, which included an extensive analysis of the cost reasonably 
borne to provide certain services, the beneficiaries of such services, and revenues produced by 
those paying fees and charges for such services; and 

 
WHEREAS, on May 3, 2011, the City Council adopted Resolution 8472 setting forth the 

Emergency Medical Services (EMS)/Ambulance Services Fee Schedule to be charged by the 
Coronado Fire Department; and  

 
WHEREAS, on September 6, 2011, the City Council adopted Resolution 8500 setting 

forth a Development User Fee and Wastewater Capacity Fee Schedule to be charged by various 
City Departments; and  

 
WHEREAS, on September 6, 2011, the City Council adopted Ordinance 2026 repealing 

and adding Chapter 8.02 of the Coronado Municipal Code setting forth the categories and 
approval process for user fees adopted by the City Council; and 

 
WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Coronado has determined that development-

related user fees should be adjusted and/or enacted to fully or partially recover the cost for 
providing those services; and 
 

WHEREAS, the City Council does find, as set forth in Coronado Municipal Code 
Chapter 8.02, that the formulas utilized to establish these fees do not exceed the reasonable cost 
of providing such services; and 
 

WHEREAS, the City Council has determined that amending the EMS/Ambulance and 
Development User Fees annually based upon the prior calendar year’s Annual Average 
Consumer Price Index for the San Diego Region will maintain the City’s ability to fully recover 
the cost for providing services; and 
 

WHEREAS, Pursuant to Article XIIIC section 1(e)(1) and (6) of the California 
Constitution, the proposed fee increases are exempt from the definition of “tax” and not subject 
to a vote of the electorate; and 
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WHEREAS, in 2010-11, the City of Coronado hired Atkins Global to develop a 
Wastewater Capacity Fee Study to determine whether the existing fees should be updated to: 1) 
reflect the true value of the City’s capital facilities; 2) to ensure that the current fees are in 
accordance with current industry guidelines and practices; and 3) to properly value the City’s 
investment in the San Diego Metropolitan Wastewater (Metro) System; and  
 

WHEREAS, on September 6, 2011, the City Council adopted Ordinance 2026 repealing 
and adding Chapter 60.12 of the Coronado Municipal Code setting forth the method for setting 
the wastewater capacity fee to be charged per new equivalent dwelling unit (EDU) for connection 
to the City’s sanitary sewer system; and 

 
WHEREAS, Section 8.02.040 of the Coronado Municipal Code requires fee adjustments 

be approved by a resolution at a public hearing; and  
 
WHEREAS, Government Code Section 66017(a) specifies that the effective date of all 

development user fees shall be no sooner than 60 days following the final action on the adoption 
of fees; and 

 
WHEREAS, the City Council has duly noticed and conducted a public hearing on March 

17, 2015, at which time the public was invited to make oral and written presentations as part of 
the regularly scheduled City Council meeting prior to the adoption of this resolution.  
 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Coronado as 
follows: 
 

Section 1. That a City of Coronado Development EMS/Ambulance Fee Schedule is 
hereby adopted and that the fees are set in accordance with the schedule attached hereto as 
Exhibit B and incorporated herein by reference.  

 
Section 2. That the EMS/Ambulance Fees set forth in Section One of this resolution 

shall become effective on July 1, 2015. 
 
Section 3. For Fiscal Year 2015-16, and every fiscal year thereafter, the 

EMS/Ambulance Fees set forth in Section One of this resolution shall be automatically increased 
by the prior calendar year’s Annual Average Consumer Price index for the San Diego Region so 
long as the adjustment does not exceed the cost for providing the service. 

 
Section 4. That a City of Coronado Wastewater Capacity Fee Schedule is hereby 

adopted and that the fees are set in accordance with the schedule attached hereto as Exhibit C and 
incorporated herein by reference and shall become effective July 1, 2015. 
 

Section 5. For Fiscal Year 2015-16, and every fiscal year thereafter, the wastewater 
capacity fees set forth in Section Four of this resolution shall be automatically increased by the 
Engineering News Record – Construction Cost Index for Los Angeles on an annual basis so long 
as the adjustment does not exceed the cost for providing the service. 
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Section 6. That a City of Coronado Development User Fee Schedule is hereby 

adopted and that the fees are set in accordance with the schedule attached hereto as Exhibit D and 
incorporated herein by reference.  

 
Section 7. That the development user fees set forth in Section Six of this resolution 

shall become effective on July 1, 2015. 
 
Section 8. For Fiscal Year 2015-16, and every fiscal year thereafter, the development 

user fees set forth in Section One of this resolution, except as indicated in Exhibit D, shall be 
automatically increased by the prior calendar year’s Annual Average Consumer Price Index for 
the San Diego Region so long as the adjustment does not exceed the cost for providing the 
service. 

 
Section 9. For those development-related services not specified in the Coronado 

Development User Fee Schedule attached hereto as Exhibit D, the service shall be assessed the 
appropriate current hourly rate as established by the City. 

 
Section 10. That the City’s Community Development, Engineering, Public Services 

and/or Fire Departments are authorized to collect these user fees as appropriate and to submit the 
revenues to the Administrative Services Department in a timely manner. 
 

Section 11. This resolution shall supersede all other resolutions establishing 
development-related user fees and wastewater capacity fees. 
 

Section 12. The Mayor shall sign this resolution and the City Clerk shall attest and 
certify to the passage and adoption thereof. 

 
PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Coronado, 

California this 17th day of March 2015, by the following vote, to wit. 
 
 AYES: 
 NAY: 
 ABSTAIN: 
 ABSENT: 
 
     _______________________________________ 
     Casey Tanaka, Mayor 
     City of Coronado, California 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
___________________________ 
Mary L. Clifford 
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City Clerk 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Exhibit B 
FY 2015-16  

EMS/Ambulance Fees Schedule 
 

359



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

360



 
EMS/AMBULANCE SERVICES FEE SCHEDULE 

(Resolution 8472, 2011) 

 

No. User Fee 

Effective: 
7/1/14 

CURRENT 

Effective: 
7/1/15 

ADJUSTED 
1 ALS Transport - Resident  (plus supplies) $1,013.00  $1,033.00  
2 ALS Transport - Non-Resident (plus supplies) $1,013.00  $1,033.00  
3 BLS Transport - Resident (plus supplies) $902.00  $920.00  
4 BLS Transport - Non-Resident (plus supplies) $902.00  $920.00  
5 Treat and Release (plus supplies) $223.00  $228.00  
6 Mileage (per mile) $21.00  $22.00  
7 Oxygen (per incident) $82.00  $84.00  
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Exhibit C 
Wastewater Capacity Fee Schedule 
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WASTEWATER CAPACITY FEE SCHEDULE 
FISCAL YEAR 2015-16 

 

  

Adopted: 
4/1/2014 
CURRENT  

Effective: 
7/1/2015 
ADJUSTED DESCRIPTION EDUs   

A.  Dwelling Units and Habitable/Living Units:         
1. Each single-family dwelling unit 1 $5,856.00    $6,085.00  

2.  Each dwelling unit of a multiple-family dwelling, 
apartment, condominium, or townhouse regardless of 
the number of bedrooms. 0.8 $4,684.00    $4,867.00  

3.  Each living/habitable unit. (motel, motor hotel, 
hotel, apartment hotel, lodging house, carriage house, 
or boarding house without cooking facilities). 0.35 $2,036.00    $2,116.00  
4.  Each hotel space with a kitchenette 0.6 $3,514.00    $3,652.00  

5.  Each space, within a facility, that is available for 
inhabited mobile homes, trailers, campers, or camp cars 0.65 $3,807.00    $3,956.00  
B.  Commercial Businesses:         
1.  Food Service Establishments         

a.  Low impact food establishment (take-out restaurants 
with disposable utensils, no dishwasher and garbage 
disposal, and no public restrooms) 1.5 $8,784.00    $9,127.00  
b.  Takeout/eat-in restaurants         
(i)  with disposable utensils, but with seating and public 
rest rooms. (Minimum 3 EDUs with 18 seat credit) 3 $17,567.00    $18,253.00  
(ii)  with re-usable utensils, seating and public 
restrooms. (Minimum 3 EDUs with 18 seat credit.) 3 $17,567.00    $18,253.00  
(iii)  Add for each additional 6-seat unit or fraction 
thereof 1 $5,856.00    $6,085.00  
2.  Each commercial establishment  1.1 $6,431.00    $6,682.00  
C.  Other:         
1.  Boat slips/berths that are directly connected to 
sanitary sewer system 0.15 $902.00    $938.00  
2.  Each marina pump out facility 1.1 $6,431.00    $6,682.00  
3.  Any use not listed above will be dealt with on a case 
by case basis. N/A       
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Exhibit D 
FY 2015-16 Development-Related 

User Fees Schedule  
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BUILDING PERMIT FEE SCHEDULE 
FISCAL YEAR 2015-16 

 
NOTE: Fees with an asterisk are not subject to CPI adjustment. 

 

    
Adopted: 4/1/2014 

CURRENT  
Effective: 7/1/2015 

ADJUSTED 
     Fee 

# 
ICC (UBC) 
Use Type Occupancy 

Size Basis 
(sq. ft.) Plan Check Inspection 

 
Plan Check Inspection 

   
500 $1,484.00  $2,306.00  

 
$1,513.00  $2,350.00  

1 A-1,2,3 Assembly Group (A-1, A-2, A-3) - Complete 2,000 $2,090.00  $2,770.00  
 

$2,130.00  $2,823.00  

   
5,000 $3,171.00  $3,624.00  

 
$3,232.00  $3,693.00  

   
10,000 $4,602.00  $4,252.00  

 
$4,690.00  $4,333.00  

      25,000 $7,452.00  $5,230.00    $7,594.00  $5,330.00  

  
   500 $1,339.00  $2,070.00  

 
$1,365.00  $2,110.00  

   
2,000 $1,905.00  $2,491.00  

 
$1,942.00  $2,539.00  

2  A-1,2,3  Assembly Group (A-1, A-2, A-3) - Shell 5,000 $2,862.00  $3,263.00  
 

$2,917.00  $3,325.00  

   
10,000 $4,190.00  $3,788.00  

 
$4,270.00  $3,860.00  

      25,000 $6,917.00  $4,643.00    $7,049.00  $4,732.00  

   
250 $495.00  $1,103.00  

 
$505.00  $1,124.00  

   
1,000 $814.00  $1,329.00  

 
$830.00  $1,355.00  

3  A-1,2,3  Assembly Group (A-1, A-2, A-3) - TI 2,500 $1,566.00  $1,761.00  
 

$1,596.00  $1,795.00  

   
5,000 $2,790.00  $2,018.00  

 
$2,844.00  $2,057.00  

      12,500 $5,569.00  $2,471.00    $5,675.00  $2,518.00  

   
750 $1,411.00  $2,306.00  

 
$1,438.00  $2,350.00  

   
3,000 $2,100.00  $2,780.00  

 
$2,140.00  $2,833.00  

4  A-4,5   Assembly: Spectator Seating (indoor) - Complete 7,500 $3,295.00  $3,634.00  
 

$3,358.00  $3,704.00  

   
15,000 $4,839.00  $4,272.00  

 
$4,931.00  $4,354.00  

      37,500 $8,255.00  $5,250.00    $8,412.00  $5,350.00  
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Adopted: 4/1/2014 

CURRENT  
Effective: 7/1/2015 

ADJUSTED 
     Fee 

# 
ICC (UBC) 
Use Type Occupancy 

Size Basis 
(sq. ft.) Plan Check Inspection 

 
Plan Check Inspection 

  
   750 $804.00  $1,781.00  

 
$820.00  $1,815.00  

   
3,000 $1,246.00  $2,162.00  

 
$1,270.00  $2,204.00  

5  A-4,5  Assembly: Spectator Seating (indoor) - TI 7,500 $1,863.00  $2,872.00  
 

$1,899.00  $2,927.00  

   
15,000 $2,790.00  $3,377.00  

 
$2,844.00  $3,442.00  

      37,500 $4,839.00  $4,169.00    $4,931.00  $4,249.00  

   
250 $979.00  $2,121.00  

 
$998.00  $2,162.00  

   
1,000 $1,544.00  $2,553.00  

 
$1,574.00  $2,602.00  

6  B  Small Restaurant (<50 occ.) - Complete 2,500 $2,234.00  $3,325.00  
 

$2,277.00  $3,389.00  

   
5,000 $3,263.00  $3,912.00  

 
$3,325.00  $3,987.00  

      12,500 $4,334.00  $4,797.00    $4,417.00  $4,889.00  

   
250 $1,215.00  $1,751.00  

 
$1,239.00  $1,785.00  

   
1,000 $1,781.00  $2,100.00  

 
$1,815.00  $2,140.00  

7  B  Small Restaurant (<50 occ.) - Shell 2,500 $2,729.00  $2,749.00  
 

$2,781.00  $2,802.00  

   
5,000 $4,128.00  $3,191.00  

 
$4,207.00  $3,252.00  

      12,500 $6,784.00  $3,912.00    $6,913.00  $3,987.00  

   
250 $485.00  $1,051.00  

 
$495.00  $1,071.00  

   
1,000 $804.00  $1,267.00  

 
$820.00  $1,292.00  

8  B  Small Restaurant (<50 occ.) - TI 2,500 $1,555.00  $1,668.00  
 

$1,585.00  $1,700.00  

   
5,000 $2,780.00  $1,925.00  

 
$2,833.00  $1,962.00  

      12,500 $5,559.00  $2,368.00    $5,665.00  $2,413.00  

   
500 $1,606.00  $2,142.00  

 
$1,637.00  $2,183.00  

   
2,000 $1,751.00  $2,605.00  

 
$1,785.00  $2,655.00  

9 B Offices, Medical, Professional, etc. - Complete 5,000 $3,387.00  $3,407.00  
 

$3,452.00  $3,472.00  

   
10,000 $5,466.00  $4,045.00  

 
$5,570.00  $4,122.00  

      25,000 $11,312.00  $4,993.00    $11,527.00  $5,088.00  
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Adopted: 4/1/2014 

CURRENT  
Effective: 7/1/2015 

ADJUSTED 
     Fee 

# 
ICC (UBC) 
Use Type Occupancy 

Size Basis 
(sq. ft.) Plan Check Inspection 

 
Plan Check Inspection 

   
500 $1,370.00  $1,422.00  

 
$1,397.00  $1,450.00  

   
2,000 $1,576.00  $1,720.00  

 
$1,606.00  $1,753.00  

10  B  Offices, Medical, Professional, etc. - Shell 5,000 $3,150.00  $2,214.00  
 

$3,210.00  $2,257.00  

   
10,000 $5,198.00  $2,677.00  

 
$5,297.00  $2,728.00  

      25,000 $9,058.00  $3,315.00    $9,231.00  $3,378.00  

  
   150 $639.00  $1,020.00  

 
$652.00  $1,040.00  

   
600 $876.00  $1,226.00  

 
$893.00  $1,250.00  

11  B  Offices, Medical, Professional, etc. - TI 1,500 $1,133.00  $1,627.00  
 

$1,155.00  $1,658.00  

   
3,000 $1,442.00  $1,875.00  

 
$1,470.00  $1,911.00  

      7,500 $3,181.00  $2,306.00    $3,242.00  $2,350.00  

   
500 $1,668.00  $2,266.00  

 
$1,700.00  $2,310.00  

   
2,000 $2,502.00  $2,729.00  

 
$2,550.00  $2,781.00  

12  E  Educational Building K-12 - Complete 5,000 $3,984.00  $3,562.00  
 

$4,060.00  $3,630.00  

   
10,000 $5,980.00  $4,190.00  

 
$6,094.00  $4,270.00  

      25,000 $10,304.00  $5,158.00    $10,500.00  $5,257.00  

  
   500 $1,411.00  $2,018.00  

 
$1,438.00  $2,057.00  

   
2,000 $2,018.00  $2,420.00  

 
$2,057.00  $2,466.00  

13  E  Educational Building K-12 - Shell 5,000 $3,068.00  $3,171.00  
 

$3,127.00  $3,232.00  

   
10,000 $4,324.00  $3,686.00  

 
$4,407.00  $3,757.00  

      25,000 $7,061.00  $4,509.00    $7,196.00  $4,595.00  

   
150 $896.00  $969.00  

 
$914.00  $988.00  

   
600 $1,308.00  $1,175.00  

 
$1,333.00  $1,198.00  

14  E  Educational Building K-12 - TI 1,500 $1,802.00  $1,544.00  
 

$1,837.00  $1,574.00  

   
3,000 $2,276.00  $1,802.00  

 
$2,320.00  $1,837.00  

      7,500 $5,240.00  $2,214.00    $5,340.00  $2,257.00  
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Adopted: 4/1/2014 

CURRENT  
Effective: 7/1/2015 

ADJUSTED 
     Fee 

# 
ICC (UBC) 
Use Type Occupancy 

Size Basis 
(sq. ft.) Plan Check Inspection 

 
Plan Check Inspection 

   
500 $1,606.00  $2,224.00  

 
$1,637.00  $2,267.00  

   
2,000 $2,585.00  $2,687.00  

 
$2,635.00  $2,739.00  

15  I-1  Medical/24 Hour Care - Complete 5,000 $5,425.00  $3,500.00  
 

$5,529.00  $3,567.00  

   
10,000 $6,578.00  $4,128.00  

 
$6,703.00  $4,207.00  

      25,000 $9,727.00  $5,075.00    $9,912.00  $5,172.00  

   
500 $1,432.00  $2,039.00  

 
$1,460.00  $2,078.00  

   
2,000 $2,224.00  $2,440.00  

 
$2,267.00  $2,487.00  

16  I-1  Medical/24 Hour Care - Shell 5,000 $4,386.00  $3,202.00  
 

$4,470.00  $3,263.00  

   
10,000 $5,477.00  $3,726.00  

 
$5,582.00  $3,797.00  

      25,000 $8,553.00  $4,560.00    $8,716.00  $4,647.00  

   
100 $762.00  $1,030.00  

 
$777.00  $1,050.00  

   
400 $1,041.00  $1,236.00  

 
$1,061.00  $1,260.00  

17  I-1  Medical/24Hour Care - TI 1,000 $1,329.00  $1,638.00  
 

$1,355.00  $1,670.00  

   
2,000 $1,905.00  $1,885.00  

 
$1,942.00  $1,921.00  

      5,000 $2,770.00  $2,316.00    $2,823.00  $2,361.00  

   
250 $1,133.00  $1,586.00  

 
$1,155.00  $1,617.00  

   
1,000 $1,484.00  $1,915.00  

 
$1,513.00  $1,952.00  

18  I-4  Day Care Facility - Complete 2,500 $1,853.00  $2,481.00  
 

$1,889.00  $2,529.00  

   
5,000 $2,697.00  $2,954.00  

 
$2,749.00  $3,011.00  

      12,500 $4,509.00  $3,644.00    $4,595.00  $3,714.00  

   
100 $495.00  $1,009.00  

 
$505.00  $1,029.00  

   
400 $650.00  $1,215.00  

 
$663.00  $1,239.00  

19  I-4  Day Care Facility - TI 1,000 $896.00  $1,606.00  
 

$914.00  $1,637.00  

   
2,000 $1,092.00  $1,863.00  

 
$1,113.00  $1,899.00  

      5,000 $1,606.00  $2,286.00    $1,637.00  $2,330.00  
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Adopted: 4/1/2014 

CURRENT  
Effective: 7/1/2015 

ADJUSTED 
     Fee 

# 
ICC (UBC) 
Use Type Occupancy 

Size Basis 
(sq. ft.) Plan Check Inspection 

 
Plan Check Inspection 

   
500 $1,380.00  $1,977.00  

 
$1,407.00  $2,015.00  

   
2,000 $1,936.00  $2,368.00  

 
$1,973.00  $2,413.00  

20  M  Retail Sales - Complete 5,000 $3,490.00  $3,109.00  
 

$3,557.00  $3,169.00  

   
10,000 $4,015.00  $3,614.00  

 
$4,092.00  $3,683.00  

      25,000 $4,745.00  $4,436.00    $4,836.00  $4,521.00  

   
500 $969.00  $1,853.00  

 
$988.00  $1,889.00  

   
2,000 $1,400.00  $2,244.00  

 
$1,427.00  $2,287.00  

21  M  Retail Sales - Shell 5,000 $2,790.00  $2,914.00  
 

$2,844.00  $2,970.00  

   
10,000 $3,016.00  $3,500.00  

 
$3,074.00  $3,567.00  

      25,000 $3,614.00  $4,334.00    $3,683.00  $4,417.00  

   
100 $680.00  $1,020.00  

 
$693.00  $1,040.00  

   
400 $896.00  $1,226.00  

 
$914.00  $1,250.00  

22  M  Retail Sales - TI 1,000 $1,092.00  $1,627.00  
 

$1,113.00  $1,658.00  

   
2,000 $1,400.00  $1,875.00  

 
$1,427.00  $1,911.00  

      5,000 $1,853.00  $2,306.00    $1,889.00  $2,350.00  

  
   200 $1,113.00  $2,059.00  

 
$1,135.00  $2,099.00  

   
800 $1,400.00  $2,481.00  

 
$1,427.00  $2,529.00  

23  S-1  Repair Garage & Service St - Complete 2,000 $1,658.00  $3,243.00  
 

$1,690.00  $3,305.00  

   
4,000 $1,967.00  $3,820.00  

 
$2,005.00  $3,893.00  

      10,000 $2,872.00  $4,694.00    $2,927.00  $4,784.00  

   
200 $834.00  $1,689.00  

 
$850.00  $1,722.00  

   
800 $1,061.00  $2,018.00  

 
$1,082.00  $2,057.00  

24  S-1  Repair Garage & Service St - Shell 2,000 $1,246.00  $2,635.00  
 

$1,270.00  $2,686.00  

   
4,000 $1,534.00  $3,078.00  

 
$1,564.00  $3,137.00  

      10,000 $2,306.00  $3,768.00    $2,350.00  $3,840.00  
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Adopted: 4/1/2014 

CURRENT  
Effective: 7/1/2015 

ADJUSTED 
     Fee 

# 
ICC (UBC) 
Use Type Occupancy 

Size Basis 
(sq. ft.) Plan Check Inspection 

 
Plan Check Inspection 

  
   100 $639.00  $1,030.00  

 
$652.00  $1,050.00  

   
400 $866.00  $1,236.00  

 
$883.00  $1,260.00  

25  S-1  Repair Garage & Service St - TI / Remodel 1,000 $1,103.00  $1,638.00  
 

$1,124.00  $1,670.00  

   
2,000 $1,658.00  $1,885.00  

 
$1,690.00  $1,921.00  

      5,000 $1,885.00  $2,316.00    $1,921.00  $2,361.00  

   
500 $1,175.00  $2,183.00  

 
$1,198.00  $2,225.00  

   
2,000 $1,534.00  $2,635.00  

 
$1,564.00  $2,686.00  

26  S-1  Storage (Moderate Hazard) - Complete 5,000 $1,957.00  $3,439.00  
 

$1,995.00  $3,505.00  

   
10,000 $2,420.00  $4,057.00  

 
$2,466.00  $4,135.00  

      25,000 $4,282.00  $4,993.00    $4,364.00  $5,088.00  

  
   500 $1,081.00  $1,957.00  

 
$1,102.00  $1,995.00  

   
2,000 $1,370.00  $2,358.00  

 
$1,397.00  $2,403.00  

27  S-1   Storage (Moderate Hazard)- TI 5,000 $1,720.00  $3,078.00  
 

$1,753.00  $3,137.00  

   
10,000 $2,111.00  $3,593.00  

 
$2,152.00  $3,662.00  

      25,000 $3,469.00  $4,406.00    $3,535.00  $4,490.00  

   
100 $403.00  $1,030.00  

 
$411.00  $1,050.00  

   
400 $598.00  $1,236.00  

 
$610.00  $1,260.00  

28  S-1  Storage (Moderate Hazard) - Shell 1,000 $979.00  $1,638.00  
 

$998.00  $1,670.00  

   
2,000 $1,277.00  $1,885.00  

 
$1,302.00  $1,921.00  

      5,000 $1,484.00  $2,316.00    $1,513.00  $2,361.00  

   
1,000 $1,360.00  $3,274.00  

 
$1,386.00  $3,337.00  

   
4,000 $1,905.00  $3,995.00  

 
$1,942.00  $4,071.00  

29  S-2  Parking Garage or Low Hazard Storage - Complete  10,000 $2,821.00  $5,208.00  
 

$2,875.00  $5,307.00  

   
20,000 $4,015.00  $6,259.00  

 
$4,092.00  $6,378.00  

      50,000 $6,608.00  $7,761.00    $6,734.00  $7,909.00  
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Adopted: 4/1/2014 

CURRENT  
Effective: 7/1/2015 

ADJUSTED 
     Fee 

# 
ICC (UBC) 
Use Type Occupancy 

Size Basis 
(sq. ft.) Plan Check Inspection 

 
Plan Check Inspection 

   
1,500 $1,833.00  $3,315.00  

 
$1,868.00  $3,378.00  

   
6,000 $2,749.00  $4,035.00  

 
$2,802.00  $4,112.00  

30  R-1  Hotel, Motel - Complete 15,000 $4,272.00  $5,270.00  
 

$4,354.00  $5,371.00  

   
30,000 $6,207.00  $6,331.00  

 
$6,325.00  $6,452.00  

      75,000 $10,663.00  $7,843.00    $10,866.00  $7,993.00  

   
250 $557.00  $1,051.00  

 
$568.00  $1,071.00  

   
1,000 $794.00  $1,267.00  

 
$810.00  $1,292.00  

31  R-1  Hotel, Motel - TI 2,500 $989.00  $1,689.00  
 

$1,008.00  $1,722.00  

   
5,000 $1,277.00  $1,936.00  

 
$1,302.00  $1,973.00  

      12,500 $2,194.00  $2,378.00    $2,236.00  $2,424.00  

   
750 $1,576.00  $2,924.00  

 
$1,606.00  $2,980.00  

   
3,000 $2,491.00  $3,562.00  

 
$2,539.00  $3,630.00  

32  R-2  Multi-Family / Townhouse > 2 DU- Complete 7,500 $4,005.00  $4,663.00  
 

$4,082.00  $4,752.00  

   
15,000 $5,940.00  $5,569.00  

 
$6,053.00  $5,675.00  

      37,500 $10,396.00  $6,887.00    $10,594.00  $7,018.00  

   
200 $752.00  $1,051.00  

 
$767.00  $1,071.00  

   
800 $1,061.00  $1,267.00  

 
$1,082.00  $1,292.00  

33  R-2  Multi-Family / Townhouse > 2 DU -TI / Remodel 2,000 $1,390.00  $1,689.00  
 

$1,417.00  $1,722.00  

   
4,000 $1,761.00  $1,936.00  

 
$1,795.00  $1,973.00  

      10,000 $2,780.00  $2,378.00    $2,833.00  $2,424.00  

  
   200 $804.00  $1,370.00  

 
$820.00  $1,397.00  

   
800 $1,123.00  $1,679.00  

 
$1,145.00  $1,711.00  

34  R-2  Multi-Family / Townhouse > 2 DU - Addition 2,000 $1,823.00  $2,214.00  
 

$1,858.00  $2,257.00  

   
4,000 $2,635.00  $2,657.00  

 
$2,686.00  $2,708.00  

      10,000 $3,603.00  $3,305.00    $3,672.00  $3,368.00  
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Adopted: 4/1/2014 

CURRENT  
Effective: 7/1/2015 

ADJUSTED 
     Fee 

# 
ICC (UBC) 
Use Type Occupancy 

Size Basis 
(sq. ft.) Plan Check Inspection 

 
Plan Check Inspection 

   
1,000 $1,360.00  $2,132.00  

 
$1,386.00  $2,173.00  

   
2,000 $1,771.00  $2,389.00  

 
$1,805.00  $2,435.00  

35  R-3  New Single-Family Residence 4,000 $2,481.00  $2,667.00  
 

$2,529.00  $2,718.00  

   
7,000 $3,758.00  $3,665.00  

 
$3,830.00  $3,735.00  

      10,000 $4,179.00  $4,416.00    $4,259.00  $4,500.00  

   
125 *$760.00  *$950.00    *$760.00  *$950.00  

   
250 *$760.00  *$950.00    *$760.00  *$950.00  

36  R-3  Single-Family Residential - Addition 500 *$820.00  *$1,200.00    *$820.00  *$1,200.00  

   
875 $1,390.00  $2,255.00  

 
$1,417.00  $2,298.00  

      1,250 $1,586.00  $2,729.00    $1,617.00  $2,781.00  

   
125 $515.00  $855.00  

 
$525.00  $872.00  

   
250 $577.00  $927.00  

 
$588.00  $945.00  

37  R-3  Single-Family Residential  - Remodel 500 $772.00  $1,071.00  
 

$787.00  $1,092.00  

   
875 $886.00  $1,462.00  

 
$903.00  $1,490.00  

      1,250 $979.00  $1,720.00    $998.00  $1,753.00  

   
1,000 $1,380.00  $2,070.00  

 
$1,407.00  $2,110.00  

   
2,000 $2,780.00  $2,306.00  

 
$2,833.00  $2,350.00  

38  R-3.1  Licensed Residential Care < 7 occupants -  4,000 $5,373.00  $2,585.00  
 

$5,476.00  $2,635.00  

  
Complete 7,000 $6,310.00  $3,542.00  

 
$6,430.00  $3,610.00  

      10,000 $11,148.00  $4,282.00    $11,360.00  $4,364.00  

   
250 $855.00  $1,267.00  

 
$872.00  $1,292.00  

   
500 $1,051.00  $1,400.00  

 
$1,071.00  $1,427.00  

39  R-3.1  Licensed Residential Care < 7 occupants -  1,000 $1,977.00  $1,586.00  
 

$2,015.00  $1,617.00  

  
Alteration 1,750 $2,451.00  $2,194.00  

 
$2,498.00  $2,236.00  

      2,500 $4,951.00  $2,615.00    $5,046.00  $2,665.00  

376



    
Adopted: 4/1/2014 

CURRENT  
Effective: 7/1/2015 

ADJUSTED 
     Fee 

# 
ICC (UBC) 
Use Type Occupancy 

Size Basis 
(sq. ft.) Plan Check Inspection 

 
Plan Check Inspection 

   
1,250 $2,070.00  $2,904.00  

 
$2,110.00  $2,960.00  

   
2,500 $2,553.00  $3,263.00  

 
$2,602.00  $3,325.00  

40  R-4  Congregate Care - Complete 5,000 $3,439.00  $3,644.00  
 

$3,505.00  $3,714.00  

   
8,750 $4,591.00  $5,034.00  

 
$4,679.00  $5,130.00  

      12,500 $5,569.00  $6,094.00    $5,675.00  $6,210.00  

   
500 $886.00  $1,329.00  

 
$903.00  $1,355.00  

   
1,000 $1,030.00  $1,462.00  

 
$1,050.00  $1,490.00  

41  R-4  Congregate Care - Alteration 2,000 $1,627.00  $1,658.00  
 

$1,658.00  $1,690.00  

   
3,500 $2,276.00  $2,286.00  

 
$2,320.00  $2,330.00  

      5,000 $3,552.00  $2,729.00    $3,620.00  $2,781.00  

   
60 $690.00  $670.00  

 
$704.00  $683.00  

   
240 $886.00  $814.00  

 
$903.00  $830.00  

42  U  Accessory Building (new) - Residential 600 $1,103.00  $989.00  
 

$1,124.00  $1,008.00  

   
1,200 $1,349.00  $1,287.00  

 
$1,375.00  $1,312.00  

      3,000 $2,018.00  $1,606.00    $2,057.00  $1,637.00  

  
   120 $886.00  $1,051.00  

 
$903.00  $1,071.00  

   
480 $1,113.00  $1,277.00  

 
$1,135.00  $1,302.00  

43  U  Accessory Building (new) - Commercial  1,200 $1,370.00  $1,617.00  
 

$1,397.00  $1,648.00  

   
2,400 $1,658.00  $1,977.00  

 
$1,690.00  $2,015.00  

      6,000 $2,399.00  $2,451.00    $2,445.00  $2,498.00  

   
120 $475.00  $762.00  

 
$485.00  $777.00  

   
480 $639.00  $917.00  

 
$652.00  $935.00  

44  U  Accessory Building (alteration) - Commercial  1,200 $824.00  $1,205.00  
 

$840.00  $1,228.00  

   
2,400 $1,051.00  $1,432.00  

 
$1,071.00  $1,460.00  

      6,000 $1,484.00  $1,771.00    $1,513.00  $1,805.00  
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Adopted: 4/1/2014 

CURRENT  
Effective: 7/1/2015 

ADJUSTED 
     Fee 

# 
ICC (UBC) 
Use Type Occupancy 

Size Basis 
(sq. ft.) Plan Check Inspection 

 
Plan Check Inspection 

   
40 $505.00  $598.00  

 
$515.00  $610.00  

   
160 $588.00  $700.00  

 
$600.00  $714.00  

45  U  Residential Garage 400 $670.00  $866.00  
 

$683.00  $883.00  

   
800 $784.00  $999.00  

 
$799.00  $1,018.00  

      2,000 $845.00  $1,205.00    $862.00  $1,228.00  

   
40 $464.00  $557.00  

 
$473.00  $568.00  

   
160 $536.00  $639.00  

 
$547.00  $652.00  

46  U-1  Carport 400 $598.00  $784.00  
 

$610.00  $799.00  

   
800 $670.00  $927.00  

 
$683.00  $945.00  

      2,000 $824.00  $1,113.00    $840.00  $1,135.00  

   
40 $598.00  $588.00  

 
$610.00  $600.00  

   
160 $700.00  $712.00  

 
$714.00  $726.00  

47  U-1  Residential Garage Conversion 400 $814.00  $917.00  
 

$830.00  $935.00  

   
800 $948.00  $1,071.00  

 
$967.00  $1,092.00  

      2,000 $1,195.00  $1,318.00    $1,218.00  $1,344.00  

   
350 $331.00  $588.00  

 
$338.00  $600.00  

   
1,400 $371.00  $712.00  

 
$379.00  $726.00  

48  FO  Foundation Only (all occupancies) 3,500 $403.00  $917.00  
 

$411.00  $935.00  

   
7,000 $423.00  $1,071.00  

 
$432.00  $1,092.00  

      17,500 $443.00  $1,318.00    $452.00  $1,344.00  

   
200 $526.00  $588.00  

 
$536.00  $600.00  

   
800 $680.00  $712.00  

 
$693.00  $726.00  

49  BO  Basement Only (all occupancies) 2,000 $886.00  $917.00  
 

$903.00  $935.00  

   
4,000 $1,113.00  $1,071.00  

 
$1,135.00  $1,092.00  

      10,000 $1,638.00  $1,318.00  
 

$1,670.00  $1,344.00  
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT - BUILDING 

MISCELLANEOUS ITEM FEE SCHEDULE 
FISCAL YEAR 2015-16 

       
NOTE:  Bold numbers indicate partial cost recovery.  Fees with an asterisk are not subject to CPI adjustment.   Not all projects will 

be required to pay a plan check fee.   
 

  
Adopted: 4/1/14 

CURRENT  
Effective: 7/1/2015 

ADJUSTED 
   

FEE # FEE TITLE Plan Check Inspection 
 

Plan Check Inspection 
 UNIT FEES:      

1 
Boat / Car Lift (plus actual plan check costs from outside 
contractor)  $320.00  $536.00    $327.00  $547.00  

2 
Vehicle Turntable (plus actual plan check costs from outside 
contractor)  $197.00  $536.00    $201.00  $547.00  

       
3 Antennas - (each)  $320.00  $536.00    $327.00  $547.00  
4 Reserved           
5 Balcony - First 100 sq. ft.  $279.00  $485.00    $285.00  $495.00  
6 Each additional 50 sq. ft.  $42.00  $52.00    $43.00  $53.00  
       

7 
Cellular/Mobile Phone Tower - New - Each (plus actual plan 
check costs from outside contractor)   $742.00  $505.00    $757.00  $515.00  

8 
Cellular/Mobile Phone Tower - Addition/ Alteration - Each 
(plus actual plan check costs from outside contractor)  $464.00  $475.00    $473.00  $485.00  

9 Certificate of Occupancy  $73.00  $0.00    $75.00  $0.00  
10 Change of Occupancy (No T.I. w/ plan check & Inspection)  $0.00  $227.00    $0.00  $232.00  
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Adopted: 4/1/14 

CURRENT  
Effective: 7/1/2015 

ADJUSTED 
   

FEE # FEE TITLE Plan Check Inspection 
 

Plan Check Inspection 
11 Temporary Occupancy Permit  $73.00  $258.00    $75.00  $263.00  
12 Change of Contractor Fee  $52.00  $62.00    $53.00  $64.00  
13 Deck - First 150 sq. ft.  $279.00  $381.00    $285.00  $389.00  
14 Each additional 50 sq. ft.  $42.00  $52.00    $43.00  $53.00  
15 Demolition (entire building)  $186.00  $238.00    $190.00  $243.00  
16 Partial / Exploratory Demolition  $186.00  $207.00    $190.00  $211.00  
17 Fence (wood, chain link, wrought iron, vinyl)-First 100 lf  *$45.00  *$100.00   *$45.00  *$100.00 
18 Each additional 50 lf   *$0.00 *$0.00    *$0.00 *$0.00 
19 Flag pole >6 feet - Each  $289.00  $207.00    $295.00  $211.00  
   Freestanding Wall (masonry):            

20 Up to 6' - First 100 lf  *$45.00  *$100.00   *$45.00  *$100.00 
21 Each additional 50 lf  $42.00  $62.00    $43.00  $64.00  
22 Greater than 6' (engineered) - First 100 lf  $299.00  $351.00    $305.00  $358.00  
23 Each additional 50 lf  $42.00  $62.00    $43.00  $64.00  
24 Fireplace/ BBQ - Masonry - Each  *$45.00  *$100.00   *$45.00  *$100.00 
25 Fire Plan Check Processing (for outside contractor)  $124.00  $0.00   $127.00  $0.00  

       
26 Foundation and/or slab Repair - First 100 sq. ft.  $166.00  $248.00    $170.00  $253.00  
27 Each additional 100 sq. ft.  $22.00  $62.00    $23.00  $64.00  

28 
Shoring Permit - First 100 lf (plus actual plan check costs 
from outside contractor)  $166.00  $341.00    $170.00  $348.00  

29 Each additional 50 lf  $22.00  $62.00    $23.00  $64.00  
       

30 deleted           
31 deleted           
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Adopted: 4/1/14 

CURRENT  
Effective: 7/1/2015 

ADJUSTED 
   

FEE # FEE TITLE Plan Check Inspection 
 

Plan Check Inspection 
32 Light Standards - Each  $258.00  $222.00    $263.00  $227.00  
33 deleted           
34 deleted           
35 Misc. Structure - Storage Shed - First 150 sq. ft.  $341.00  $238.00    $348.00  $243.00  
36 Each additional 100 sq. ft.  $22.00  $62.00    $23.00  $64.00  
37 Partition-commercial - First 100 lf  $279.00  $238.00    $285.00  $243.00  
38 Each additional 50 lf  $22.00  $62.00    $23.00  $64.00  

       
49 Patio Cover - First 100 sq. ft.  $279.00  $238.00    $285.00  $243.00  
50 Each additional 50 sq. ft.  $22.00  $52.00    $23.00  $53.00  
51 Patio Room - First 100 sq. ft.  $258.00  $331.00    $263.00  $338.00  
52 Each additional 50 sq. ft.  $22.00  $73.00    $23.00  $75.00  
53 Awnings & Canopies - First 100 sq. ft.  $258.00  $258.00    $263.00  $263.00  
54 Each additional 50 sq. ft.  $22.00  $62.00    $23.00  $64.00  

55 
Pile Foundation - Each (plus actual plan check costs from 
outside contractor)  $135.00  $258.00    $138.00  $263.00  

       
56 Re-roofing - Residential - First 10 Squares  $124.00  $207.00    $127.00  $211.00  
57 Each additional 10 squares  $12.00  $62.00    $13.00  $64.00  
58 Re-roofing - Commercial - First 10 Squares  $124.00  $197.00    $127.00  $201.00  
59 Each additional 10 squares  $12.00  $62.00    $13.00  $64.00  

60 
Roof structure replacement - Per 100 sq. ft. (plus actual plan 
check costs from outside contractor)  $279.00  $279.00    $285.00  $285.00  

       
61 Retaining Wall - City Standard - First 100 lf  $238.00  $238.00    $243.00  $243.00  
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Adopted: 4/1/14 

CURRENT  
Effective: 7/1/2015 

ADJUSTED 
   

FEE # FEE TITLE Plan Check Inspection 
 

Plan Check Inspection 
62 Each additional 50 lf  $22.00  $73.00    $23.00  $75.00  

63 
Retaining Wall w/Calcs - First 100 lf (plus actual plan check 
costs from outside contractor)  $238.00  $238.00    $243.00  $243.00  

64 Each additional 50 lf  $22.00  $73.00    $23.00  $75.00  
       

65 Sauna - Each  $227.00  $207.00    $232.00  $211.00  
66 Siding / stucco / veneer - First 100 sq. ft.  $84.00  $197.00    $86.00  $201.00  
67 Each additional 100 sq. ft.  $12.00  $62.00    $13.00  $64.00  
   Signs:            

68 
Pole - Each (plus actual plan check costs from outside 
contractor)  $227.00  $207.00    $232.00  $211.00  

69 
Monument - Each (plus actual plan check costs from outside 
contractor)  $227.00  $207.00    $232.00  $211.00  

70 
Wall / Roof - Each (plus actual plan check costs from outside 
contractor)  $227.00  $207.00    $232.00  $211.00  

   Site Inspection            
71 Skylight w/o structural modification - Each  $104.00  $248.00    $106.00  $253.00  

72 
Skylight w/structural modifications - Each (plus actual plan 
check costs from outside contractor)  $135.00  $248.00    $138.00  $253.00  

   Solar:            

73 
Solar Water Heating System - roof mounted - Each System 
(plus actual plan check costs from outside contractor)  $279.00  $145.00    $285.00  $148.00  

74 

Solar Water Heating System - ground mounted - Each 
System (plus actual plan check costs from outside 
contractor)  $279.00  $145.00    $285.00  $148.00  
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ADJUSTED 
   

FEE # FEE TITLE Plan Check Inspection 
 

Plan Check Inspection 

75 

Solar Photovoltaic System - roof mounted - Per Residential 
System (plus actual plan check costs from outside 
contractor)  $289.00  $145.00    $295.00  $148.00  

76 
Solar PV - Commercial System - First 300 sq. ft. (plus actual 
plan check costs from outside contractor)  $289.00  $161.00    $295.00  $165.00  

77 Each additional 150 sq. ft.  $42.00  $42.00    $43.00  $43.00  
       

78 Suspended Ceiling - First 100 sq. ft.  $114.00  $258.00    $117.00  $263.00  
79 Each additional 100 sq. ft.  $12.00  $73.00    $13.00  $75.00  
   Swimming Pool / Spa - Private:            

80 Vinyl-lined / fiberglass - up to 800 sq. ft.  $279.00  $309.00    $285.00  $315.00  
81 Gunite/Shotcrete - up to 800 sq. ft.  $299.00  $403.00    $305.00  $411.00  
82 Each additional 100 sq. ft.  $22.00  $114.00    $23.00  $117.00  
83 Swimming Pool/Spa remodel - up to 800 sq. ft.  $258.00  $269.00    $263.00  $275.00  
84 Each additional 100 sq. ft.  $22.00  $73.00    $23.00  $75.00  

       
85 Trash Enclosure including roof - First 100 sq. ft.  $227.00  $279.00    $232.00  $285.00  
86 Each additional 100 sq. ft.  $22.00  $73.00    $23.00  $75.00  

87 
Window/Door replacement w/ structural modification –  
First 5  $114.00  $289.00    $117.00  $295.00  

88 Each additional 100 sq. ft.  $12.00  $84.00    $13.00  $86.00  
       

89 
Manufactured / Pre-fab Buildings (foundation and utility 
connections)  $248.00  $505.00    $253.00  $515.00  

90 Construction Trailer (anchored)  $248.00  $269.00    $253.00  $275.00  
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
MECHANICAL, PLUMBING & ELECTRICAL FEE SCHEDULE 

FISCAL YEAR 2015-16 
       
NOTE:  Bold numbers indicate partial cost recovery.  Fees with an asterisk are not subject to CPI adjustment.  Not all projects will be required to 
pay a plan check fee.  Noted fees typically do not require a plan check fee.  If plan check is required, applicants will be charged hourly rate of 
$110.00 for actual time spent checking plan.   
 
 

  
Adopted: 4/1/2014 

CURRENT  
Effective: 7/1/2015 

ADJUSTED 
   FEE # FEE TITLE Plan Check Inspection 

 
Plan Check Inspection 

   MECHANICAL PERMIT FEES:            
1  Air Compressor, Pipe and Tank  $114.00  $186.00    $117.00  $190.00  
2  AHU (cooling & heating)  $114.00  $186.00    $117.00  $190.00  
3  Boilers  $114.00  $186.00    $117.00  $190.00  
4  Chillers $114.00  $186.00    $117.00  $190.00  
5  Cooling Tower  $114.00  $186.00    $117.00  $190.00  
6  Duct only - up to 500 sf of area served  $114.00  $186.00    $117.00  $190.00  
7     - each additional 100 sf  $114.00  $186.00    $117.00  $190.00  
8  Exhaust System (hood and vent) non-residential  $114.00  $186.00    $117.00  $190.00  
9  Exhaust system (kitchen, bath, dryer)  $114.00  $186.00    $117.00  $190.00  

10  Fireplace & flue (manufactured)  $114.00  $186.00    $117.00  $190.00  
11  Heating appliance (floor, wall, suspended, pool)   See Note *$80.00   See Note *$80.00 
12  Miscellaneous equipment (not classified)  See Note *$20.00   See Note *$20.00 
13  Process piping - each outlet  $114.00  $186.00    $117.00  $190.00  
14  Refrigeration System (cooler/freezer)  See Note *$20.00   See Note *$20.00 
15  Mechanical Inspection (per hour) - 1/2 hour minimum  $0.00  $124.00      $127.00  
16  Mechanical Plan Review (per hour) - 1/2 hour minimum  $124.00  $0.00    $127.00  $0.00  
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ADJUSTED 
   FEE # FEE TITLE Plan Check Inspection 

 
Plan Check Inspection 

   PLUMBING PERMIT FEES:            
17  Backflow device (water) each  $114.00  $186.00    $117.00  $190.00  
18  Backwater valve (sewer) each  $227.00  $186.00    $232.00  $190.00  
19  Bar sink  See Note *$60.00   See Note *$60.00 
20  Bidet  See Note *$60.00   See Note *$60.00 
21  Bathtub  See Note *$60.00   See Note *$60.00 
22  Clothes washer  See Note *$60.00   See Note *$60.00 
23  Dishwasher  See Note *$60.00   See Note *$60.00 
24  Drinking fountain  See Note *$60.00   See Note *$60.00 
25  Floor drain  See Note *$60.00   See Note *$60.00 
26  Floor sink  See Note *$60.00   See Note *$60.00 
27  Garbage disposal  See Note *$50.00   See Note *$50.00 
28  Gas piping - each outlet  $114.00  $186.00    $117.00  $190.00  
29  Gray water system (residential)  $114.00  $186.00    $117.00  $190.00  
30  Interceptor (FOG & sand)  $114.00  $186.00    $117.00  $190.00  
31  Lavatory  See Note *$60.00    See Note *$60.00  
32  Laundry sink  See Note *$60.00    See Note *$60.00  
33  Lawn sprinkler & Backflow device  $114.00  $186.00    $117.00  $190.00  
34  Medical gas system - each outlet  $114.00  $186.00    $117.00  $190.00  
35  Medical vacuum system  $114.00  $186.00    $117.00  $190.00  
36  Miscellaneous plumbing  $114.00  $186.00    $117.00  $190.00  
37  Sewer lateral - each 100 lineal ft.  $114.00  $186.00    $117.00  $190.00  
38  Sink (other than bar, floor or laundry)  See Note *$60.00    See Note *$60.00  
39  Solar potable water heater  $104.00  $104.00    $106.00  $106.00  
40  Solar pool/spa water heater  $104.00  $104.00    $106.00  $106.00  
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ADJUSTED 
   FEE # FEE TITLE Plan Check Inspection 

 
Plan Check Inspection 

41  Shower pan or Mop pan See Note *$60.00    See Note *$60.00  
42  Swimming pool piping, gas & heater  $114.00  $186.00    $117.00  $190.00  
43  Rainwater piping system (per drain)  $114.00  $186.00    $117.00  $190.00  
44  Urinal  See Note *$60.00    See Note *$60.00  
45  Water heater and vent  $0.00  $104.00    $0.00  $106.00  
46  Water piping system  $114.00  $186.00    $117.00  $190.00  
47  Water closet (toilet)  See Note *$60.00    See Note *$60.00  
48  Water softener  See Note *$60.00    See Note *$60.00  
49  Plumbing Inspection (per hour) - 1/2 hour minimum  $0.00  $124.00    $0.00  $127.00  
50  Plumbing Plan Review (per hour) - 1/2 hour minimum  $124.00  $0.00    $127.00  $0.00  
   ELECTRICAL PERMIT FEES:            

51  Air Conditioner - Commercial (per unit)  $114.00  $186.00    $117.00  $190.00  
52  Air Conditioner - Residential (per unit)  $114.00  $186.00    $117.00  $190.00  

53 
 Miscellaneous equipment or appliance connection - Commercial 
(includes outlets and wiring)  $114.00  $186.00    $117.00  $190.00  

54 
 Miscellaneous equipment or appliance connection - Residential 
(includes outlets and wiring)  See Note *$50.00    See Note *$50.00  

55  Sub-Panel (up to 200 amps)  $114.00  $186.00    $117.00  $190.00  
56  Sub-Panel (201 – 1000 amps)  $114.00  $186.00    $117.00  $190.00  
57  Sub-Panel (over 1000 amps)  $114.00  $186.00    $117.00  $190.00  
58  Idle Meter Reactivation  $114.00  $186.00    $117.00  $190.00  
59  Temporary Power Pole / TSPB  $114.00  $186.00    $117.00  $190.00  
60  Miscellaneous Electrical Work - Commercial  $114.00  $186.00    $117.00  $190.00  
61  Miscellaneous Electrical Work - Residential  $114.00  $186.00    $117.00  $190.00  
62  A, E, H, I Occupancy Wiring (per 500 sf)  $114.00  $186.00    $117.00  $190.00  
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Plan Check Inspection 

63  B, M, F-1, F-2, S Occupancy Wiring (per 500 sf)  $114.00  $186.00    $117.00  $190.00  
64  U Occupancy Wiring (per 100 sf)  $114.00  $186.00    $117.00  $190.00  
65  R1, R3 Occupancy Wiring (per 100 sf)  $114.00  $186.00    $117.00  $190.00  
66  Service (up to 200 amps)  $114.00  $186.00    $117.00  $190.00  
67  Service (201 to 1000 amps)  $114.00  $186.00    $117.00  $190.00  
68  Service (over 1000 amps)  $114.00  $186.00    $117.00  $190.00  
69  Electrical Inspection (per hour) - 1/2 hour minimum  $0.00  $124.00    $0.00  $127.00  
70  Electrical Plan Review (per hour) - 1/2 hour minimum  $124.00  $0.00    $127.00  $0.00  
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PLANNING FEE SCHEDULE - PART I (DEPOSITS) 
FISCAL YEAR 2015-16 

 
NOTE:  Deposits listed below ARE NOT subject to Annual CPI adjustment. 

 
 

Fee # Fee Title 

Current 
Deposit 

Requirement 
California Environmental Quality Act:   

1 Negative Declaration with Mitigation Measures (Hourly w/ Deposit) *$3,000.00 
2 Environmental Impact Report  (Contracted Service or Actual Staff Hours; with Deposit)  *$10,000.00 
3 EIR Addendum / Supplements / Recertification (Contracted Service or Actual Staff Hours; with Deposit) *$10,000.00 
4 Environmental Mitigation Monitoring (Contracted Service or Actual Staff Hours; with Deposit) *$3,000.00 
5 Technical Review of Consultant Reports (Deposit) *$5,000.00 

Consultant-Provided Landscape Review Reports and Services:   
6 City Administration and Processing *$620.00 
7 Consultant Cost Pass-through (actual cost paid by applicant) $0.00  

General Plan / Zoning:    
8 General Plan Amendment (Actual Staff Hours; with Deposit)  *$5,000.00 
9 Zoning Map Amendment (Actual Staff Hours; with Deposit) *$5,000.00 

10 Zoning Ordinance Amendment (Actual Staff Hours; with Deposit)  *$5,000.00 
11 Development Agreement *$5,000.00 
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PLANNING FEE SCHEDULE - PART II (FEES) 

FISCAL YEAR 2015-16 
 

NOTE: Fees with an asterisk are not subject to CPI adjustment. 
 

  

Adopted: 
4/1/14 

CURRENT  

Effective: 
7/1/2015 
ROUNDED FEE # FEE TITLE   

 California Environmental Quality Act:         
1 Categorical Exemption  $155.00    $158.00  
2 Initial Study  $2,800.00    $2,854.00  
3 Negative Declaration  $1,514.00    $1,543.00  

 California Coastal Act Related:        
4 Local Coastal Program Amendment (Actual Staff Hours; with Deposit)  $13,031.00    $13,279.00  
5 Coastal Permit  $3,140.00    $3,200.00  
6 Coastal Permit w/ other Permits  $1,081.00    $1,102.00  
7 Coastal Permit Amendment  $2,615.00    $2,665.00  
8 Emergency Coastal Permit Waiver  $762.00    $777.00  
9 Coastal Permit Exemption  $639.00    $652.00  

10 Coastal Permit Appeal   $515.00    $525.00  
 General Plan / Zoning:        

11 Reserved       
12 Planning Commission Variance  $3,099.00    $3,158.00  
13 Zoning Administrative Variance   $2,306.00    $2,350.00  
14 Determination of Use   $1,236.00    $1,260.00  
15 Determination of Development  $1,133.00    $1,155.00  
16 Planning Commission Interpretation   $1,236.00    $1,260.00  
17 Major Special Use Permit  $4,797.00    $4,889.00  
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Adopted: 
4/1/14 

CURRENT  

Effective: 
7/1/2015 
ROUNDED FEE # FEE TITLE   

18 Major Special Use Permit Amendment  $3,922.00    $3,997.00  
19 Minor Special Use Permit  $2,986.00    $3,043.00  
20 Minor Special Use Permit Amendment  $2,986.00    $3,043.00  
21 Parking Plan  $4,097.00    $4,175.00  
22 Parking Plan with Other Permit  $2,049.00    $2,088.00  
23 Tentative Parcel Map (plus Engineering)  $4,426.00    $4,511.00  
24 Final Parcel Map (plus Engineering)  $1,514.00    $1,543.00  
25 Parcel Map Amendments   $3,830.00    $3,903.00  
26 Parcel Map Extension   $598.00    $610.00  
27 Major Subdivision Tentative Map (plus Engineering fees)  $4,519.00    $4,605.00  
28 Major Subdivision Final Map (plus Engineering fees)  $1,771.00    $1,805.00  
29 Subdivision Map Amendment   $4,097.00    $4,175.00  
30 Subdivision Map Extension   $598.00    $610.00  
31 Lot Line/Boundary Line Adjustment  $660.00    $673.00  
32 Lot Consolidation  $660.00    $673.00  

 Administrative Permits:        
33 Large Family Daycare   $485.00    $495.00  
34 Home Occupation Permit   $32.00    $33.00  
35 Application for Business Occupancy  $207.00    $211.00  
36 Noise Permit   $73.00    $75.00  
37 Temporary/Movable Sign Permit  $73.00    $75.00  

 Design Review:        
38 New Commercial & Multi-Family Construction  $824.00    $840.00  
39 Major Design Review Application / Amendment  $618.00    $630.00  
40 Minor Design Review Application / Amendment  $207.00    $211.00  
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Adopted: 
4/1/14 
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Effective: 
7/1/2015 
ROUNDED FEE # FEE TITLE   

 Historic Preservation:        
41 Historic Designation    $0.00    $0.00 
42 Historic Resource Alteration Permit   $104.00    $106.00  
43 Historic Resource Alteration Permit with Demolition  $2,944.00    $3,000.00  
44 Historic Resource Alteration Permit with Code Exceptions to City Council  $104.00    $106.00  
45 Historic Resource Preservation (Mills Act) Agreement  $104.00    $106.00  
46 Notice of Intent to Demolish  $1,606.00    $1,637.00  

 Other Fees:        
47 Preliminary Proposal Review  $547.00    $558.00  

48 
Newspaper Public Notice / Re-notice (for notices not already included in 
another fee)  $73.00    $75.00  

49 Large Public Notice Distribution >50  $309.00    $315.00  
50 Applicant Appeal of Decision  $515.00    $525.00  
51 Appeal by Other Than Applicant  $515.00    $525.00  
52 Business Proposal Review  $299.00    $305.00  
53 Zoning Letter  $197.00    $201.00  
54 Major Zoning Plan Check (for checks not already included in another fee)  $433.00    $442.00  

54a Minor Zoning Plan Check (for checks not already included in another fee) $73.00    $75.00  
55 Service Request / Research Fee (Actual Staff Hours; with Deposit)  $341.00    $348.00  

56 
Discretionary Compliance Review (Added to Building fees that don’t 
already include this cost.)  $608.00    $620.00  

57 Reasonable Accommodation Request  $341.00    $348.00  
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ENGINEERING & PROJECT DEVELOPMENT FEE SCHEDULE 
FISCAL YEAR 2015-16 

 
NOTE:  Fees with an asterisk are not subject to CPI adjustment. 

 

 
 

Adopted: 
4/1/2014 
CURRENT  

Effective: 
7/1/2015  
ADJUSTED FEE # FEE TITLE   

Improvements in the Right-of-Way:       

  Plan Check (based on Engineer's estimate of construction cost):       
1 Up to $2,000 $145.00    $148.00  
2 $2,001 - $10,000   $176.00    $180.00  
3 $10,001 to $50,000   $207.00    $211.00  
4 $50,001 to $100,000 Valuation  $227.00    $232.00  
5 $100,001 to $250,000 Valuation  $227.00    $232.00  
6 Over $250,000 - each additional $100,000 $124.00    $127.00  
7 Recheck (each) $62.00    $64.00  
  Inspection (based on Engineer's estimate of construction cost):       
8 Up to $2,000 $73.00    $75.00  
9 $2,001 - $10,000   $104.00    $106.00  

10 $10,001 to $50,000  $135.00    $138.00  
11 $50,001 to $100,000 Valuation  $176.00    $180.00  
12 $100,001 to $250,000 Valuation $238.00    $243.00  
13 Over $250,000 - each additional $100,000  $155.00    $158.00  
14 Re-inspection (each) $52.00    $53.00  

 Encroachment Permits:        
15 Residential Hardscape *$400.00   *$400.00  

15 a NEW: Residential Water Conservation Projects $0.00  $0.00 
16 Residential Structure *$400.00   *$400.00  
17 Outdoor Dining *$350.00   *$350.00  
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Adopted: 
4/1/2014 
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Effective: 
7/1/2015  
ADJUSTED FEE # FEE TITLE   

18 Commercial Hardscape *$400.00   *$400.00  
19 Commercial Structures - Minor *$400.00   *$400.00  

 Dock Permits (in addition to consultant costs):       
20 Structural Repair Permit (each) $248.00    $253.00  
  New Construction or Replacement Permits       
  Plan Check:       

21 Contract Processing and Administration $248.00    $253.00  
22 Re-Check - Contract Processing and Administration (each) $124.00    $127.00  
  Inspection:       

23 Standard Dock (up to 50 lf) $1,534.00    $1,564.00  
24 Non-standard or Custom Dock (up to 50 lf) $1,627.00    $1,658.00  
25 Each additional 50 lf, or portion thereof $52.00    $53.00  
26 Re-inspection (each) $84.00    $86.00  

 Review of Required Studies (in addition to consultant costs):       

27 Traffic Study - Review of Private Project Study 
*$1,000.00 

Deposit   
*$1,000.00 

Deposit 

28 Seismic Review - Review of Geologist Study or Peer Review Analysis 
*$5,000.00 

Deposit   
*$5,000.00 

Deposit 
 De-watering Permit:       

29 Project Permit (City Administration and Monitoring) $279.00    $285.00  
 Other Permits:       

30 Abandonments $598.00    $610.00  
31 Grading Plan Check $331.00    $338.00  

 Parcel/Tract Maps (in addition to consultant costs):        
32 Contract Processing and Administration $186.00    $190.00  
33 Re-Check - Contract Processing and Administration (each) $104.00    $106.00  

 Other Inspection Fees:       

393



 
 

Adopted: 
4/1/2014 
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Effective: 
7/1/2015  
ADJUSTED FEE # FEE TITLE   

34 
Inspections outside of normal business hours - Per Hour (two hour 
minimum)  $94.00    $96.00  

35 
Re-inspection fees assessed under provisions of Building Code Section 
108.8 - Per Hour  $94.00    $96.00  

36 
Inspections for which no fee is specifically indicated - Per Hour 
(minimum charge one-half hour) $94.00    $96.00  

37 
Additional plan review required by changes, additions or revisions to 
plans - Per Hour  $94.00    $96.00  
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PUBLIC SERVICES USER FEE SCHEDULE 
FISCAL YEAR 2015-16 

 

  Adopted: 4/1/2014 
CURRENT 

 
Effective: 
7/1/2015 
ADJUSTED FEE # FEE TITLE   

 (Building-related beyond normal review):       

 
Plan Check plus Inspection:   

 
  

1 Storm Water Plan Check: new construction 

 Fees 1 and 2 to be 
combined and charged 

at full cost: $229.00.  

 
Fees 1 and 2 

combined and 
handled by 

$500.00 
deposit.  2 Storm Water Inspection: new Construction   

3 

Storm Water Plan Check, triggered by projects that require 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans - SWPPP (Projects 1 acre or 
more) 

 Fees 3 and 4 to be 
combined and charged 

at full cost: $1,227.  
  

Fees 3 and 4 
combined and 

handled by 
$2,500 deposit. 4 Inspection: Required for SWPPP   

5 

Storm Water Plan Check, triggered by projects that require a 
Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan - SUSMP (10 units or 
more, High Threat Activity) 

 Fees 5, 6 and 7 
combined and handled 

by $5,000 deposit.  

  Fees 5, 6, and 7 
combined and 

handled by 
$5,000 deposit. 

6 
Outside Consultant Technical Plan Review – pass through cost - 
direct charge to applicant 

 7 Inspection: Required for SUSMP during Project development.   

 
Inspection Only:   

 
  

8 High Threat Area Construction (sensitive waterways or activities) 
 $140.  Assign to 

building fee process.  
 

$141.00  
9 SUSMP Annual Inspection (post-construction) - Annual Fee $269.00  

 
$275.00  

10 Compliance/Follow-Up $52.00  
 

$53.00  
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FIRE SERVICES FEE SCHEDULE 

FISCAL YEAR 2015-16 
 

  

Adopted: 
4/1/2014 
CURRENT  

Effective: 
7/1/2015 
ADJUSTED FEE # FEE TITLE   

New Construction Fees (all inspections excluding sprinkler):       
1 Commercial Inspection:       
2 0-5,000 sq. ft. $629.00    $641.00  
3 5,001 - 25,000 sq. ft. $670.00    $683.00  
4 25,001 - 100,000 sq. ft. $722.00    $736.00  
5 each additional 25,000 sq. ft. (or portion thereof) $197.00    $201.00  
6 Re-inspection $331.00    $338.00  
7 Residential Inspection:       
8 0-5,000 sq. ft. $629.00    $641.00  
9 5,001 - 25,000 sq. ft. $722.00    $736.00  

10 25,001 - 100,000 sq. ft. $804.00    $820.00  
11 each additional 25,000 sq. ft. (or portion thereof) $166.00    $170.00  
12 Re-inspection $371.00    $379.00  

Sprinkler Inspection:       
13 Commercial:        
14 0-5,000 sq. ft. $608.00    $620.00  
15 5,001 - 25,000 sq. ft. $629.00    $641.00  
16 25,001 - 100,000 sq. ft. $722.00    $736.00  

17 each additional 25,000 sq. ft. (or portion thereof) $166.00    $170.00  
18 Re-inspection $320.00    $327.00  
19 Single Family:       
20 0-5,000 sq. ft. $495.00    $505.00  
21 Greater than 5,000 sq. ft. $515.00    $525.00  
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Adopted: 
4/1/2014 
CURRENT  

Effective: 
7/1/2015 
ADJUSTED FEE # FEE TITLE   

22 Re-inspection $351.00    $358.00  
23 Multi-Family:        
24 0-5,000 sq. ft. $629.00    $641.00  
25 5,001 - 25,000 sq. ft. $660.00    $673.00  
26 25,001 - 100,000 sq. ft. $742.00    $757.00  
27 each additional 25,000 sq. ft. (or portion thereof) $166.00    $170.00  
28 Re-inspection $320.00    $327.00  

29 5-year Certification Non-Compliance Correction Fee $547.00    $558.00  
Other Fire Service and Inspection Fees:       

30 Chemical Fire Extinguishing Systems $690.00    $704.00  

31 
Fire Alarm Company Permits:  Monitoring Companies - Annual Fee 
(new and renewal) $876.00    $893.00  

32 Fire Alarm Plan Check Modifications $824.00    $840.00  
33 Wet Chemical / Kitchen Hood System Installation/Upgrade - Each $886.00    $903.00  
34 Underground Tank Removal or Installation - Per Tank $660.00    $673.00  
35 California Fire Code Systems and Features - All Other (each) $886.00    $903.00  
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FIRE PLAN CHECK FEE SCHEDULE FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION  

AND TENANT IMPROVEMENTS 
FISCAL YEAR 2015-16 

 
 

   
Adopted: 
4/1/2014 
CURRENT 

 
Effective: 
7/1/2015 
ADJUSTED FEE #  OCCUPANCY 

Size Basis 
(sq. ft.)    

1 Commercial Building  With Interior 5,000 $1,133.00  
 

$1,155.00  

  
10,000 $1,205.00  

 
$1,228.00  

  
25,000 $1,360.00  

 
$1,386.00  

  
50,000 $1,484.00  

 
$1,513.00  

    100,000 $1,606.00    $1,637.00  
2 Commercial w/o Interior (Shell) 5,000 $762.00  

 
$777.00  

  
10,000 $814.00  

 
$830.00  

  
25,000 $907.00  

 
$925.00  

  
50,000 $989.00  

 
$1,008.00  

    100,000 $1,061.00    $1,082.00  
3 Restaurant 2,000 $1,009.00  

 
$1,029.00  

  
4,000 $1,071.00  

 
$1,092.00  

  
10,000 $1,205.00  

 
$1,228.00  

  
20,000 $1,318.00  

 
$1,344.00  

    40,000 $1,422.00    $1,450.00  
4 Medical/Dental/Surgical Office 5,000 $1,257.00  

 
$1,281.00  

  
10,000 $1,339.00  

 
$1,365.00  

  
25,000 $1,514.00  

 
$1,543.00  

  
50,000 $1,648.00  

 
$1,680.00  

    100,000 $1,781.00    $1,815.00  
5 Mid Rise 10,000 $1,885.00  

 
$1,921.00  
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Effective: 
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ADJUSTED FEE #  OCCUPANCY 

Size Basis 
(sq. ft.)    

  
20,000 $2,008.00  

 
$2,047.00  

  
50,000 $2,276.00  

 
$2,320.00  

  
100,000 $2,491.00  

 
$2,539.00  

    200,000 $2,697.00    $2,749.00  
6 High Rise 14,000 $2,502.00  

 
$2,550.00  

  
28,000 $2,677.00  

 
$2,728.00  

  
70,000 $3,037.00  

 
$3,095.00  

  
140,000 $3,325.00  

 
$3,389.00  

    280,000 $3,614.00    $3,683.00  
7 Hotel/Motel/Multiform 5,000 $1,133.00  

 
$1,155.00  

  
10,000 $1,205.00  

 
$1,228.00  

  
25,000 $1,360.00  

 
$1,386.00  

  
50,000 $1,484.00  

 
$1,513.00  

    100,000 $1,606.00    $1,637.00  
8 Parking Structure 5,000 $762.00  

 
$777.00  

  
10,000 $814.00  

 
$830.00  

  
25,000 $907.00  

 
$925.00  

  
50,000 $989.00  

 
$1,008.00  

    100,000 $1,061.00    $1,082.00  
9 Hazardous Occupancy 5,000 $1,257.00  

 
$1,281.00  

  
10,000 $1,339.00  

 
$1,365.00  

  
25,000 $1,514.00  

 
$1,543.00  

  
50,000 $1,648.00  

 
$1,680.00  

    100,000 $1,781.00    $1,815.00  
10 TI  Restaurant  400 $577.00  

 
$588.00  

  
800 $608.00  

 
$620.00  

  
2,000 $680.00  

 
$693.00  
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CURRENT 

 
Effective: 
7/1/2015 
ADJUSTED FEE #  OCCUPANCY 

Size Basis 
(sq. ft.)    

  
4,000 $732.00  

 
$746.00  

    8,000 $794.00    $810.00  
11 TI  General (All Other)  400 $454.00  

 
$463.00  

  
800 $475.00  

 
$485.00  

  
2,000 $526.00  

 
$536.00  

  
4,000 $567.00  

 
$578.00  

    8,000 $608.00    $620.00  
12 Hazardous 400 $577.00  

 
$588.00  

  
800 $608.00  

 
$620.00  

  
2,000 $680.00  

 
$693.00  

  
4,000 $732.00  

 
$746.00  

    8,000 $794.00    $810.00  
13 Medical 400 $577.00  

 
$588.00  

  
800 $608.00  

 
$620.00  

  
2,000 $680.00  

 
$693.00  

  
4,000 $732.00  

 
$746.00  

    8,000 $794.00    $810.00  
14 Single Family 1 or 2 Family 1,000 $454.00  

 
$463.00  

 
(custom or model) 2,000 $454.00  

 
$463.00  

  
3,000 $495.00  

 
$505.00  

  
5,000 $526.00  

 
$536.00  

    7,500 $722.00    $736.00  
15 Single Family 1 or 2 Family 1,000 $238.00  

 
$243.00  

 
(production/repeat) 2,000 $238.00  

 
$243.00  

  
3,000 $248.00  

 
$253.00  

  
5,000 $258.00  

 
$263.00  

    7,500 $320.00    $327.00  
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Adopted: 
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CURRENT 

 
Effective: 
7/1/2015 
ADJUSTED FEE #  OCCUPANCY 

Size Basis 
(sq. ft.)    

16 Sprinklers: NFPA 13, 13R, 13D 1,000 $258.00  
 

$263.00  

  
5,000 $331.00  

 
$338.00  

  
12,500 $381.00  

 
$389.00  

  
25,000 $515.00  

 
$525.00  

  
125,000 $772.00  

 
$787.00  

  each additional 125,000 $515.00    $525.00  

17 CFC 9.3.4. Supervision and Alarm Only 
Each 

standpipe $279.00  
 

$285.00  
            

18 
NFPA 72 Fire Alarm                                           
<  1,000 $393.00  

 
$401.00  

 
<  5,000 $536.00  

 
$547.00  

  each additional 5,000 $381.00    $389.00  
19 NFPA 17A Hood Systems 

 
  

 
  

 
Single 

 
$258.00  

 
$263.00  

 
Two 

 
$331.00  

 
$338.00  

  each additional   $227.00    $232.00  

20 NFPA 17 Suppression Systems 
Each 500 

sf $433.00  
 

$442.00  

 
NFPA 12 Industrial Suppression Systems 

Each 
appliance $381.00  

 
$389.00  
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RECEIVE RESULTS OF 2015 ACTUARIAL VALUATION OF THE CITY’S “OTHER 
POST-EMPLOYMENT BENEFITS” (OPEB) AND CONSIDERATION OF WHETHER 
TO MAKE ANY ADDITIONAL CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE PUBLIC AGENCY 
RETIREMENT SERVICES (PARS) POST-RETIREMENT HEALTH CARE PLAN 
TRUST FUND   
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Receive the Actuarial Valuation report of the City’s OPEB, prepared 
by The Nyhart Company, and provide direction on whether to make any additional contributions 
to the PARS post-retirement health care plan trust fund.  
 
FISCAL IMPACT:   There is no fiscal impact associated with receiving this report and no 
requirement for additional funding for FY 2014-15 or FY 2015-16.   However, the City may wish 
to make additional contributions to the PARS Trust Fund of approximately $275,000 to reduce the 
unfunded actuarial accrued liability to zero.  The discussion below provides more information 
about the City’s overall funding obligation for retiree health benefits and the results of the recent 
valuation report.  
 
CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:   This is an administrative action, which does not implicate 
any fundamental vested right.  In such decision, a reviewing court will examine the administrative 
record to determine whether the City Council complied with any required procedures and whether 
the decision is supported by substantial evidence in the record. 
 
PUBLIC NOTICE:  None required. 
 
BACKGROUND:  In December 2004, the Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) 
adopted Statement No. 45, Accounting and Financial Reporting by Employers for 
Postemployment Benefits Other Than Pensions (GASB 45), to address the liability of employee 
earned benefits received after retirement. Just as pension obligations are reported in the current 
financial statements of each government agency, it was GASB's determination that the future 
obligations for OPEB are a reportable cost of providing public service as well.  For the City of 
Coronado, the only post-employment benefit other than pensions is a health care benefit.  The 
GASB's position in formulating Statement No. 45 was that the obligation to pay retiree health 
benefits accrues during active employment, while payment of the benefit is deferred until post-
employment (retirement).  GASB 45 requires an actuarial valuation of the employer's obligation 
at least biannually for plans with a total membership of 200 or more; periodic updates to the 
valuation; accrual accounting of the liability; and financial statement disclosure of the OPEB 
obligation and funding status.  GASB 45 does not require that the OPEB liability be pre-funded, 
only that the amount be disclosed in the financial statements.  The City of Coronado first received 
a GASB 45 OPEB actuarial and reported the liability in its financial statements for the year ending 
June 30, 2009. 
 
To complete the required actuarial valuation, the City retained the services of The Nyhart 
Company.  The attached report goes into detail about the methodology and results of the valuation, 
the City's actuarial accrued liabilities for the current period, the financial reporting requirements, 
and the various options for funding the liability. 
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Health Benefits Available to City of Coronado Retirees:  The City of Coronado provides its 
employees and retirees with health benefits through the CalPERS Health Program, which is 
governed by the Public Employees' Medical & Hospital Care Act (PEMHCA).  The City of 
Coronado purchases its health benefits through CalPERS because of its broad array of 
administrative services and large purchasing power.  Most other cities in San Diego County also 
contract with CalPERS for health benefits. 
 
PEMHCA requires that public agencies that obtain their employee health benefits through 
CalPERS must continue to make these benefits available for its employees into retirement and 
contribute a minimum amount for its retirees, which is currently $122 per month.  The City of 
Coronado provides only the minimum required contribution for its retired employees.  This 
contribution amount is applied toward the purchase of health care coverage through CalPERS but 
is not portable.  In other words, if the retiree receives health coverage outside of the CalPERS 
program, s/he cannot use the City contribution amount to purchase that coverage.  As of June 30, 
2014, the City had 49 retirees participating in the CalPERS Health Program. 
 
ANALYSIS:  The City's Actuarial Accrued Liability (AAL) associated with OPEB (for past 
service of current employees and retirees) through June 30, 2014, is $2,132,881, as determined by 
the July 1, 2014 valuation (Prior valuation conducted in 2012 had AAL of $2,960,959, the decrease 
is due to change of actuarial assumptions, specifically, change in discount rate from 4% in 2012 
to 7% in 2014).  Since the City has set aside funds ($1,858,650 market value as of June 30, 2014) 
to pay for future health care benefits of employees, the Unfunded Actuarial Accrued Liability 
(UAAL) is $274,231.  For financial reporting purposes, this UAAL is amortized over 24 years at 
a 7% discount rate ($23,910 per year).  In other words, GASB allows that this liability can be paid 
over time.      
 
The City can choose to make an additional contribution to its PARS trust fund of approximately 
$275,000 to bring the unfunded liability to zero, which will result in an increase to net OPEB assets 
for financial reporting purposes because the City would be paying ahead of its required 
contribution.  Or the City can continue funding at the level of FY 2014-15, which is paying only 
the annual contribution requirement for current retirees, estimated at $78,000 and consider making 
additional contributions in future years.   If the City Council wishes to make an additional 
contribution to the PARS trust fund, it could direct that this be authorized as part of the budget for 
FY 2015-16.    
 
 

 

Submitted by Administrative Services/L. Suelter, Director 
 
Attachment: City of Coronado Actuarial Valuation as of July 1, 2014, Prepared by The Nyhart 
Company, January 2015.   
  

 
CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F G L P PSE R 
BK TR LS JNC MLC NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
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450 B Street, Suite 750 
San Diego, CA 92101-8002  

(p) 619-239-0831 
(f ) 619-239-0807 
www.nyhart.com 

   

 Indianapolis  Chicago  Kansas City  Atlanta  
 St. Louis  San Diego  Houston  Denver  An Alliance Benefit Group Licensee 

February 2, 2015 
 
 
  
PRIVATE 
 
Mr. Emad Gewaily 
Finance Manager 
City of Coronado 
1825 Strand Way 
Coronado, CA 92118 
 
 
Re: GASB Actuarial Valuation 
 
 
Dear Mr. Gewaily: 
 
We are presenting our report of the July 1, 2014 actuarial valuation conducted on behalf of the City of 
Coronado (the “City”) for its retiree health program. 
 
The purpose of the valuation is to measure the City’s liability for retiree health benefits and to determine 
the City’s accounting requirements under the Government Accounting Standard Board Statements No. 43 
& 45 (GASB 43 & 45) in regard to unfunded liabilities for retiree health benefits. The objective of GASB 45 
is to improve the information in the financial reports of government entities regarding their post-employment 
benefits (OPEB) including retiree health benefits. The objective of GASB 43 is to establish uniform 
reporting for funded OPEB Plans. 
 
The Nyhart Company is an employee owned actuarial, benefits and compensation consulting firm 
specializing in group health and retiree health and qualified pension plan valuations. We have set forth the 
results of our valuation in this report. 
 
We have enjoyed working on this assignment and are available to answer any questions. 
 
Sincerely, 
NYHART 
 
 
Marilyn K Jones, ASA, MAAA, EA, FCA 
Consulting Actuary 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MKJ:rl 

Enclosure 
K:\Retmed\CCORON\2014\Actuarial Valuation Report Coronado 2014.docx
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SECTION I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Background 

The City of Coronado (the “City”) selected Nyhart to perform an actuarial valuation of its retiree health 
program. The purpose of the actuarial valuation is to measure the City’s liability for retiree health benefits 
and to estimate the City’s accounting requirements for other post-employment benefits (OPEB) under 
Governmental Accounting Standards Board Statements No. 43 & 45 (GASB 43 and GASB 45). GASB 45 
requires accrual accounting for the expensing of OPEB. The expense is generally accrued over the working 
career of employees, rather than on a pay-as-you-go basis. GASB 43 requires additional financial 
disclosure requirements for funded OPEB Plans.  
 
The City currently provides a contribution towards retiree health benefits, which are provided through the 
CalPERS Health Program, for 49 retirees. In addition, 242 employees are currently working and earning 
service credit for eligibility for retiree health benefits. To be eligible for retiree health benefits, an employee 
must retire from the City and commence pension benefits under PERS (typically on or after age 50 with at 
least 5 years of PERS eligible service). The City’s financial obligation is to provide the CalPERS minimum 
required employer contribution ($119 per month in 2014, $122 per month in 2015 and then indexed to 
medical CPI increases). Section IV of the report details the plan provisions that were included in the 
valuation and the current health coverage. 
 
Results of the Retiree Health Valuation 

The amount of the actuarial liability for the City's retiree health benefits program as of July 1, 2014, the 
measurement date, is $2,756,219. This amount is based on a discount rate of 7% which assumes the City 
continues to pre-fund for its retiree health benefits program. The amount represents the present value of 
all contributions for retiree health benefits projected to be paid by the City for current and future retirees. If 
the City were to place this amount in a fund earning interest at the rate of 7% per year, and all other 
actuarial assumptions were met, the fund would have enough to pay all expected contributions for retiree 
health benefits. This includes contributions for retiree health benefits for the current retirees as well as the 
current active employees expected to retire in the future. The valuation does not consider employees not 
yet hired as of the valuation date. 
 
If the amount of the actuarial liability is apportioned into past service, current service and future service 
components; the past service component (actuarial accrued liability) is $2,132,881, the current service 
component (normal cost or current year accrual) is $72,594 and the future service component (not yet 
accrued liability) is $550,744. 
 
Changes from Prior Valuation 

The results of the valuation reflect updated census and premium information. In addition, the valuation 
reflects several assumption changes including updates to demographic assumptions based on the recent 
CalPERS experience study and an increase in the discount rate to reflect the City’s commencement of 
prefunding through a trust. A reconciliation of the approximate changes in the liability from the prior 
valuation is provided below: 

July 1, 2012 Valuation @4.0%    $4.408M 
Increase due to passage of time     0.214M 
Net decrease due to healthcare cost increases less than assumed    (  0.051M) 
Net decrease due demographic experience     (  0.288M) 
Increase due to new entrants     0.310M 
Increase due to updates to demographic assumptions      0.416M 
Decrease due to increase in discount rate from 4% to 7%     (  2.253M) 
July 1, 2014 Valuation @7.0%    $2.756M 
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Annual Required Contribution 

The City’s annual required contribution (accrual expense) for the 2014/2015 fiscal year is $101,586. The 
annual required contribution is comprised of the present value of benefits accruing in the current fiscal year 
(normal cost with interest) plus a 24-year amortization (on a level-dollar basis) of the unfunded actuarial 
accrued liability. Thus, it represents a means to expense the plan's liabilities in an orderly manner. The 
change in the net OPEB obligation/(asset) at the end of the fiscal year will reflect any actual contributions 
made by the City during the period for retiree health benefits including any pre-funding amounts. 
 
Funding 

The City has established a GASB eligible trust through PARS to pre-fund for its retiree health benefits 
making an initial contribution in 2014 of $1,800,000. Based on the June asset statement provided by the 
City, the market value of assets in the trust at June 30, 2014 was $1,858,650. The actuarial value of assets 
is based on the market value of assets at June 30, 2014. The unfunded actuarial accrued liability/(surplus) 
at June 30, 2014 is $247,231. The funded ratio of the plan is 87%. 
 
Based on the Plan’s investment allocation at June 30, 2014, the assumed rate of return on Plan assets is 
7.0%. The impact assuming alternative discount rates of 4.0% and 6.0% are provided in Section II-H of 
the report. 
 
Actuarial Basis 

The actuarial valuation is based on the assumptions and methods outlined in Section VI of the report. To 
the extent that a single or a combination of assumptions is not met the future liability may fluctuate 
significantly from its current measurement. As an example, the healthcare cost increase anticipates that 
the rate of increase in medical cost will be at moderate levels and decline over several years. Increases 
higher than assumed would bring larger liabilities and expensing requirements. A 1% increase in the 
healthcare trend rate for each future year would increase the annual required contribution by 45%. 
 
Another key assumption used in the valuation is the discount (interest) rate which is based on the expected 
rate of return of plan assets. The valuation is based on a discount rate of 7.0%. A 0.5% decrease in the 
discount rate would increase the annual required contribution by 21%. A 0.5% increase in the discount 
rate would decrease the annual required contribution by 19%.  
 
GASB 45 requires that implied rate subsidies be considered in the valuation of medical costs. An implied 
rate subsidy can exist when the non-Medicare rates for retirees are the same as for active employees. 
Since non-Medicare eligible retirees are typically much older than active employees, their actual medical 
costs are typically higher than for active employees. It is our understanding that the City participates in a 
community-rated health plan through PEMHCA. The rate subsidy for employers participating in PEMHCA 
has typically not been included in valuations on the assumption that participating employers are eligible for 
the GASB exemption applicable to community-rated plans. Typically, inclusion of the implied rate subsidy 
will result in significantly larger liabilities and expensing requirements. To date the City’s specific 
experience data in aggregate or split by actives and retirees is not available through PEMHCA.  An 
estimate of the impact on the results is shown in the table on the following page.  The impact was 
determined estimating the rate subsidy amount using health cost factors based on age and the City’s 
current active and retired populations. The valuation assumes that any implied rate subsidy for Medicare 
rates is not a City liability but paid by the Medicare retirees. 
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 Increase Due to Estimated 

Implied Rate Subsidy 
Actuarial Liability (AL): $1,695,583 
Actuarial Accrued Liability (AAL): $1,147,989 
Annual Required Contribution (ARC): $   160,319 
Expected Subsidy Paid Thru Active Premiums: $     73,846 

 
The valuation is based on the census, plan and rate information provided by the City. To the extent that 
the data provided lacks clarity in interpretation or is missing relevant information, this can result in liabilities 
different than those presented in the report.  Often missing or unclear information is not identified until 
future valuations.  
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SECTION II. FINANCIAL RESULTS 

A. Valuation Results 

The table below presents the employer liabilities associated with the City’s retiree health benefits 
program determined in accordance with GASB 43 & 45. The actuarial liability (AL) is the present 
value of all the City’s contributions projected to be paid under the program. The actuarial accrued 
liability (AAL) reflects the amount attributable to the past service of current employees and retirees. 
The normal cost reflects the accrual attributable for the current period.  

 Miscellaneous Fire Police Total 
1. Actuarial Liability (AL) 

Actives $1,041,997 $232,370 $347,413 $1,621,780 
Retirees      633,204   285,054   216,181   1,134,439 
Total AL $1,675,201 $517,424 $563,594 $2,756,219 

     
2. Actuarial Accrued Liability (AAL) 
 Actives $651,152 $135,674 $211,616 $   998,442 
     Retirees      633,204   285,054   216,181   1,134,439 
    Total AAL $1,284,356 $420,728 $427,797 $2,132,881 

     
3. Normal Cost $     47,672 $    9,354 $  15,568 $     72,594 
     
No. of Active Employees 168 31 43 242 
Average Age 46.2 42.6 41.9 45.0 
Average Past Service 11.7 13.1 12.4 12.0 

     
No. of Retired Employees 29 12 8 49 
Average Age 69.2 67.7 61.8 67.6 
Average Retirement Age 59.3 54.5 47.7 56.2 

 
B. Development of Unfunded Actuarial Accrued Liability  

The table below presents the development of the unfunded actuarial accrued liability (UAAL). The 
unfunded actuarial accrued liability is the excess of the actuarial accrued liability (AAL) over the 
actuarial value of eligible plan assets1. Eligible assets under GASB 45 must be segregated and 
secured for the exclusive purpose of paying for the retiree health benefits. 

1. Actuarial Accrued Liability (AAL)    $2,132,881 
2. Actuarial Value of Assets   (  1,858,650) 
3. Unfunded AAL (UAAL)   $    274,231 

 
C. Amortization of Unfunded Actuarial Accrued Liability 

The amortization of the UAAL component of the annual required contribution (ARC) is being 
amortized over 24 years on a level-dollar basis. Under the level-dollar method, the amortization 
payment is scheduled to remain constant in future years. 

1. Unfunded AAL (UAAL)   $  274,231 
2. Amortization Factor   11.469334 
3. Amortization of UAAL   $    23,910 

  

                                              
1 The City reported a market value of plan assets as of June 30, 2014 equal to $1,858,650. 412
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D. Annual Required Contribution (ARC) 

The table below presents the development of the annual required contribution under GASB 45 for 
the 2014/2015 fiscal year and an estimate for the 2015/2016 fiscal year. 

  2014/2015 2015/2016 
1. Normal Cost at End of Year  $  77,676 $   83,113 
2. Amortization of UAAL at End of Year      23,910   23,910 
3. Annual Required Contribution  (ARC)  $101,586 $107,023 

 
E. Required Supplementary Information (Funding Progress @July 1, 2014) 

The table below presents a sample disclosure of the funding progress as of the beginning of the 
fiscal year.  

1.  Actuarial Accrued Liability (AAL) $2,132,881 
2.  Actuarial Valuation of Assets (AVA) (  1,858,650) 
3.  Unfunded Actuarial Accrued Liability (UAAL) $   274,231 
4.  Funded Ratio 87% 
5.  Current Payroll N/A 
6.  UAAL as Percentage of Covered Payroll N/A 

 
F. Illustration of the Development of the Net OPEB Obligation at June 30, 2015 and June 30, 2016 

The table below shows an estimate of the net OPEB obligation at the end of 2014/2015 fiscal year 
assuming the City’s net OPEB obligation/(asset) at June 30, 2014 is ($231,499), the annual 
required contribution for the 2014/2015 fiscal year is $101,585 and based on estimated benefit 
payments by the City of $78,593 for the 2014/2015 fiscal year.  

1.  2014/2015 Annual Required Contribution (ARC) $ 101,586 
2.  Interest on Net OPEB Obligation at June 30, 2014 [.07 x ($231,499)] (    16,205) 
3.  Adjustment to ARC  [minus ($231,499)/11.469334]       20,184 
4.  Annual OPEB Cost [1. + 2. + 3.] $ 105,565 
5.  Estimated Employer Contributions (Inclusive of  Benefit Payments)** (     78,593) 
6.  Increase in Net OPEB Obligation  $   26,972 
7.  Net OPEB Obligation/(Asset) – June 30, 2014 (   231,499) 
8.  Net OPEB Obligation/(Asset) – June 30, 2015 ($ 204,527) 

 
The table below shows an estimate of the net OPEB obligation at the end of 2015/2016 fiscal year 
assuming the City’s net OPEB obligation/(asset) at June 30, 2015 is ($204,527), the annual 
required contribution for the 2015/2016 fiscal year is $107,023 and based on estimated benefit 
payments by the City of $87,256 for the 2015/2016 fiscal year.  

1.  2015/2016 Annual Required Contribution (ARC) $ 107,023 
2.  Interest on Net OPEB Obligation at June 30, 2015 [.07 x $204,527] (    14,317) 
3.  Adjustment to ARC* [minus $231,499/11.469334]     20,184 
4.  Annual OPEB Cost [1. + 2. + 3.] $ 112,890 
5.  Estimated Employer Contributions (Inclusive of  Benefit Payments)** (     87,256) 
6.  Increase in Net OPEB Obligation $   25,634 
7.  Net OPEB Obligation/(Asset) – June 30, 2015 (   204,527) 
8.  Net OPEB Obligation/(Asset) – June 30, 2016 ($ 178,893) 

  * Based on portion of the UAAL at measurement date that is already contained in the Net OPEB Obligation/(Asset) 
at measurement date.  Assume no adjustment requirement on amortization factor unless the UAAL is re-measured 
in subsequent fiscal year. 

** Actual payments made by the City should be reflected at year end. 
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G. Sensitivity Analysis:  

The impact of a 0.5% decrease or increase in the discount (interest) rate and the impact of a 1% 
increase in future healthcare trend rates on the City’s actuarial liability, actuarial accrued liability, 
unfunded actuarial accrued liability and the annual required contribution is provided below: 

 
0.5% Decrease in Discount Rate 

Dollar               
($) Increase 

Percentage               
(%) Increase 

- Actuarial Liability $   254,008 9% 
- Actuarial Accrued Liability $   164,179 8% 
- Unfunded Actuarial Accrued Liability  $   164,179 60% 
- Annual Required Contribution $     21,068 21% 

 
 
0.5% Increase in Discount Rate 

Dollar               
($) Decrease 

Percentage               
(%) Decrease 

- Actuarial Liability ($   222,453) (8%) 
- Actuarial Accrued Liability ($   146,315) (7%) 
- Unfunded Actuarial Accrued Liability  ($   146,315) (53%) 
- Annual Required Contribution  ($     19,580) (19%) 

 
 
1% Increase in Future Healthcare Trend Rates 

Dollar               
($) Increase 

Percentage               
(%) Increase 

- Actuarial Liability $   510,810 19% 
- Actuarial Accrued Liability $   321,827 15% 
- Unfunded Actuarial Accrued Liability  $   321,827 117% 
- Annual Required Contribution $     46,141 45% 
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H. Results - Alternative Discount Rates 

The City also requested the measurement of the liability and annual required contribution using 
discount rates to reflect more conservative rates of return on Plan assets. 
 

  Discount Rate 
Liabilities  4.0% 6.0% 
1. Actuarial Liability (AL)    

 Actives  $3,364,468 $2,029,453 
     Retirees    1,644,691   1,272,147 
    Total AL  $5,009,159 $3,301,600 
2. Actuarial Accrued Liability (AAL)    

 Actives  $1,863,670 $1,209,820 
     Retirees    1,644,691   1,272,147 
    Total AAL  $3,508,361 $2,481,967 
3. Actuarial Value of Assets  (  1,858,650) (  1,858,650) 
4. Unfunded AAL (UAAL)  $1,649,711 $   623,317 
5. Amortization Factor  15.246963 12.550358 
6. Amortization of UAAL  $   108,199 $     49,665 

  
FY2014/2015 Annual Required Contribution     
1. Normal Cost at End of Year  $   153,837 $     95,817 
2. Amortization of UAAL at End of Year       108,199        49,665 
3. Annual Required Contribution  (ARC)  $   262,036 $   145,482 

    
Estimated Net OPEB Obligation at 6/30/2015    
1. Annual Required Contribution (ARC)  $   262,036 $   145,482 
2. Interest on Net OPEB Obligation  (        9,260) (      13,890) 
3. Adjustment to ARC        15,183       18,446 
4. Annual OPEB Cost  $   267,959 $   150,038 
5. Contributions Made (Inclusive of  Benefit Payments)  (      78,593) (      78,593) 
6. Increase in Net OPEB Obligation  $   189,366 $     71,445 
7. Net OPEB Obligation – June 30, 2014  (    231,499) (    231,499) 
8. Net OPEB Obligation – June 30, 2015  ($    42,133) ($  160,054) 
    

FY2015/2016 Annual Required Contribution     
1. Normal Cost at End of Year  $   159,990 $   101,566 
2. Amortization of UAAL at End of Year       108,199        49,665 
3. Annual Required Contribution  (ARC)  $   268,189 $   151,231 
    
Estimated Net OPEB Obligation at 6/30/2016    
1. Annual Required Contribution (ARC)  $   268,189 $   151,231 
2. Interest on Net OPEB Obligation  (        1,685) (        9,603) 
3. Adjustment to ARC        15,183       18,446 
4. Annual OPEB Cost  $   281,687 $   160,074 
5. Contributions Made (Inclusive of  Benefit Payments)  (      87,256) (      87,256) 
6. Increase in Net OPEB Obligation  $   194,431 $     72,818 
7. Net OPEB Obligation – June 30, 2015  (      42,133) (    160,054) 
8. Net OPEB Obligation – June 30, 2016  $   152,298 ($    87,236) 
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SECTION III. PROJECTED CASH FLOWS 

The valuation process includes the projection of the expected benefits and/or contributions to be paid by 
the City under its retiree health benefits program. This expected cash flow takes into account the likelihood 
of each employee reaching age for eligibility to retire and receive health benefits. The projection is 
performed by applying the turnover assumption to each active employee for the period between the 
valuation date and the expected retirement date. Once the employees reach their retirement date, a certain 
percent are assumed to enter the retiree group each year. Employees already over the latest assumed 
retirement age as of the valuation date are assumed to retire immediately or at first eligibility, if later. The 
per capita cost as of the valuation date is projected to increase at the applicable healthcare trend rates 
both before and after the employee's assumed retirement. The projected per capita costs are multiplied by 
the number of expected future retirees in a given future year to arrive at the cash flow for that year. Also, 
a certain number of retirees will leave the group each year due to expected deaths and this group will 
cease to be included in the cash flow from that point forward. Because this is a closed-group valuation, the 
number of retirees dying each year will eventually exceed the number of new retirees, and the size of the 
cash flow will begin to decrease and eventually go to zero. 
 
The expected employer cash flows for selected future years are provided in the following table:
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Projected Employer Cash Flows – All Benefit Eligible 
Fiscal Year Future Retirees Retired  Employees Total 

2014/15 $         7,739 $       70,854 $       78,593 
2015/16 $       14,661 $       72,595 $       87,256 
2016/17 $       22,329 $       74,801 $       97,130 
2017/18 $       30,819 $       76,967 $     107,786 
2018/19 $       38,816 $       79,087 $     117,903 
2019/20 $       47,070 $       81,154 $     128,224 
2020/21 $       54,905 $       83,164 $     138,069 
2021/22 $       62,799 $       85,109 $     147,908 
2022/23 $       70,877 $       86,981 $     157,858 
2023/24 $       78,968 $       88,770 $     167,738 
2024/25 $       87,462 $       90,461 $     177,923 
2025/26 $       95,903 $       92,039 $     187,942 
2026/27 $     104,927 $       93,473 $     198,400 
2027/28 $     114,188 $       94,734 $     208,922 
2028/29 $     123,740 $       95,786 $     219,526 
2029/30 $     133,524 $       96,593 $     230,117 
2030/31 $     143,542 $       97,123 $     240,665 
2031/32 $     153,662 $       97,351 $     251,013 
2032/33 $     164,424 $       97,243 $     261,667 
2033/34 $     175,549 $       96,764 $     272,313 
2034/35 $     186,565 $       95,883 $     282,448 
2035/36 $     197,400 $       94,581 $     291,981 
2036/37 $     208,223 $       92,834 $     301,057 
2037/38 $     218,783 $       90,622 $     309,405 
2038/39 $     229,269 $       87,937 $     317,206 
2039/40 $     238,970 $       84,796 $     323,766 
2040/41 $     248,051 $       81,229 $     329,280 
2041/42 $     256,387 $       77,284 $     333,671 
2042/43 $     263,841 $       73,025 $     336,866 
2043/44 $     270,529 $       68,531 $     339,060 
2044/45 $     276,417 $       63,868 $     340,285 
2045/46 $     281,390 $       59,110 $     340,500 
2050/51 $     292,902 $       36,080 $     328,982 
2055/56 $     282,710 $       18,392 $     301,102 
2060/61 $     254,002 $         7,225 $     261,227 
2065/66 $     211,475 $         1,854 $     213,329 
2070/71 $     159,974 $            234 $     160,208 
2075/76 $     104,921 $                0 $     104,921 
2080/81 $       55,109 $                0 $       55,109 
2085/86 $       20,997 $                0 $       20,997 
2090/91 $         5,067 $                0 $         5,067 
2095/96 $            633 $                0 $            663 
2100/01 $                0 $                0 $                0 
All Years $12,112,840 $  3,148,334 $15,261,174 
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SECTION IV. BENEFIT PLAN PROVISIONS 

This study analyzes the postretirement health benefit plans provided by the City. The City contributes to 
the retiree health coverage of eligible retirees and eligible surviving spouses.  
 
The City provides the minimum required employer contribution under the CalPERS Health Plan for eligible 
retirees and surviving spouses in receipt of a pension benefit from CalPERS. An employee is eligible for 
this employer contribution provided they are vested in their CalPERS pension benefit and commence 
payment of their pension benefit within 120 days of retirement with the City. Vesting requires at least 5 
years of CalPERS total service. The surviving spouse of an eligible retiree who elected spouse coverage 
under CalPERS is eligible for the employer contribution upon the death of the retiree.  
 
The minimum required employer contributions is statutorily set under PEMHCA and is scheduled to 
increase in the future based on the medical portion of CPI. A history of the increases in past years and 
current amounts are as follows: 

Calendar Year Minimum Required Employer Contribution  
2006 $64.60 
2007 $80.80 
2008 $97.00 
2009 $101.00 
2010 $105.00 
2011 $108.00 
2012 $112.00 
2013 $115.00 
2014 $119.00 
2015 $122.00 
2016+ Adjusted Annually to reflect Medical Portion of CPI 
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Premium Costs 

The City participates in the CalPERS Health Program, a community-rated program for its medical 
coverage. The following tables summarize the 2014 and 2015 monthly premiums for the primary medical 
plans in which the retirees are enrolled. 

 
2014 Other So. Cal. Region 
(unless noted) 

 
 

Kaiser 

 
BS 

 HMO  

 
BS NVP 

HMO 

 
PERS 
Care 

 
PERS 

Choice 

PERS 
Choice 
OOS 

Retiree Only $   602.79 $   543.21 $   457.17 $   638.22 $   612.25 $   706.40 
Retiree Plus Spouse $1,205.58 $1,086.42 $   914.34 $1,276.44 $1,224.50 $1,412.80 
Retiree Plus Family $1,567.25 $1,412.35 $1,188.64 $1,659.37 $1,591.85 $1,836.64 
Retiree Only- Medicare $   294.97 $   298.21 $   298.21 $   327.36 $   307.23 $   307.23 
Retiree Plus Spouse – 
Medicare 

$   589.94 $   596.42 $   596.42 $   654.72 $   614.46 $   614.46 

 
 
2014 Other So. Cal. Region 
(Continued) 

 
Sharp 
HMO 

 
UHC 
HMO 

Anthem 
HMO 

Select 

Anthem 
HMO 

Traditional 

Health 
Net 

Salud  

Health Net 
Smart 
Care 

Retiree Only $   538.59 $   521.01 $   536.99 $   592.20 $   489.82 $   568.51 
Retiree Plus Spouse $1,077.18 $1,042.02 $1,073.98 $1,184.40 $   979.64 $1,137.02 
Retiree Plus Family $1,400.33 $1,354.63 $1,396.17 $1,539.72 $1,273.53 $1,478.13 
Retiree Only- Medicare $   306.51 $   193.33 $   341.12 $   341.12 $   261.24 $  261.24 
Retiree Plus Spouse – 
Medicare 

$   613.02 $   386.66 $   682.24 $   682.24 $   522.48 $  522.48 

 
 2015 Other So. Cal. Region 
(unless noted) 

 
Kaiser 

BS 
 HMO  

BS NVP 
HMO 

PERS 
Care 

PERS 
Choice 

PERS 
Select 

Retiree Only $  579.80 $   598.66 $   561.09 $   657.32 $   594.40 $   585.58 
Retiree Plus Spouse $1,159.60 $1,197.32 $1,122.18 $1,314.64 $1,188.80 $1,171.16 
Retiree Plus Family $1,507.48 $1,556.52 $1,458.83 $1,709.03 $1,545.44 $1,522.51 
Retiree Only- Medicare $   295.51 $   352.63 $   352.63 $   368.76 $   339.47 $   339.47 
Retiree Plus Spouse – 
Medicare 

$   591.02 $   705.26 $   705.26 $   767.52 $   678.94 $   678.94 

 
 
2015 Other So. Cal. Region 
(Continued) 

 
Sharp 
HMO 

 
UHC 
HMO 

Anthem 
HMO 

Select 

Anthem 
HMO 

Traditional 

Health 
Net 

Salud  

Health Net 
Smart 
Care 

Retiree Only $   564.57 $   449.10 $   653.97 $  743.12 $   520.59 $   579.88 
Retiree Plus Spouse $1,129.14 $   898.20 $1,307.94 $1,486.24 $1,041.18 $1,159.76 
Retiree Plus Family $1,467.88 $1,167.66 $1,700.32 $1,932.11 $1,353.53 $1,507.69 
Retiree Only- Medicare $   327.66 $   267.41 $   445.38 $  445.38 $   276.85 $  276.85 
Retiree Plus Spouse – 
Medicare 

$   655.32 $   534.82 $   890.76 $  890.76 $  553.70 $  553.70 

 
  

419



             

K:\Retmed\CCORON\2014\Actuarial Valuation Report Coronado 2014.docx Page | 12  

SECTION V. VALUATION DATA 

The valuation was based on the census furnished to us by the City. The following tables display the age 
distribution for retirees and the age/service distribution for active employees as of the Measurement Date. 
 
Age Distribution of Eligible Retired Participants & Beneficiaries* 

Age Miscellaneous Firefighters Police All Retirees 
<50   0   0   1   1 

50-54   1   1   1   3 
55-59   2   1   1   4 
60-64   7   3   1 11 
65-69   11   4   3 18 
70-74   1   1   0   2 
75-79   4   0   1   5 
80-84   1   1   0   2 
85+   2   1   0   3 

Total: 29 12 8 49 
     

Average Age: 69.2 67.7 61.8 67.6 
Average Retirement Age: 59.3 54.5 47.7 56.2 

* Excludes 101 retired employees who are eligible for continuation of coverage but have waived coverage. 
 

Age/Service Distribution of All Active Benefit Eligible Employees* 

 Service  
Age 0-4 5-9 10-14 15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 Total 

20-24 4 2        6 
25-29 13 8 1       22 
30-34 17 14 1       32 
35-39 7 7 10 5      29 
40-44 4 5 12 10 3     34 
45-49 4 7 4 4 6 4    29 
50-54 4 4 4 11 5 8    36 
55-59 5 3 3 6 3 8 2   30 
60-64 1 1 5 5 0 3 0 0  15 
65-69 0 1 2 1 0 1 1 0 0 6 
70+ 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 3 

Total: 60 52 42 44 17 24 3 0 0 242 
           

Average Age: 45.0        
Average Service: 12.0        

Average Entry Age: 33.0        
*  Excludes 45 temporary employees reported by the City as ineligible for retiree health benefits. 
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Age/Service Distribution of Benefit Eligible Miscellaneous Employees 

 Service  
Age 0-4 5-9 10-14 15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 Total 

20-24 3 2        5 
25-29 9 6 1       16 
30-34 8 5 1       14 
35-39 7 3 6 5      21 
40-44 2 4 8 8 3     25 
45-49 3 6 3 4 1     17 
50-54 3 4 3 8 2 3    23 
55-59 4 3 3 4 2 6 1   23 
60-64 1 1 5 5 0 3 0   15 
65-69 0 1 2 1 0 1 1 0  6 
70+ 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 3 

Total: 41 35 32 37 8 13 2 0 0 168 
           

Average Age: 46.2        
Average Service: 11.7        

Average Entry Age: 34.5        
 

Age/Service Distribution of Benefit Eligible Firefighter Employees 

 Service  
Age 0-4 5-9 10-14 15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 Total 

20-24 0         0 
25-29 1 1        2 
30-34 4 5        9 
35-39 0 2 2       4 
40-44 0 1 1 1      3 
45-49 0 0 0 0 2 2    4 
50-54 1 0 0 0 2 2    5 
55-59 1 0 0 1 0 1 1   4 
60-64 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
65-69 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
70+ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total: 7 9 3 2 4 5 1 0 0 31 
           

Average Age: 42.6        
Average Service: 13.1        

Average Entry Age: 29.5        
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Age/Service Distribution of Benefit Eligible Police Employees 

 Service  
Age 0-4 5-9 10-14 15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 Total 

20-24 1         1 
25-29 3 1        4 
30-34 5 4        9 
35-39 0 2 2       4 
40-44 2 0 3 1      6 
45-49 1 1 1 0 3 2    8 
50-54 0 0 1 3 1 3    8 
55-59 0 0 0 1 1 1    3 
60-64 0 0 0 0 0 0 0   0 
65-69 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
70+ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total: 12 8 7 5 5 6 0 0 0 43 
           

Average Age: 41.9        
Average Service: 12.4        

Average Entry Age: 29.5        
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SECTION VI. ACTUARIAL ASSUMPTIONS AND METHODS 

The liabilities set forth in this report are based on the actuarial assumptions described in this section.  
 
Fiscal Year:   July 1st to June 30th 
 
Measurement Date:  July 1, 2014 
 
Discount Rate: 7% per annum. This discount rate assumes the City prefunds its retiree 

health benefits through the PARS Balanced Fund Portfolio. 
 

Sensitivity analysis showing a 0.5% increase or decrease in the discount rate 
is also provided. 

 
Alternative results a discount rate of 4% and 6% are also provided. 

 
Inflation:   2.75% per annum 
 

[The prior valuation used 3.0%] 
 
Salary Increase:  3.0% per annum, in aggregate 
 

[The prior valuation used 3.25%] 
 
Pre-retirement Turnover:  According to the termination rates under the CalPERS pension plan. 

Sample rates for Miscellaneous employees are as follows: 

 Entry Age 
Service 20 30 40 50 

0 17.42% 16.06% 14.68% 13.32% 
5 8.68% 7.11% 5.54% 0.97% 
10 6.68% 5.07% 0.71% 0.38% 
15 5.03% 3.47% 0.23% 0.04% 
20 3.70% 0.21% 0.05% 0.01% 
25 2.29% 0.05% 0.01% 0.01% 
30 0.05% 0.01% 0.01% 0.01% 

 
Sample rates for Firefighter employees are as follows: 

 Entry Age 
Service 20 30 40 50 

0 9.5% 9.5% 9.5% 9.5% 
5 2.6% 2.6% 2.6% 1.0% 
10 0.9% 0.9% 0.3% 0.3% 
15 0.8% 0.8% 0.2% 0.2% 
20 0.7% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 
25 0.6% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 
30 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 
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Sample rates for Police employees are as follows: 

 Entry Age 
Service 20 30 40 50 

0 10.1% 10.1% 10.1% 10.1% 
5 2.5% 2.5% 2.5% 0.9% 
10 1.8% 1.8% 0.5% 0.5% 
15 1.1% 1.1% 0.3% 0.3% 
20 0.8% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 
25 0.7% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 
30 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 

 
Pre-retirement Mortality: According to the pre-retirement mortality rates under the CalPERS pension 

plan. Sample deaths per 1,000 employees applicable to Miscellaneous, 
Firefighter and Safety employees are as follows: 

Age Males Females 
25 0.4 0.2 
30 0.5 0.3 
35 0.6 0.4 
40 0.8 0.5 
45 1.1 0.7 
50 1.6 1.0 
55 2.3 1.4 
60 3.1 1.8 

 
 [The PERS mortality rates have been updated to reflect mortality 

improvements reported in the 2014 CalPERS Experience Study] 
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Post-retirement Mortality: According to the post-retirement mortality rates under the CalPERS pension 
plan updated to reflect the most recent published experience study.  
 
Sample deaths per 1,000 employees applicable to non-disabled current 
retirees and all future retirees are as follows: 

Age Males Females 
55 6.0 4.2 
60 7.1 4.4 
65 8.3 5.9 
70 13.1 9.9 
75 22.1 17.2 
80 39.0 29.0 
85 69.7 52.4 
90 129.7 98.9 

 
Sample deaths per 1,000 employees applicable to non-industrial disabled 
current retirees are as follows: 

Age Males Females 
55 19.7 11.5 
60 22.9 12.4 
65 24.5 16.1 
70 28.8 22.1 
75 39.9 30.4 
80 60.8 47.3 
85 97.3 77.6 
90 148.0 128.9 

 
Sample deaths per 1,000 employees applicable to industrial disabled current 
retirees are as follows: 

Age Males Females 
55 6.0 4.2 
60 7.5 5.2 
65 11.2 8.4 
70 16.4 14.0 
75 28.3 23.2 
80 49.0 39.1 
85 76.8 62.5 
90 129.7 98.9 

 
 [The PERS mortality rates have been updated to reflect mortality 

improvements reported in the 2014 CalPERS Experience Study] 
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Disability Rates: According to the disability rates under the CalPERS pension plan updated 
to reflect the most recent experience study. Sample disabilities per 1,000 
employees: 

Age Miscellaneous Police Firefighter 
25 0.0 1.7 0.3 
30 0.0 4.8 0.7 
35 0.0 7.9 1.6 
40 0.0 11.0 3.0 
45 0.0 14.1 5.3 
50 0.0 18.5 27.7 
55 0.0 47.9 40.9 

 
[The PERS disability rates have been updated to reflect the 2014 CalPERS 
Experience Study] 

 
Retirement Rates: According to the retirement rates under the CalPERS pension plan updated 

to reflect the most recent experience study. The percentage refers to the 
probability that an active employee who has reached the stated age will retire 
within the following year. 

 Age at Retirement 
Age 15 20 25 30 35 
50 2.4% 3.9% 4.0% 9.1% 9.7% 
51 1.9% 3.4% 3.4% 8.4% 9.0% 
52 2.6% 4.3% 4.4% 9.6% 10.2% 
53 3.1% 4.8% 5.0% 10.2% 10.9% 
54 4.5% 6.5% 7.0% 12.5% 13.4% 
55 7.2% 9.6% 10.5% 16.5% 17.9% 
56 7.0% 9.4% 10.3% 16.2% 17.6% 
57 8.2% 10.8% 11.9% 18.0% 19.6% 
58 9.4% 12.2% 13.6% 19.9% 21.7% 
59 12.3% 15.7% 17.5% 24.4% 26.7% 
60 18.2% 22.6% 25.5% 33.4% 36.8% 
61 15.2% 19.0% 21.4% 28.8% 31.6% 
62 21.1% 26.0% 29.4% 37.8% 41.7% 
63 20.4% 25.2% 28.5% 36.8% 40.5% 
64 22.6% 27.8% 31.5% 40.1% 44.3% 
65 31.8% 38.6% 43.9% 54.2% 60.0% 
66 27.9% 34.0% 38.6% 48.2% 53.3% 
67 23.8% 29.2% 33.1% 42.0% 46.3% 
68 22.0% 27.0% 30.6% 39.1% 43.2% 
69 29.9% 36.4% 41.4% 51.3% 56.8% 
70 22.3% 27.4% 31.0% 39.6% 43.7% 
71 26.5% 32.4% 36.8% 46.1% 51.0% 
72 13.3% 16.8% 18.8% 25.8% 28.4% 
73 18.6% 23.0% 26.0% 34.0% 37.4% 
74 21.8% 26.9% 30.4% 38.9% 43.0% 
75 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Sample retirement rates for Firefighter employees are as follows: 

 Age at Retirement 
Age 15 20 25 30 35 
50 2.0% 4.0% 13.0% 19.2% 20.2% 
51 0.8% 2.3% 10.7% 16.4% 17.3% 
52 2.3% 4.3% 13.6% 19.8% 20.9% 
53 2.3% 4.3% 13.5% 19.8% 20.8% 
54 2.7% 4.8% 14.3% 20.7% 21.8% 
55 4.3% 7.0% 17.4% 24.4% 25.7% 
56 5.3% 8.5% 19.6% 26.9% 28.5% 
57 5.4% 8.6% 19.7% 27.1% 28.7% 
58 5.2% 8.4% 19.3% 26.8% 28.3% 
59 7.5% 11.6% 23.9% 32.1% 34.1% 
60 6.5% 10.2% 21.9% 29.8% 31.6% 
61 7.6% 11.7% 24.1% 32.4% 34.3% 
62 6.8% 10.6% 22.4% 30.4% 32.2% 
63 2.7% 4.9% 14.3% 20.8% 22.0% 
64 9.4% 14.3% 27.7% 36.6% 38.9% 
65 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 
Sample retirement rates for Police employees are as follows: 

 Age at Retirement 
Age 15 20 25 30 35 
50 5.0% 9.9% 24.0% 31.4% 37.9% 
51 3.4% 7.2% 19.8% 26.0% 31.2% 
52 3.3% 7.1% 19.8% 25.9% 31.1% 
53 3.9% 8.0% 21.2% 27.7% 33.3% 
54 4.5% 9.2% 22.9% 30.0% 36.1% 
55 5.2% 10.5% 24.8% 32.3% 38.9% 
56 4.2% 8.7% 22.1% 28.9% 34.7% 
57 4.3% 8.8% 22.3% 29.2% 35.1% 
58 5.4% 10.9% 25.5% 33.3% 40.1% 
59 5.4% 10.8% 25.3% 33.0% 39.8% 
60 6.0% 12.1% 27.2% 35.5% 42.8% 
61 4.8% 9.8% 23.8% 31.1% 37.5% 
62 6.1% 12.2% 27.4% 35.7% 43.1% 
63 5.7% 11.5% 26.3% 34.3% 41.4% 
64 6.9% 13.7% 29.6% 38.5% 46.6% 
65 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 
[The PERS retirement rates have been updated to reflect the 2014 
CalPERS Experience Study] 
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Participation Rates: 40% of eligible active employees are assumed to elect medical coverage at 
retirement. Future retirees are assumed to elect plan coverage similar to 
current retirees. Actual plan coverage is used for current retirees. 

 
Spouse Coverage: 50% of future retirees are assumed to elect coverage for their spouse. Male 

spouses are assumed to be 3 years older than female spouses. Actual 
spouse coverage and spouse ages are used for current retirees. 

 
Dependent Coverage: Not explicitly valued. 
 
Claim Cost Development: The valuation claim costs are based on the premiums paid for medical 

insurance coverage. The City participates in the CalPERS Health Plan, a 
community rated plan. The valuation assumes the City is exempt from the 
valuation of any medical plan rate subsidy. 

 
Medical Trend Rates:  Medical costs are adjusted in future years by the following trends: 

Year PPO HMO 
2015 Actual Actual 
2016 7.0% 6.5% 
2017 6.5% 6.0% 
2018+ 6.0% 5.5% 
2019 5.5% 5.0% 
2020+ 5.0% 5.0% 

 
[The prior valuation used initial rates 1% lower] 

 
Minimum Contribution: The CalPERS minimum required contribution is assumed to increase 4% per 

year. 
 
Medicare Participation: 100% 
 
Actuarial Cost Method:  The actuarial cost method used is the Projected Unit Credit with service 

prorate. Under this method, the Actuarial Accrued Liability is the present 
value of projected benefits multiplied by the ratio of benefit service as of the 
valuation date to the projected benefit service at retirement, termination, 
disability or death. The Normal Cost for a plan year is the expected increase 
in the Accrued Liability during the plan year. 
 
All employees eligible as of the measurement date in accordance with the 
provisions of the Plan listed in the data provided by the City were included in 
the valuation. 

 
Actuarial Value of Assets: Eligible plan assets will be valued on a market value basis. 
 
Amortization of UAAL: The unfunded actuarial accrued liability is being amortized over an initial 30 

years using a level-dollar amortization method on a closed basis. The 
remaining period at July 1, 2014 is 24 years. 
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SECTION VII. ACTUARIAL CERTIFICATION 

The results set forth in this report are based on the actuarial valuation of the retiree health benefits program 
of the City of Coronado (the “City”) as of July 1, 2014. 
 
The valuation was performed in accordance with generally accepted actuarial principles and practices and 
in accordance with GASB Statements No. 43 & 45. We relied on census data for active employees and 
retirees provided to us by the City. We also made use of plan information, premium information, and 
enrollment information provided to us by the City. 
 
The assumptions used in performing the valuation, as summarized in this report, and the results based 
thereupon, represent our best estimate of anticipated experience and actuarial cost of the retiree health 
benefits program. 
 
I am a member of the American Academy of Actuaries and believe I meet the Qualification Standards of 
the American Academy of Actuaries to render the actuarial opinion contained herein. 
 
Certified by: 
 
 
     
Marilyn K. Jones, ASA, EA, MAAA, FCA  Date: 2/2/2015 
Consulting Actuary   
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SECTION VIII. DEFINITIONS 

The definitions of the terms used in GASB actuarial valuations are noted below. 
 
Actuarial Liability (also referred to as Present Value of Future Benefits) – Total projected benefits 
include all benefits estimated to be payable to plan members (retirees and beneficiaries, terminated 
employees entitled to benefits but not yet receiving them, and current active members) as a result of their 
service through the valuation date and their expected future service. The actuarial present value of total 
projected benefits as of the valuation date is the present value of the cost to finance benefits payable in 
the future, discounted to reflect the expected effects of the time value (present value) of money and the 
probabilities of payment. Expressed another way, it is the amount that would have to be invested on the 
valuation date so that the amount invested plus investment earnings will provide sufficient assets to pay 
total projected benefits when due. 
 
Actuarial Accrued Liability – That portion, as determined by a particular Actuarial Cost Method, of the 
Actuarial Present Value of plan benefits and expenses which is not provided for by the future Normal Costs.  
 
Actuarial Assumptions – Assumptions as to the occurrence of future events affecting health care costs, 
such as: mortality, turnover, disablement and retirement; changes in compensation and Government 
provided health care benefits; rates of investment earnings and asset appreciation or depreciation; 
procedures used to determine the Actuarial Value of Assets; characteristics of future entrants for Open 
Group Actuarial Cost Methods; and other relevant items. 
 
Actuarial Cost Method – A procedure for determining the Actuarial Present Value of future benefits and 
expenses and for developing an actuarially equivalent allocation of such value to time periods, usually in 
the form of a Normal Cost and an Actuarial Accrued Liability. 
 
Actuarial Present Value – The value of an amount or series of amounts payable or receivable at various 
times, determined as of a given date by the application of a particular set of Actuarial Assumptions. 
 
Annual OPEB Cost – An accrual-basis measure of the periodic cost of an employer’s participation in a 
defined benefit OPEB plan. 
 
Annual Required Contribution (ARC) – The employer’s periodic required contributions to a defined 
benefit OPEB plan, calculated in accordance with the parameters. 
 
Explicit Subsidy – The difference between (a) the amounts required to be contributed by the retirees 
based on the premium rates and (b) actual cash contribution made by the employer. 
 
Funded Ratio – The actuarial value of assets expressed as a percentage of the actuarial accrued liability. 
 
Healthcare Cost Trend Rate – The rate of change in the per capita health claims costs over time as a 
result of factors such as medical inflation, utilization of healthcare services, plan design, and technological 
developments. 
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Implicit Rate Subsidy – In an experience-rated healthcare plan that includes both active employees and 
retirees with blended premium rates for all plan members, the difference between (a) the age-adjusted 
premiums approximating claim costs for retirees in the group (which, because of the effect of age on 
claim costs, generally will be higher than the blended premium rates for all group members) and (b) the 
amounts required to be contributed by the retirees.  
 
Net OPEB Obligation – The cumulative difference since the effective date of this Statement between 
annual OPEB cost and the employer’s contributions to the plan, including the OPEB liability (asset) at 
transition, if any, and excluding (a) short-term differences and (b) unpaid contributions that have been 
converted to OPEB-related debt. 
 
Normal Cost – The portion of the Actuarial Present Value of plan benefits and expenses which is allocated 
to a valuation year by the Actuarial Cost Method. 
 
Pay-as-you-go – A method of financing a benefit plan under which the contributions to the plan are 
generally made at about the same time and in about the same amount as benefit payments and expenses 
becoming due. 
 
Per Capita Costs – The current cost of providing postretirement health care benefits for one year at each 
age from the youngest age to the oldest age at which plan participants are expected to receive benefits 
under the plan. 
 
Select and Ultimate Rates – Actuarial assumptions that contemplate different rates for successive years. 
Instead of a single assumed rate with respect to, for example, the healthcare trend rate assumption, the 
actuary may apply different rates for the early years of a projection and a single rate for all subsequent 
years. For example, if an actuary applies an assumed healthcare trend rate of 6.5% for year 20W0, 6.0% 
for 20W1, 5.5% for 20W2, then 5.0% for 20W3 and thereafter, then 6.5%, 6% and 5.5% are select rates, 
and 5% is the ultimate rate. 
 
Substantive Plan – The terms of an OPEB plan as understood by the employer(s) and plan participant. 
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AUTHORIZE THE CITY MANAGER TO PURSUE MEMBERSHIP IN THE 
CALIFORNIA STATE ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES–EXCESS INSURANCE 
AUTHORITY (CSAC-EIA) EITHER INDIVIDUALLY OR AS PART OF A GROUP 
DURING A TRANSITION PERIOD FOR THE ORDERLY DISSOLUTION OF THE 
SAN DIEGO POOLED INSURANCE PROGRAM AUTHORITY (SANDPIPA) 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Authorize the City Manager to pursue membership in CSAC-EIA 
either individually or as part of a group during a transition period for the orderly dissolution of 
SANDPIPA. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT:  Currently, the City’s liability risk exposure is financed by a mezzanine 
layer of funding layers, beginning with the City’s self-insured retention ($250,000 per 
occurrence), the SANDPIPA pool layer, and commercial excess insurance purchased through 
SANDPIPA.  The level of the self-insured retention (SIR) is a management and policy decision.  
The City’s annual SANDPIPA net member contribution (or premium) ranges between $400,000 
and $500,000. Based on a preliminary quote by CSAC-EIA, the City could potentially save up to 
54% on the net annual premium for excess liability insurance coverage while maintaining similar 
coverages and services.  Quotes by three other comparable JPAs were considerably higher than 
the CSAC-EIA indication.   
 
CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:    Review and direction related to Joint Powers Authority 
membership is a policy matter action reflective of the Council’s legislative role.  Therefore, a 
person that would challenge such a legislative action must prove that the decision was “arbitrary, 
capricious, entirely lacking in evidentiary support, or unlawfully or procedurally unfair” per the 
California court decision of Fullerton Joint Union High School District v. State Bd. of Education 
[(1982) 32 Cal. 3d 779, 786].   
 
PUBLIC NOTICE: None required. 
 
BACKGROUND:  As discussed in the January 6 staff report, the City of Coronado has been a 
member of SANDPIPA since its formation in 1986.  SANDPIPA was established to enable its 
current 12 member municipalities to, among other things, secure excess liability and property 
insurance coverage at economical rates.  Based on payroll, the membership ranges in size from 
Chula Vista, the largest, to Lemon Grove, the smallest.   
 
The City’s current coverage against tort liability claims consists of three layers of funding.  The 
first layer is the City’s self-insured retention (SIR), which is currently set at $250,000.  The 
second layer is covered by SANDPIPA’s pool layer, which is currently set at $2.5 million.  The 
third layer includes an additional $45 million in excess insurance coverage, for a total of $47.5 
million of excess liability coverage.  Provided below is a table showing the net costs of the City’s 
member contribution for the upcoming fiscal year and past five fiscal years.  When the JPA 
doesn’t realize the expected catastrophic liability losses for which it reserves funds, the JPA 
releases a percentage of the prior year’s savings to its members in the form of a dividend.  Since 
FY 2011, this has been the case.  Dividends weren’t paid for the preceding seven fiscal years in 
order to increase the JPA’s level of confidence.  As evidenced by the following table, premiums 
can fluctuate based on past loss experience and the cost of insurance:   
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  FY 11 FY 12 FY 13 FY 14 FY 15 FY 16 
Gross Premium $562,280  $594,314  $569,513  $510,370  $498,996  $544,664 
Dividend ($58,006) ($46,733) ($109,713) ($126,016) ($121,896) ($139,392) 
Net Premium $504,274  $547,581  $459,800  $384,354  $377,100  $405,272 

 
To comply with GASB 10, municipalities are required to reserve sufficient funds for current and 
future tort liability claims.  Generally, the rule of thumb is to reserve funds three times the city’s 
SIR.  The City of Coronado is adequately reserving funds to accommodate the City’s SIR of 
$250,000. 
 
SANDPIPA is one of the smallest excess liability JPAs in California in membership and payroll.  
Its sole employee, the General Manager, announced she would be retiring in 2016. With the 
pending retirement of its General Manager, SANDPIPA has begun to explore strategic funding 
options. 
 
Nine of the 12 SANDPIPA member agencies (including Coronado) have submitted a Notice of 
Intent to Withdraw from the JPA.  These notices were filed in order to meet the six-month 
noticing period - understanding that past practice allowed members to subsequently withdraw 
their notice without penalty.  However, in order for SANDPIPA to properly plan and purchase 
insurance for FY 2016, cities must rescind their letter by April 1 in order to remain in 
SANDPIPA for another year.  If three-fourths of the cities do withdraw (which appears unlikely), 
the JPA agreement would be terminated and the JPA would continue to exist for the sole purpose 
of disposing of all claims, distributing the remaining assets, and performing all other functions 
necessary to wind down the affairs of the authority.  As a practical matter, the withdrawal of 
member agencies comprising 35% or more of the total JPA payroll would dramatically drive up 
costs thereby making SANDPIPA a more expensive option, decreasing its stability, and 
increasing the likelihood of its insolvency. 
 
ANALYSIS: Since the last report to the City Council, a series of SANDPIPA Special Board 
Meetings have been held to determine the fate of the JPA.  
 
On January 29, the Board considered a Membership Loss Impact Study to assess the financial 
impact to SANDPIPA if Chula Vista, Coronado, and other members left the JPA.  The Board 
also reviewed the CSAC-EIA preliminary premium quotes or “indications” for the member 
agencies.     
 
On February 19, a presentation was given by CSAC-EIA Executive Management on the 
cost/benefits if the SANDPIPA members collectively joined the JPA.  The Board also considered 
various options related to the dissolution process.   
 
Based on the above information, the SANDPIPA Board requested that two options be refined for 
final consideration by the Board at a Special Board Meeting to be held on March 26 at the 
Coronado Community Center.  The two options for consideration include: 
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1. Modified Status Quo: Return 50% of eligible funds (est. $8M) to members in form of 
dividends (paid over x years) and fund at 65% confidence level with a $1M pool layer 
(vs. current $2.5M pool layer).  The $1M primary layer would be purchased from CSAC-
EIA.  This funding model would substantially lower the member’s annual premiums for a 
limited period of time.    

 
2. Begin the process to dissolve SANDPIPA and join CSAC-EIA as a group with each 

member retaining its individual SIR.  This option would allow for an orderly transition 
whereby cities could opt for full membership in CSAC or another JPA (independent of 
SANDPIPA) beginning July 2016.      
 

Based on a non-binding poll of the membership present at the February 19 meeting, there was a 
clear preference for selecting Option 2.  Once SANDPIPA is dissolved, the members will be able 
recover most of their net historical contribution over time (currently estimated at $1.4M for 
Coronado).  On the other hand, if a member leaves the JPA and SANDPIPA continues as an 
entity, it risks losing its historic contribution as these monies will remain with the JPA until such 
time as the JPA dissolves.   

 
During the intervening weeks, City staff contacted three other Excess Liability JPAs to 
determine whether joining CSAC-EIA was the appropriate financial and organizational strategy 
for Coronado.  The three JPAs contacted include the following: 
 

1. Independent Cities Risk Management Association (ICRMA) 
2. California Joint Powers Insurance Authority (CJPIA), and 
3. Municipal Insurance Cooperative (MIC) 

 
CJPIA and ICRMA were selected based on their respective positive rating as outlined in the 
2014 SANDPIPA Organization Analysis conducted by Bickmore (as part of the succession 
planning for SANDPIPA).  MIC, a relatively new JPA, was selected because it provides a 
different business model.  Instead of a risk-sharing JPA, MIC is a risk-purchasing JPA.  That is, 
an individual member’s contribution isn’t based on the liability exposure and history of other 
members in the JPA.  Instead, each member is evaluated individually for the purchase of 
insurance coverage.   
 
Attachment A provides an overview of each JPA compared to SANDPIPA.  Attachment B 
details the level of insurance coverages and programs offered by each JPA compared to 
SANDPIPA.  As outlined in Attachment B, except for CJPIA, the other JPAs provide a pool 
layer above the City’s SIR.  CJPIA does not.  Rather, this JPA provides “first dollar” coverage 
which then enables CJPIA to manage and control all claims filed against the City – including 
approval of settlements (which traditionally has been the City Council for claims above 
$10,000). 
 
Provided on the following page is a table outlining the individual premium if Coronado elected 
to join any one of these other JPAs. 
 
 

435



 

 
Fiscal Year 2016 

Name 
Gross 

Premium Dividend 
Net 

Premium 
SANDPIPA $544,664  ($139,392) $405,272  
CSAC-EIA1 $218,450 $0 $218,450 
CJPIA2 $784,000 $0 $784,000 
ICRMA3 $710,000 $0 $710,000 
MIC4 $412,000 $0 $412,000 

 
Notes: 
1 Indication vs. quote for current fiscal year.  Quote will increase by 10% or more.  CSAC-EIA 

does pay dividends, however, a city has to be a member for three of the previous ten program 
years. 

2 Quote for FY 2016.  Quote is for two layers, regular and police sublayer.  JPIA doesn’t pay 
dividends. 

3 Quote for current fiscal year.  ICRMA doesn’t pay dividends. 
4 Quote for FY 2016.  MIC doesn’t pay dividends. 
 
Staff, therefore, recommends that Coronado pursue membership in CSAC-EIA either 
individually, effective July 1, 2015, or as part of SANDPIPA’s transition toward dissolution of 
the JPA. 
 
ALTERNATIVE:  The City Council could decide not to direct the City Manager to pursue 
membership in CSAC-EIA or other JPA for excess liability and property insurance coverage. 
 
Submitted by City Manager’s Office/Ritter/Torres 
Attachments:  
     A – Overview of Excess Liability JPA Candidates 
     B – Programs Offered by Excess Liability JPA Candidates 
 

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F G L P PSE R 
BK TR NA JNC MLC NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
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Attachment A 
Overview of Excess Liability JPA Candidates 

 

 
COMPARISON ELEMENT  SANDPIPA  CSAC-EIA CJPIA  ICRMA MIC 

1 Pool Type Risk Sharing Risk Sharing Risk Sharing Risk Sharing Risk Purchasing 

2 Member Retentions  $125K ‐ $500K  $100K - $1M 
Zero.  First 

dollar coverage. $100K - $2.5M 
 

$50K - $1M 
3 Pool Retention  $2.5 Million $5 Million $5 Million $5 Million N/A 
4 Pool Limits  $47.5 Million  $25 Million $42 Million $30 Million $50M 

5 Accreditation Status  
Accredited w/ 

Excellence  
Accredited w/ 

Excellence None  
Accredited w/ 

Excellence  
 

Not Accredited 

6 Membership Geography  
San Diego 

County Statewide 

Statewide w/ 
So. CA 

Concentration 
LA/Orange/ SB 

Counties 

 
 

Statewide 
7 Number of Members  12 85 123 21 3 
8 Number of Cities (% of Members)  12 (100%)  14 (16%) 96 (78%)  21 (100%) 1 (33%) 
9 Total Payroll of Members $326 Million  $4.1 Billion  $818 Million  $535 Million  $27M 
10 Total Population of Members 928,900  1,123,608  2,962,184  1,399,193  75,209 
11 2014 Member Contributions  $5.4 Million  $24 Million  $45 Million  $11 Million  $774K 

12 
Pool Admin ($, Includes Claims 
Admin)  $699,771  $1,887,498  $6,746,607  $1,044,437  

 
$167,246 

13 Pool Admin (Net)  per $100 of Payroll  0.20 0.05 0.51 0.20 .61 

14 General Pool Administration (Vendor)  
Contracted  

(Seiler)  In-House In‐House  
Contracted 
(Bickmore) 

Contracted 
(Keenan) 

15 Number of Employees if In‐House  N/A 54 23 N/A N/A 
 
      

Source: Bickmore SANDPIPA Organization Analysis, October 1, 2014 (for SANDPIPA, CSAC-EIA, CJPIA and ICRMA)    
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Attachment B 
Coverages and Programs Offered by 

Excess Liability JPA Candidates 
 

ELEMENTS SANDPIPA CSAC-EIA CJPIA ICRMA MIC 

Membership 
One initial year. 

Year-to-year thereafter. 
One initial year. 

Year-to-year thereafter. 
One initial year. 

Year-to-year thereafter. 
Three year initial term. 
Year-to-year thereafter. 

Three year initial term. 
Year-to-year thereafter. 

Claims 
Administration 

City retains control 
over claims up to 

Excess Layer. 

City retains control 
over claims up to 

Reinsurance Layer. 

City losses control 
over claims.  Handled 

by TPA. 

City retains control of 
claim up to Excess 

Layer. 
 

City can choose to 
utilize ICRMA TPA or 

self-administer their 
claims. 

City retains control 
over claims up to 

Excess Layer. 

Liability Program  
(per Occurrence) 

Yes  
City SIR ($250K) plus  

Pool Layer ($2.5M) 
plus  

Excess ($47 million) 

Yes  
City SIR ($250K) plus 
Pool Layer ($5M) plus  

Reinsurance ($40 
million) under GL-1 

Program 

Yes  
No City SIR  

First dollar coverage  
Pool Layer ($2M) plus 
Reinsurance ($18M) 
plus Excess ($30M).  

Police pooled 
separately. 

Yes  
City SIR ($250K) plus 
Pool Layer ($5M) plus  
Excess ($25 million) 

Yes  
City SIR plus  

Excess ($50 million) 

Workers 
Compensation 
Program 

Yes 
City SIR ($500K) plus 
Pool Layer ($5M) plus 

Statutory Limit for 
Excess Via LAWCX 

Yes  
Pool layer ($5M) plus 

Excess ($50M) 

Yes  
No City SIR  

First dollar coverage  
Pool Layer ($2M) plus  

Statutory Limit for 
Excess 

Yes  
City SIR ($250K) plus  
Pool ($5M incl City’s 

SIR) plus Statutory 
Limit for Excess 

Yes  
City SIR selected by 

member (50K to $1M) 
plus $100M limit 

Property Insurance 
Program  
(per Occurrence per 
Member) 

Yes  
All-Risk with $100B 

coverage via 
Alliant PEPIP 

Program 

Yes  
All-Risk with $600M 

coverage 

Yes 
All-Risk w/ $500M 

coverage 

Yes 
All-Risk w/ $700M 

coverage 
(without earthquake) 

Yes 
All-Risk (Special 

Form) per member’s 
Total Insured Value 
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ELEMENTS SANDPIPA CSAC-EIA CJPIA ICRMA MIC 

Pollution and 
Remediation Yes, via CSAC-EIA 

Yes 
$10M limit per 

occurrence 
Yes 

$10M per aggregate 

Not currently, but 
could access EIA’s 
program as well. 

 
 

Yes 
Vendor/Contractors 
Program Yes Yes Yes Yes 

 
Yes 

Special Events 
Program Yes Yes Yes Yes 

 
Yes 

Cyber Liability 
Program Yes Yes Yes Yes 

 
Yes 

Crime Insurance 
Program Yes via CSAC-EIA Yes Yes Yes 

 
Yes 

Miscellaneous 

Liability Claim Audits  
Loss Control Funds 
Actuarial Studies 

DMV Pull Program 

Liability Claim Audits  
Actuarial Studies 
ISO Claim Search 

Certificate Tracking 
Loss Prevention 

Services 

Liability Claim Audits  
Loss Control Funds & 

Assistance 
Actuarial Studies 

Professional claims 
oversight 

Claim Audits 
Loss Control Funds 
Actuarial Studies 

Access to Bickmore’s 
loss control services 

 
 
 
 

Liability Claim 
Oversight 

Loss Control Services 

Training 

Annual Education 
Meeting 

Target Solutions Portal 

E-Learning Portal 
Webcast/Webinar 
Education Forum 

Classroom  
E-Learning 

Webcast/Webinar 
Academy 

Education Forum 

6-8 University sessions 
per year 

Access to Bickmore’s 
online training 

materials and webinars 

 
 
 

P&C Bridge/ 
Keenan Safe Personnel 

Other:  

Member survey 
recently conducted to 

identify new services to 
offer to members.   
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ACCEPT AND SUPPORT THE CULTURAL ARTS COMMISSION’S CALENDAR OF 
EVENTS AND ACTIVITY LIST FOR CORONADO CELEBRATES 125 (CC125) 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Accept and support the Cultural Arts Commission’s (CAC) Calendar 
of Events and activities list for Coronado Celebrates 125 (CC125) offered to the community on 
behalf of the City of Coronado. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT:  There are no funds requested at this time pending several grant requests 
and a community fundraising effort scheduled to launch after Council approval of this events 
calendar; however, if this effort falls short, General Funds may be required in an amount not to 
exceed $25,000 and CAC reserves the right to present a funding request to the Council at a future 
date should additional funding be required.  
 
CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY: Whether to support the concept of providing community 
related events and activities is an administrative decision not affecting a fundamental vested 
right. When an administrative decision does not affect a fundamental vested right the courts give 
greater deference to decision makers in administrative mandate actions.   The court will inquire 
(a) whether the city has complied with the required procedures, and (b) whether the city's 
findings, if any, (although not required) are supported by substantial evidence. 
 
PUBLIC NOTICE:  None required. 
 
BACKGROUND: As one of the oldest cities in San Diego County, Coronado is proud to be 
celebrating its 125th year since incorporation in 1890.  Charged with acting on behalf of the City, 
the number one goal of the Cultural Arts Commission for 2015 is to coordinate and promote 
civic and community activities for this 125th celebration.    
 
The CAC has envisioned CC125 as a year of celebration which kicked off with the Mayor’s 
Proclamation in December 2014 and will end December 11, 2015, with the Mayors’ Dinner at 
the Hotel del Coronado.  By intent, the CAC has focused efforts on three distinct areas:  (1) 
working with community groups and organizations to theme their ongoing annual events to 
celebrate some aspect of Coronado history and its people, places and events; (2) planning 
ongoing activities which focus and develop Coronado’s community and civic history to 
showcase it in new and different public ways; and (3) planned events, large and small, which 
capture the spirit of the City and engender broad support and community engagement through 
the various planning groups working on these events. 
 
ANALYSIS:   The CAC has adopted the tagline of 125 Unforgettable Years – 1 Unforgettable 
Place and hopes to create an unforgettable year of celebration to commemorate both the history 
and the place.  Acting on the belief that such a year needs to have a few extraordinary events, 
ones which by their very unique nature leave an indelible stamp on the minds of those who 
participate, a near once-in-a-lifetime free outdoor concert with the San Diego Symphony is but 
one of several concerts taking place in the Village and the Cays.  The attached calendar of events 
covers a broad range of interests, takes place in various neighborhoods throughout Coronado, 
and offers something for every demographic group: permanent as well as seasonal residents and 
tourists; children; adults of all ages; military; and those in the surrounding communities. 
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City events along with themed community events such as the Coronado Historical Association’s 
Mother’s Day Home Tour featuring homes representing “125 Years of Coronado Architecture” 
and the Promenade Concerts Kick-Off for the 125-day countdown to December 11 join together 
to create a rich tapestry of offerings.  These events happening throughout the year will be 
combined with ongoing history-focused efforts such as a video series Coronado Moments and 
the Coronado Decades Historic timeline to touch the lives of all who live or visit Coronado.  
These events will truly allow us to come together as a community to celebrate Coronado’s first 
125 years and set the course for the years ahead. 
 
ALTERNATIVE:  The City Council could decide not to accept and support the Cultural Arts 
Commission Events Calendar and Activity list and make other arrangements for the City’s 125th 
Anniversary Celebration. 
 
Submitted by the Contract Arts Administrator Kelly Purvis 
Office of the City Manager 
Attachment: Calendar of Events 
 

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F G L P PSE R 
BK TR N/A JNC MLC N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A CMM RAM 
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125 Unforgettable years ~ 1 Unforgettable Place 
Coronado Celebrates 125 Years (CC-125) Events 

Presented by the 
 Coronado Cultural Arts Commission on behalf of the City of Coronado 

 
May 
 30 – Book Signing featuring author Steve Martini 

 

July  
• 10 – Movies on the Bay @ Boathouse (evening) – Princess Bride 
 17– Movies on the Bay @ Tidelands Park (evening) – Some Like It Hot! 
 18 – Cays Jazz on the Green Concert (evening) & Real Estate Open House     

 Tour (daytime) 
 31 – Family Festival in the Cays 
 31 – Movies on the Bay at Cays Park – Frozen (sing-a-long version) 

 

August 
  –  Movies on the Bay @ Vernetti Field (evening) - Sandlot 
   9 – Promenade Concert in the Park – Heroes play Music through the Decades  
             Kick off of 125-day countdown to Dec. 11 sponsored by Rotary 
 14 – Movies on the Bay @ Tidelands (evening) – Monsters, Inc. 
 15 – An Unforgettable Afternoon with the San Diego Symphony in Tidelands Park * 

 

September 
 13 – Concert on the Green – Coronado Golf Course  
 26 – Coronado’s Amazing Race  

 

October 
   3 - USS Coronado OPEN HOUSE Tours 
   3 – 2nd Annual Coronado Writers’ Workshop  
 10 – Historic Beach Polo event at the Del * 
 17 – Celebrate Oz! Festival of Art-Music-Dance in Spreckels Park 
 17 - The Wisdom of Oz – Lecture with Gita Dorothy Morena (afternoon) 
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November 
 19  - Opening – Visions of Coronado Art Exhibition – Local Artists 

 

December 
 11 – Mayors’ Dinner at the Del and Party after the Party – kicking off the next 125  

 years 
 

Proposed activities and projects not tied to a particular date:  

 Coronado Moments –a series of short videos (2 minutes each) on a variety of people, 
places and events in Coronado’s history. 

 A Coronado Time Line dividing Coronado’s civic and community history into decades. 
 A feature length documentary (20-30 minutes) on the history of the City of Coronado 

interwoven with Coronado Moments.  A shorter version (4-5 minutes) to show at the 
Mayors’ Dinner at the Del. 

 125 Acts of Service – community service projects executed by service clubs, 
organizations, schools, churches and individuals 

 Juried Multi-media Student Art Exhibition – Wheels, Wings & Water: Coronado 125 Years 
of Transportation 

 Light pole street banner program on Orange Avenue. 
 Commemorative items for sale – collaborative effort with CHA and MainStreet 
 Public Art – Utility box wrapping project in collaboration with local artists and students. 
 Commemorative insert in the Coronado Eagle:  

         125 Unforgettable years ~ 1 Unforgettable Place 
 An Artist’s Christmas – Local artists design and produce ornaments for the Christmas 

tree in City Hall creating a lasting legacy for the future. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PLEASE NOTE:  
* We have every intention of presenting this event as part of CC125; however, the planning process for 
this particular event is very complex with many moving parts; therefore, while shown as part of this 
schedule for review and approval, there may be unforeseen issues arising later which result in it ultimately 
being pulled from the final schedule.  
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RECEIVE AND FILE A COPY OF LETTERS SENT EXPRESSING OPPOSITION TO 
GOVERNOR’S BUDGET PROPOSAL AFFECTING REDEVELOPMENT 
DISSOLUTION (RN#15 08847) 
 
ISSUE: Whether to receive and file copies of letters opposing the Governor’s Budget Proposal 
Affecting Redevelopment Dissolution (RN#15 08847). 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Receive and file.   
 
FISCAL IMPACT:  No direct costs other than staff time. 
 
CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY: Accepting and filing letters on legislation is a policy matter 
reflective of the Council’s legislative role.  Therefore, a person that would challenge such a 
legislative action must prove that the decision was “arbitrary, capricious, entirely lacking in 
evidentiary support, or unlawfully or procedurally unfair.” 
 
PUBLIC NOTICE: None required. 
 
BACKGROUND:  The City of Coronado has received a favorable ruling from the Sacramento 
County Superior Court with regard to re-entered loans between the City of Coronado and the 
Coronado Community Development Agency.  The loans were entered into pursuant to the 
provision of State Law contained in ABx1 26, which the State Department of Finance had a full 
hand in drafting. 
 
ANALYSIS:  Subsequent to the Court finding in the City’s favor, the Department of Finance is 
seeking new retroactive provisions in an attempt to avoid Court rulings deemed unfavorable and 
stifle the ability of local agencies to protect their legal rights. 
 
The attached letters were sent to Speaker of the Assembly Toni Atkins and State Senator Marty 
Block. 
 
ALTERNATIVE:  None. 
 
Submitted by City Clerk’s Office/Clifford 
 
Attachments: Letter to Speaker of the Assembly Toni Atkins 
 Letter to State Senator Marty Block 
 

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F G L P PSE R 
BK TR NA NA MLC NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
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