
L. j. ~ ~" Centre City L.1.r ..... ~ 
L. I.. '" L.. L. Development 
L..I-L..l..l.. • 
L L L L L Corporation 

DATE ISSUED: December 7, 2010 REPORT NO: PC-I0-106 

ATTENTION: Planning Commission, Agenda of December 16, 2010 

SUBJECT: PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE CENTRE CITY, MARINA, 
AND GAS LAMP QUARTER PLANNED DISTRICT ORDINANCES 
FOR THE REVIEW PROCESSES FOR HOTEL PROJECTS -
PROCESS 5 

OWNERJ 
APPLICANT: City of San Diego City Council 

SUMMARY 

Issue: Should the Planning Commission recommend that the City Council adopt an 
ordinance amending the Centre City, Marina, and Gaslamp Quarter planned district 
ordinances to require a Process 4 and Process 5 Site Development Permit (SDP) review 
for hotels with more than 100 and 200 rooms, respectively, within the Downtown 
Community Plan area? 

Staff Recommendation: The City Council ("Council") initiated these amendments on 
September 14,2010, and directed that an ordinance effectuating the proposed 
amendments be brought back for adoption by the Council. 

Community Planning Group Recommendation: At its October 20,2010 meeting, the 
Centre City Advisory Committee (CCAC), downtown's official community planning 
group, voted 17-0 to recommend that no changes be made to the existing review 
processes for downtown hotels. Prior to initiation of the amendments by the Council, the 
CCAC had voted 24-0 to oppose the initiation of the amendments on March 17, 2010. 

Other Recommendations: On November 10,2010, the Land Development Code 
Monitoring Team (CMT) reviewed the proposed draft ordinance and voted 8-0 to oppose 
the ordinance based on its inconsistency with the six goals of the Zoning Code Update 
established by City Ordinance 0-18451 which the CMT reviews in evaluating new 
proposed land use regulations (see attached minutes). The Technical Advisory 
Committee (TAC) to the Land Use and Housing Committee will review the ordinance at 
its December 8, 2010 meeting, and staff will report any action by this committee at the 
Planning Commission hearing. 
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Environmental Review: This project is exempt from the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15061 (b)(3), which 
states that "CEQA applies only to projects which have the potential for causing a 
significant effect on the environment." The proposed amendments to the regulations for 
the review of downtown hotel projects would alter the entitlement review process for 
hotel projects but would not amend where hotels are permitted or the development 
standards for hotel projects. Therefore, the proposed amendments do not have the 
potential to significantly impact the environment. 

Fiscal Impact Statement: None. 

Code Enforcement Impact: None. 

Housing Impact Statement: None. 

DISCUSSION: 

On September 14,2010 the Council voted 6-2 in favor of initiating amendments to the three 
planned district ordinances within the Downtown Community Plan area to amend the review 
processes for hotel projects. Currently, hotel projects are reviewed and approved by the Centre 
City Development Corporation ("Corporation") through a development permit and design 
review process established in 1992 and last revised in 2006, unless there is Redevelopment 
Agency of the City of San Diego ("Agency") property or other financial agreement involved. 
The Council directed staff to process the proposed ordinance to require the following: 

1. Process 4 SDP review for hotel projects between 1 00 and 200 rooms, requiring a public 
hearing before the Corporation Board of Directors in lieu of the Planning Commission, 
subject to an appeal hearing before the Council. 

2. Process 5 SDP review for hotel projects with more than 200 rooms, with required public 
hearings before the Corporation Board of Directors and Council. 

An alternative motion, defeated on a 5-3 vote, would have initiated amendments to provide for 
Council review of most downtown projects, either on appeal or by automatic review. 

Attached to this report is the draft ordinance prepared by the City Attorney's office pursuant to 
this Council direction. Also attached to this report is the Report to City Council for the 
September 14,2010 meeting which includes all of the background information for the proposed 
amendments, including public correspondence. 
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CONCLUSION: 

Amendments to the downtown planned district ordinances require a Process 5 review. The City 
Council has directed staff to process the attached ordinance for review by the Planning 
Commission and final consideration by the Council for adoption. 

Respectfully submitted, Concurred by: 

Brad Richter 
Assistant Vice President, Planning resident & Chief Financial 

Attachments: A - Draft Ordinance for Amendments to the Centre City, Marina, and Gaslamp 
Quarter Planned District Ordinances 

B - City Council Resolution R-306132 
C - September 14, 2010 Report to City Council 
D - Minutes of the November 10, 2010 Code Monitoring Committee 
E - Notice of Public Hearing 

s:\richter\pdo updates\20 10 hotel reviews\l l181 0 pc. doc 



ATTACHMENT A 

ORDINANCE NUMBER 0-_______ (NEW SERIES) 

DATE OF FINAL PASSAGE ______ _ 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 15, ARTICLE 6, 
DIVISION 3 OF THE SAN DIEGO MUNICIPAL CODE BY 
AMENDING SECTIONS 156.0304 AND 156.0308, AND TABLE 
156-0308A; AMENDING CHAPTER 15, ARTICLE 7, DIVISION 2 
BY AMENDING SECTION 157.0201; AMENDING CHAPTER 15, 
ARTICLE 11, DIVISION 2 BY AMENDING SECTION 1511.0203; 
AND AMENDING CHAPTER 15, ARTICLE 11, DIVISION 3 BY 
AMENDING SECTION 1511.0301, ALL PERTAINING TO 
DOWNTOWN HOTEL DEVELOPMENT. 

BE IT ORDAINED, by the Council of the City of San Diego as follows: 

(0-2011-) 

Section 1. That Chapter 15, Article 6, Division 3 of the San Diego Municipal Code is 
amended by amending sections 156.0304 and 156.0308, and Table 156-0308A to read as follows: 

§156.0304 Administration and Permits 

( a) [No change in text.] 

(b) Pennit Required 

The following permits are subject to the development review and permit 

procedures 'in this Article: Centre City Development Permits, Neighborhood 

Use Permits, Conditional Use Permits, Coastal Development Permits, Site 

Development Permits, Planned Development Permits, and Variances. 

(1) through (3) [No change in text.] 

(4) Site Development Permit 

A Site Development Permit decided in accordance with Process Four 

is required for development of a hotel or motel with 100 to 200 guest 

rooms except that the CCDC Board shall act in lieu of the Planning 

Commission. A Site Development Permit decided in accordance with 
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(0-2011-) 

Process Five is required for development of a hotel or motel with 

greater than 200 guest rooms except that the CCDC Board shall act in 

lieu of the Planning Commission. 

§156.030S Base District Use Regulations 

(a) [No change in text.] 

(b) Previously Conforming Land Uses 

Land uses that were legally established under previous regulations but that do 

not conform to the land use regulations of this Article may continue to exist 

and operate pursuant to Chapter 12, Article 7, Division 1 of the Land 

Development Code, with the following exceptions: (l) the gross floor area of 

previously conforming uses may be expanded up to 100 percent through a 

Neighborhood Use Permit, and .(2) expansion or enlargement of previously 

conforming hotels or motels with greater than 100 guest rooms or that would 

result in greater than 100 guest rooms is subject to Section 156.0304(b)( 4). 

Table 156-030SA: CENTRE CITY PLANNED DISTRICT USE REGULATIONS 
LEGEND: P = Permitted by Right; C = Conditional Use Permit Required; -- = Use Not Permitted; 
L = Limited Use; N = Nei~hborhood Use Permit Required; S = Site Development Permit Required 
Use Categoriesl Main Street! 

Subcategories Commercial 

C NC ER BP ~9 MC RE 19 T9 PC OS CC9 Additional Street!Emp-
Regulations loyment 

Required 
Overlays 

Public [No change in text.] 
ParkIPlaza/Open 
Space through 
Retail Sales [No 
change in text.] 
Commercial Services 
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(0-2011-) 

Animal Grooming 
& Veterinary 
Offices through 
Radio and [No change in text.] 
Television Studios 
[No change in 
text.] 
Visitor Accommodations 

Hotels and 
S I S5 I S I S I SiS I -- I -- I -- I S I -- I S I 156.0304(b)(4) I Motels 

Separately [No change in text.] 
Regulated 
Commercial 
Service Uses 
through Other 
Use 
Requirements, 
Temporary Uses 
[No change in 
text.] 

Footnotes to Table 156-030SA 

1 through 4 [No change in text.] 

5 Requires active ground:floor uses along streetfrontages. 

6 through 12 [No change in text.] 

Table 156-030SB [No change in text.] 

Section 2. That Chapter 15, Article 7, Division 2 of the San Diego Municipal Code is 
amended by amending section 157.0201 to read as follows: 

§157.0201 Gaslamp Quarter Approvals and Permits 

( a) [No change in text.] 

(b) Permits 

(1) through (3) [No change in text.] 

(4) Site Development Permit 

(A) through (B) [No change in text.] 

(C) A Site Development Permit decided in accordance with 

CS,E 

Process Four is required for development of a hotel or motel 

with 100 to 200 guest rooms except that the CCDC Board of 
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(0-2011-) 

Directors shall act in lieu of the Planning Commission. A Site 

Development Permit decided in accordance with Process Five 

is required for development of a hotel or motel with greater 

than 200 guest rooms except that the CCDC Board of 

Directors shall act in lieu of the Planning Commission. 

(D) Expansion or enlargement of previously conforming hotels or 

motels with greater than 100 guest rooms or that would result 

in greater than 100 guest rooms is subject to Section 

157.0201 (b)( 4)(C). 

Section 3. That Chapter 15, Article 11, Division 2 of the San Diego Municipal Code is 
amended by amending section 1511 .0203 to read as follows: 

§1511.0203 Conditional Use Permits and Site Development Permits 

(a) through (c) [No change in text.] 

(d) A Site Development Permit decided in accordance with Process Four is 

required for development of a hotel or motel with 100 to 200 guest rooms in 

accordance with Section 112.0507 except that the CCDC Board of Directors 

shall act in lieu of the Planning Commission. A Site Development permit 

decided in accordance with Process Five is required for development of a 

hotel or motel with greater than 200 guest rooms in accordance with Section 

112.0509 except that the CCDC Board of Directors shall act in lieu of the 

Planning Commission. 

(e) Expansion or enlargement of previously conforming hotels or motels with 

greater than 100 guest rooms or that would result in greater than 100 guest 

rooms is subject to Section 1511.0203( d). 
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(0-2011-) 

Section 4. That Chapter 15, Article 11, Division 3 of the San Diego Municipal Code is 
amended by amending section 1511.0301 to read as follows: 

§1511.0301 Use Classifications for the Marina Planned District 

Use classifications for the Marina Planned District are illustrated geographically in 

Diagram 1511-03A of this Planned District Ordinance. 

(a) through (d) [No change in text.] 

( e) Nonresidential Uses 

(1) through (3) [No change in text.] 

(4) Mixed HotellResidential Development 

In the area designated Subarea 1 on Diagram 1511-03B of this 

Planned District Ordinance, mixed uses including hotel and 

residential are permitted except that development of a hotel or motel 

with greater than 100 guest rooms is subject to a Site Development 

Permit in accordance with Sections 1511.0203(d) and (e). 

(A) through (D) [No change in text.] 

(5) Hotel Subarea 2 

In the area designated Subarea 2 on Diagram 1511-03B, the following 

hotel uses are permitted except that development of a hotel or motel 

with greater than 100 guest rooms is subject to a Site Development 

Permit in accordance with Sections 1511.0203(d) and (e): 

(A) through (C) [No change in text.] 

Section 5. That a full reading of this ordinance is dispensed with prior to its passage, a 

written or printed copy having been made available to the City Council and the public prior to the 

day of its passage. 
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(0-2011-) 

Section 6. That this ordinance shall take effect and be in force on the thirtieth day from and 

after its final passage, except that the provisions of this ordinance applicable inside the Coastal 

Overlay Zone, which are subject to California Coastal Commission jurisdiction as a City of 

San Diego Local Coastal Program amendment, shall not take effect until the date the California 

Coastal Commission unconditionally certifies those provisions as a local coastal program 

amendment. 

Section 7. That City departments and the Centre City Development Corporation are 

instructed not to issue any permit for development that is inconsistent with this ordinance unless 

application for such permit was submitted and deemed complete by the Mayor or the Centre City 

Development Corporation prior to the date this ordinan<;e becomes effective. 

APPROVED: JAN I. GOLDSMITH, City Attom~y 

By 
Heidi K. Vonblum 
Deputy City Attorney 

HKV:cw 
09117/10 
Or.Dept: CCDC 
PL# 2010-00272 
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(0-2011-) 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Ordinance was passed by the Council of the City of San Diego, at 
this meeting of ______ _ 

Approved: _____ _ 
(date) 

Vetoed: ______ _ 
(date) 

ELIZABETH S. MALAND 
City Clerk 

By ________ _ 

Deputy City Clerk 

JERRY SANDERS, Mayor 

JERRY SANDERS, Mayor 
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STRIKEOUT ORDINANCE 

OLD LANGUAGE: STRIKEOUT 
NEW LANGUAGE: UNDERLINE 

ORDINANCE NUMBER 0-______ (NEW SERIES) 

DATE OF FINAL PASSAGE ______ _ 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 15, ARTICLE 6, 
DIVISION 3 OF THE SAN DIEGO MUNICIPAL CODE BY 
AMENDING SECTIONS 156.0304 AND 156.0308, AND TABLE 
156-0308A; AMENDING CHAPTER 15, ARTICLE 7, DIVISION 2 
BY AMENDING SECTION 157.0201; AMENDING CHAPTER 15, 
ARTICLE 11, DIVISION 2 BY AMENDING SECTION 1511.0203; 
AND AMENDING CHAPTER 15, ARTICLE 11, DIVISION 3 BY 
AMENDING SECTION 1511.0301, ALL PERTAINING TO 
DOWNTOWN HOTEL DEVELOPMENT. 

§156.0304 Administration and Permits 

(a) [No change in text.] 

(b) Permit Required -

(0-2011-) 

The following permits are subject to the development review and permit 

procedures in this Article: Centre City Development Permits, Neighborhood 

Use Permits, Conditional Use Permits, Coastal Development Permits, Site 

Development Permits, Planned Development Permits, and Variances. 

(1) through (3) [No change in text.] 

ill Site Development Permit 

A Site Development Permit decided in accordance with Process Four 

is required for development of a hotel or motel with 100 to 200 guest 

rooms except that the CeDe Board shall act in lieu of the Planning 
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(0-2011-) 

Commission. A Site Development Permit decided in accordance with 

Process Five is required for development of a hotel or motel with 

greater than 200 guest rooms except that the CCDC Board shall act in 

lieu of the Planning Commission. 

§156.0308 Base District Use Regulations 

(a) [No change in text.] 

~. 

(b) Previously Conforming Land Uses 

Land uses that were legally established under previous regulations but that do 

not conform to the land use regulations of this Article may continue to exist 

and operate pursuant to Chapter 12, Article 7, Division 1 of the Land 
1" '-"" 

Development Code" with the following exceptions.:. thatill the gross floor 

area of previously con/orming ~es may be expanded up to 100 percent 

through a Neighborhood Use Permit. and (2) expansion or enlargement of 

previously conforming hotels or motels with greater than 100 guest rooms or 

that would result in greater than 100 guest rooms is subject to 

SectioD..156.0304(o)(4l. 

Table 156-030SA: CENTRE CITY PLANNED DISTRICT USE REGULATIONS 
LEGEND: P = Permitted by Right; C = Conditional Use Permit Required; -- = Use Not Permitted; 
L = Limited Use; N = Neighborhood Use Permit Required; S = Site Development Permit Required 
Use Categories/ . Main Street! 

Subcategories 
. 

Commercial 

C NC ER BP ~9 MC RE 19 T9 PC OS CC9 Additional Street!Emp-
Regulations loyment 

Required 
Overlays 

Public [No change in text.] 
ParkIPlaza/Open 
Space through 
Retail Sales [No 
change in text.] 
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(0-2011-) 

Commercial Services 

Animal Grooming 
& Veterinary 
Offices through 
Radio and [No change in text.] 
Television Studios 
[No change in 
textl 
Visitor Accommodations 

Hotels and ~ / p~5 / p~ 1 p~ / p~ 1 p~ / -- / -- / -- / p~ / / p~ /159 Q3Q4(b)(4) / CS,E 
Motels --

Separately [No change in text.] 
Regulated 
Commercial . 
Service Uses 
through Other 
Use .' . 
Requirements, 

. 

Temporary Uses ,-

. 
[No change in ., 
text.] 

Footnotes to Table 156-030SA Il~ ,f 

1 through 4 [No change in text.] 

5 Up te 2()() reelBs peFIBitted. Requires active ground:flo'or uses along street[rontages. 

6 through 12 [No change in text.] 

Table 156-030SB [No change in text.] 

§157.0201 Gaslamp Quarter Approvals and Permits 

(a) [No change in text.] 

(b) Permits 

(1) through (3) [No change in text.] 

(4) Site Development Permit 

(A) through (B) [No change in text.] 

!kJ A Site Development Permit decided in accordance with 

Process Four is required for development of a hotel or motel 

with 100 to 200 guest rooms except that the CCDC Board of 

Directors shall act in lieu of the Planning Commission. A Site 
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(0-2011-) 

Development Permit decided in accordance with Process Five 

is required for development of a hotel or motel with greater 

than 200 guest rooms except that the CCDC Board of 

Directors shall act in lieu of the Planning Commission. 

!Ill Expansion or enlargement of previously conforming hotels or 

motels with greater than 100 guest rooms or that would result 

in greater than 100 guest rooms is subject to Section 

157.020 Hb)( ~)(C)' 

§1511.0203 Conditional Use Permits and Site Development Permits 

(a) through (c) [No change in text.] 

@ A Site Development Permit decided in accordance with Process Four is 

required for development ofa hotel or motel with 100 to 200 guest rooms in 

accordance with Section 112.0507 except that the CCDC Board of Directors 

shall act in lieu ofthe Planning Commission. A Site Development permit 

decided jn accordance with Process Five is required for development of a 

hotel or motel wjth greater than 200 guest rooms in accordance with Section 

112.0509 except that the CCDC Board of Directors shall act in lieu of the 

Planning Commission. 

~ Expansion or enlargement of previously conforming hotels or motels with 

greater than 100 guest rooms or that would result in greater than 100 guest 

rooms is subject to Section 1511 .0203(d)' 
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(0-2011-) 

§1511.0301 Use Classifications for the Marina Planned District 

Use classifications for the Marina Planned District are illustrated geographically in 

Diagram 1511-03A of this Planned District Ordinance. 

(a) through (d) [No change in text.] 

(e) Nonresidential Uses 

HKV:cw 
09117/10 
Or.Dept: CCDC 
PL#20 1 0-00272 

(1) through (3) [No change in text.] 

(4) Mixed HotellResidential Development 

In the area designated Subarea 1 on Diagram 1511-03B of this 

Planned District Ordinance, mixed uses including hotel and 

residential are permitted except that development ora hotel or motel 

with greater than 100 guest rooms is subject to a Site Development 

Permit in accordance with Sections 151 1.0203 (d) and (e). 

(A) through (D) [No change in text.] 

(5) Hotel Subarea 2 

In the area designated Subarea 2 on Diagram 1511-03B, the following 

hotel uses are permitted except that development ora hotel or motel 

with greater than 100 guest rooms is subject to a Site Development 

Permit in accordance with Sections 1511.0203(d) and (e): 

(A) through (C) [No change in text.] 
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ATTACHMENT B 

RESOLUTION NUMBER R- :3 li 6 f 3 ~~ 

DATE OF FINAL PASSAGE OCT 01 2010 

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 

(R-2011-36 REV.) 

SAN DIEGO INITIATING AMENDMENTS TO THE LAND 
DEVELOPMENT CODE AND THE CENTRE CITY, MARINA, 
AND GAS LAMP QUARTER PLANNED DISTRICT 
ORDINANCES. 

WHEREAS, the City Council may initiate changes to the development controls of a 

planned district by resolution pursuant to San Diego Municipal Code section 151.0202; and 

WHEREAS, on May 19,2010, the Land Use and Housing Committee of the City Council 

voted 3-1 to direct the City Attorney to prepare an ordinance that would require a Site 

Development Permit in accordance with Process Four for downtown hotel projects with 100 to 

200 rooms and a Planned Development Permit in accordance with Process Five for hotel projects 

with 200 or more rooms, with the CCDC Board acting in lieu of the Planning Commission; 

WHEREAS, this activity is not a "prpject" and is therefore not subject to the California 

Environmental Quality Act [CEQA] pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15060(c)(3); NOW 

TIlEREFORE, 

BE IT RESOLVED, by the Council of the City of San Diego that initiation of 

amendments to the Land Development Code and the Centre City, Marina, and Gaslamp Quarter 

Planned District Ordinances necessary to require a Site Development Pennit in accordance with 

Process Four for downtown hotel projects with 100 to 200 rooms and to require a Site 

Development Permit in accordance with Process Five for hotel projects with 200 or more.rooms, 

with the CCDC Board acting in lieu of the Planning Commission, is hereby authorized. 
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(R-2011-36 REV.) 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Centre City Development Corporation is 

directed to assist in processing the amendments initiated by this ordinance. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Mayor's Office is requested to assist in 

processing the amendments initiated by this ordinance. 

APPROVED: JAN I. GOLDSMITH, City Attorney 

By PA./Ad1-~ 
Heidi K. Vonblum 
Deputy City Attorney 

HKV:js:cw 
07/06/10 
09120/10 REV. 
Or.Dept: LU&H 
ProLaW# 2010-00272 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was passed by the Council of the City of San 
Diego, at this meeting of SEP 1 4 2010 . 

Approved: ______ _ 
(date) JERRY SANPERS, Mayor 

Vetoed: _______ _ 
(date) JERRY SANDERS, Mayor 

PLEASE NOTE: The Mayor did not sign this resolution within the 
specified time limit. See San Diego Charter Section 280(c)(4). 
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ATTACHMENT C 

REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 
CITY OF SAN DIEGO 

CERTIFICATE NUMBER 
(FOR COMPTROLLER'S USE ONLY) 

TO: FROM (ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT): DATE: 
CITY COUNCIL Council Committees 06/2512010 
SUBJECT: Potential Amendments to the Centre City, Marina, and Gaslamp Quarter Planned District Ordinances 
for the Review of Hotel . ects in the Downtown Plan Area 
PRIMARY CONTACT (NAME, PHONE): SECONDARY CONTACT (NAME, PHONE): 

236-6137 MS10A Brad 533-7115 

Land Use and Housing 
Committee 

JuradoSainz, Diana 8116/2010 

That the City Council consider the issues surrounding the review of hotel projects in the Downtown Community 
Plan area and direct staff to either 1) prepare potential amendments to the Centre City, Gaslamp Quarter, and 
Marina Planned District Ordinances or take no action to initiate amendments. 



STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS: 
Consider alternatives and provide direction. 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS (REFER TO A.R. 3.20 FOR INFORMATION ON COMPLETING THIS SECTION) 
COUNCIL DISTRICT(S): 2 
COMMUNITY AREA(S): Downtown 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT: This activity to initiate amendments to the Downtown PDO is not a "project" 

(State CEQA Guidelines Section 15060(c)(3)). The draft ordinance for the 
Downtown PDO amendments, when prepared, will be subject to CEQA 
review when the specific contents of the ordinance are available for 
environmental assessment. 

CITY CLERK INSTRUCTIONS: 



DATE: 06/25/2010 

COUNCIL ACTION 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY SHEET 

CITY OF SAN DIEGO 

ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT: City Council Committees 
SUBJECT: Potential Amendments to the Centre City, Marina, and Gaslamp Quarter Planned 
District Ordinances for the Review of Hotel Projects in the Downtown Community Plan Area 
COUNCIL DISTRICT(S): 2 
CONTACTIPHONE NUMBER: Stephen HiIV236-6137 MSIOA 

REQUESTED ACTION: 
Initiate Amendments 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Consider alternatives and provide direction. 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF ITEM BACKGROUND: On May 19, 2010 the Land Use and 
Housing Committee voted 3-1 (young, Gloria, Lightner - yea, Faulconer - no) to direct the City 
Attorney to prepare an ordinance that would require a Site Development Permit in accordance 
with Process 4 for downtown hotel projects with 100 to 200 rooms and a Planned Development 
Permit in accordance with Process 5 for hotel projects with 200 or more rooms, with the CCDC 
Board acting in lieu of the Planning Commission. 

The intent of the ordinance is to consider these developments as they impact land use 
considerations such as noise, traffic, air quality and aesthetics, as well as consistency with other 
elements of the General Plan, including the Economic Prosperity Element. The motion also 
requests that the Mayor's office assist in processing these proposed amendments in accordance 
with the City's Municipal Code. 

FISCAL CONSIDERATIONS: None with this action. The processing of potential amendments, 
if initiated, will require the expenditure of approximately $20-$25,000 for the preparation of 
appropriate environmental review documents and public noticing, funds of which are available in 
the FY 2011 Centre City Redevelopment Project Budget. 

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY CONTRACTING INFORMATION (IF APPLICABLE): NIA 

PREVIOUS COUNCIL andlor COMMITTEE ACTION: The Rules Committee referred this 
matter to the Land Use and Housing Committee (LU&H) on July 15,2009. The LU&H 
Committee considered the proposal at its October 21,2009 meeting, accepted public testimony, 
and discussed the proposal to initiate amendments to the land use regulations for downtown hotel 
projects. The Committee voted to continue the item and requested a legal analysis of the 
potential amendments from the City Attorney's office (issued February 5, 2010 and attached) and 
an economic impact analysis from the Office of the Independent Budget Analyst (issued May 19, 
2010) 

On May 12,2010, the LU&H Committee received a revised amendment proposal from the 
attorneys representing Unite Here, a hotel workers union, which requested that Process 4 and 



Process 5 land use entitlement reviews be established for downtown hotels in lieu of the previous 
design review process amendments. After considering more public testimony, the LU&H 
Committee voted 3-1 to take the following action: 

Direct the City Attorney to prepare an ordinance that would require a Site Development Permit 
in accordance with Process 4 for downtown hotel projects with 100 to 200 rooms and a Planned 
Development Permit in accordance with Process 5 for hotel projects with 200 or more rooms, 
with the CCDC Board acting in lieu of the Planning Commission. 

The intent of the ordinance is to consider these developments as they impact land use 
considerations such as noise, traffic, air quality and aesthetics, as well as consistency with other 
elements of the General Plan, including the Economic Prosperity Element. The motion also 
requests that the Mayor's office assist in processing these proposed amendments in accordance 
with the City's Municipal Code. 

COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION AND PUBLIC OUTREACH EFFORTS: On March 17, 
2010, the Centre City Advisory Committee considered the issue and voted unanimously (24-0) to 
recommend that no changes be initiated to the review processes for downtown hotels. 
CCDC staff met with the Chamber of Commerce, the Downtown Partnership, and 
representatives of the labor community to discuss the proposals. 

KEY STAKEHOLDERS AND PROJECTED IMPACTS: the proposed regulations could affect 
landowners and developers interested in the development of new hotels in the downtown 
community planning area, as well as the future workers in any future hotel. 

Hill. Stephen 
Originating Department 



t t t tt Centre City 
'- ,., ~ ~£.. Development 
L.L..L.Ll.- • 
LLLLL Corporation REPORT NO. CCDC-IO-08 

DATE ISSUED: July 21, 20 I 0 

ATTENTION: Council President and City COlIDCil 
Docket of July 27, 2010 

ORIGINATING DEPT.: Centre City Development Corporation 

SUBJECT: Potential Amendments to the Centre City, Marina, and Gaslal11p 
Quarter Planned District Ordinances for the Review of Hotel 
Projects in the Downtov\lJl Community Plan Area 

COUNCIL DISTRICTS: 2 and 8 

REFERENCE: None 

STAFF CONTACT: Brad Richter. Assistant Vice President, Planning 

REQUESTED ACTION: That the City COln1cil ("Council") consider the issues surrounding the 
review of hotel projects iu the Downtown Community Plan area and direct staff to either 1) 
prepare potential amendments to the Centre City, Gaslamp Quarter, and Marina planned district 
ordinances ("PDOs") or 2) take no action to initiate potential amendments. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: That the Council not initiate potential amendments to the 
PDOs for the review of hotel projects in the downtown community planning area 

SUMMARY: The CounciPs Land Use and Housing Committee ("LUH Committee") has 
recommended, by a 3-1 vote, the initiation of amendments to the planned district ordinances 
within the Downtown Community Plan area to amend the review processes for hotel projects. 
Currently, hotel projects are reviewed and approved by Centre City Development Corporation 
through a development pennit and design review process, unless there is Redevelopment Agency 
property or other financial agreement involved. The LUR Committee recommended a Process 4 
review for hotel projects between of at least 100, but less t11an. 200 rooms and a Process 5 review 
for hotels with 200 or more rooms. 

FISCAL CONSIDERATIONS: None with this action. The processing of potential amendments, 
if initiated, will require the expenditure of approximately $20-25,000 for the preparation of 
approptiate environmental review documents.and public noticing. funds of which are available in 
the FY 2011 Centre City Redevelopment Project Budget. 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: If the Cmmcil initiates the review of 
potential amendments, the Planning Commission will hold a public hearing on the proposals and 
will make a recommendation to the Council. 

401 B Street, Suite 400 I San Diego, CA 92101-4298 I Phone 619-235-2200 I Fax 619-236-9148 I www.ccdc.com 
o I'riIotedDllrrcyrlcdp.per 
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CENTRE CITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE (CCAC) RECOMMENDATION: On March 17, 
2010, the CCAC (downtown's officially recognized community planning group) considered the 
issue and voted Wlanimously (24-0) to recommend that 110 changes be initiated to the review 
processes for downtown hotels. 

COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION AND PUBLIC OUTREACH EFFORTS: Staff has met with 
the Chamber of Commerce, the DoWntown Partnership, and representatives of the labor 
community to discuss the proposals. 

BACKGROUND: 

In June. 2009, Council President Ben Hueso and Councilmembet Donna Frye sellt a memo to the 
LUH Committee requesting that it recommend to the City COW1Ci! the initiation of amendments 
to the downtown planned district ordinances (PDOs) to allow hotel projects which contain more 
than 100 rooms to be subject to a higher level of review, with final design review approval by the 
Redevelopment Agency (memo attached). 

Tile LUH Committee considered the proposal at its October 21, 2009 meeting, accepted public 
testimony, and discussed the proposal to initiate amendments to the land use regulations for 
dOVl.'l1town for hotel projects. The Committee voted to continue the item" and requested a legal 
analysis of the potential amendments from the City Attorney's office (issued February S, 2010 
and attached) and an economic impact analysis from the Office of the Independent Budget 
Analyst (issued May 19,2010). 

On May 12,2010. the LUH Committee received a revised amendment proposal from the 
attorneys representing Unite Here, a hotel workers union, which requested that Process 4 and 
Process 5 land use entitlement reviews be established for downtown hotels in lieu of the previous 
design review process amendments. After considering more public testimony, the LUH 
Committee voted 3-1 to take the following action: 

Direct the City Attorney to prepare an ordinance that would require a Site Development 
Pelmit in accordance with Process 4 for downtown hotel projects with 100 to 200 rooms 
and a Planned Development Pennit ill accordance with Process 5 for hotel projects with 
200 or more rooms. with the ecoc (Centre City Development Corporation, or 
"Corporation") Board acting in lieu of the Planning Commission. The intent of the 
ordinance is to consider these developments as they impact land use considerations such 
as noise, traffic, air quality and aesthetics, as well as consistency with other elements of 
the General Plan. including the Economic Prospedty Element. 

Under San Diego :Municipal Code Section 103.0106, amendments to a planned district ordinance 
may be initiated by resolution of the Planning Commission or Council. If the Council initiates 
the proposed amendments, the proposals will be further evaluated by staff, environmental review 
completed, and specific proposals brought before the CCAC, the Corporation Board, the 
Planning Commission, and then to the City Council for final consideration. 
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DISCUSSION: 

In 1992, the Centre City Redevelopment Project Area ("Project Are~') was established, greatly 
expanding and consolidating existing downtown redevelopment efforts. In addition to 
conducting the downtown redevelopment functions for the City of San Diego ("City"), the 
Corporation was also assigned the City's planning and development entitlement responsibilities 
in order to create a "one-stop shop" to expedite development review in coordination with the 
redevelopment effOliS and goals of the Centre City and Horton Plaza redevelopment plans. The 
City adopted the Centre City Community Plan, establishing clear goals aud policies for the 
redevelopment of downtown and adopted the. Centre City PD~, which established an 
administrative review for issuance of Development Pennits in order to expedite project review 
based on specific development standards to provide well-designed, pedestrian-friendly 
developments. In addition, a Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was established for 
the redevelopment project areas which provides for an expedited enviromnental review process 
consistent with the California Environmental QUality Act (CEQA). These actions were taken ill 
order to: 

1. Eliminate blight in the downtown area. 
2. Provide incentives for property owners and developers to participate in the City's 

redevelopment efforts and encourage reinvestment ill the downtown area. 
3. Provide a clear, comprehensive, and public development review process for the 

development community, propelty and business owners, and residents. 
4. Reduce the project review time and eliminate uncertainty which could discourage 

reinvestment in the downtown. 
5. Base land use decisions on sound planning goals and policies by removing politics from 

the process. 

The Agency also sought to ensure that downtown projects achieved a high level of d~ign 
quality, and Agency Resolution 2130 establishes different levels of design review based on the 
size of the project. Resolution 2130 specifically removed the City's Planning Commission from 
the review process in order to expedite the review of development plans. The Corporation Board 
is designated as the Design Review Board for the Centre City Redevelopment Project Area. It is 
the review authority for projects that contain more than 50 dwelling units and commercial 
projects that contain at least 100,000 square feet of gross floor area (GFA). Smaller projects are 
reviewed and approved administratively by Corporation staff. For projects involving Agency 
approval of an agreement or use of Agency funds, the Agency is the final design review approval 
body. These thresholds and procedures were incorporated into the Centre City PD~ in 2006. As 
part of the process, the CCAC makes recommendations on all projects going to the Corporation 
Board for approval. 

CUlTently, the PDOs, similar to the Land Development Code (LDC), permit land uses by "right" 
or by various discretionary use processes under the LDC's Separately Regulated Use clauses of 
the LDC. Hotels and other visjtor accommodations are land uses pennitted by right in all 
downtown land use districts similar to the rest of the City. Separately Regulated Uses, which 
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require higher levels of review, such as the Process 4 or 5 reviews suggested ill the attached 
memo, typically include Homeless Facilities. Correctional Placement Facilities. Transitional 
Housing Facilities, and developments that request deviatiol1s from the adopted development 
standards. These land uses or developments typically have unique characteristics which warrant 
discretionary review processes to ensure they are compatible with surrounding land uses, and can 
have special conditions attached to a permit to ensure they do not adversely impact the 
surrounding neighborhood. 

Consolidation of redevelopment and planning functions and the establishment of the cun~ent 
project review process downtown have resulted ill an expedited development review process that 
bas been cited as a model throughout the state and the country. The July 10,2009 Pelformance 
Audit of the Corporation found that the current review processes "appear to be in line with 
established best practices, including efforts to streamline the design review process". The review 
processes established in 1992 greatly aSsist in downtown redevelopment efforts to eliminate 
blight. attract businesses and development to downtown, and implement the vision, goals and 
policies of the Downtown Community Plan. In addition, it provides a clear and public process 
for downtown residents, business owners aud property owners interested in the implementation 
of the redevelopment and c.ommunity plans for downtown. For projects that require Corporation 
Board approval. there are five public meetings that occur before a project is appl'Oved. 

Requiring additional levels to the review process for hotels in the Downtown Community Plan 
area could have the following impacts: 

1. Increase the review time and costs for hotel development proposals, eliminating the 
efficiency of the current expedited review process. 

2. Introduce new uncertainties in the review process, placing downtown hotels at a 
disadvantage in attracting hotel operators and financial investors. 

3. Create a disadvantage for downtown when compared to other parts of the City. 
4. Discourage hotel development downtown which provides important synergies with the 

Convention Center and Gaslamp Quarter. 
5. Result in the loss of Transit Occupancy Tax revenues anticipated with new hotel 

development. Redevelopment efforts have resulted in more than 9,000 hotel rooms being 
constructed downtown, resulting in approximately $50 million annually in new transient 
occupancy taxes (TOT) for the City's general fund. . 

6. Eliminate potential construction and permanent employment opportunities. 
7. Adversely impact diversity as new conditions could disfavor some small businesses. 
8. Create an additional hurdle to development projects in an already challenged economy. 
9. Adversely affect the redevelopment progI-attl for downtown. 

During the two LUH Committee meetings, testimony from supporters for the proposed 
amendments was almost exclusively focused on the wages and benefits provided to hotel 
workers. It was also discussed that the economic impacts from downtown hotels should be 
evaluated in the context of the City's General Plan Economic Prosperity Element due to the 
substantial incentives provided to downtown hotels in the form of expedited review, lower 
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Development Impact Fees (DIFS), higher densities allowed, and the use of Redevelopment 
Agency funds. In its recommendation to initiate the amendments for greater review of 
downto~n hotel projects, the LUH Committee cited "land use considerations such as noise, 
traffic, air quality and aesthetics, as well as consistency with other elements of the General Plan, 
including the Economic Prosperity Element." 

The land use considerations of hotel projects have been evaluated in the adoption of the 
Downtown Community Plan) the three PDOs for downtown, and the Program EIR for these 
planning documents. Downtown is intended to become a dense, urban mixed~use community 
where very large buildings with a variety of land uses including, but not limited to, residential, 
retail, office, hotel, and schooll.lses can, and cUlTently do) co-exist in close proximity to each 
other. Over the past decade, hotel proposals going through the process have been supported by 
the CCAC and surrowlding neighbors, with very limited concerns expressed about land use 
issues. As evidenced in the LUH Committee meetings, most opposition discussion concerning 
hotels has been concerning the wages and benefits of the workers. 

If, therefore, the Council is seeking to address the wage and benefit issues surrounding hotel 
development the discussion should be based on the Economic Prosperity Element of the General 
Plan. In this chapter, the General Plan discusses that visitor-services industries are expected to 
continue to generate employment growth which is not expected to generate a high. proportion of 
middle-income jobs for San Diego residents. Typically, the average annual salm'Y for employees 
in the visitor service industry is half of the regional average wage, ranking it among the lowest of 
all of the key industries in the San Diego region. Policy EP-l.23 states "Provide business 
incentive programs for private, tourist-related development projects which offer good 
employment opportunities with self-sufficient wages, training, and programs that result in career 
ladders for employees." 

The higher review processes proposed could require an evaluation of compliance with this policy 
if it is found that the City, through its redevelopment programs, does provide business incentive 
programs for downtown hotels and therefore should expect that projects provide self-sufficient 
wages to their employees. Already cited have been a variety of programs or efforts, which can 
be examined as follows: 

1. Expedited Review - downtown does have an expedited review process, but this process 
applies to all projects, not just hotels, and govenunent efficiency through good planning 
efforts should not be viewed as an economic subsidy. 

2. Higher densities - downtown provides the highest densities in the region with the intent of 
accommodating a significant portion of anticipated regional growth, relieving development 
and density pressures on older neighborhoods, rather than as an economic subsidy. 

3. Lower DIPS - the Centre City DIFS were established for the first time in 2005 for fIre 
stations and parks and apply to all development downtown. Hotels are not provided with 
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lower DlFS compared with any other development downtown which could be viewed as an 
economic subsidy. 

4. Use of Agency funds - California Redevelopment Law prol1ibits tax increment funds from 
being used directly for the construction of market rate residential or commercial buildings. 
The Agency has entered into agreements with developers for the development of hotels, such 
as through the sale of Agency OWl1ed land for a project ~cluding hotel uses. In these cases. 
however, the Agency Board (consisting of the City Council members) already must approve 
such agreements for each project so there is an opportunity of including conditions through 
approval of such agreements. 

A key element of the success of the downtown redevelopment program is the certainty of 
established regulations and procedures for new development. The Council has adopted the 
Downtown Community Plan (the most recent comprehensive community plan update in the City) 
and PDOs with very specific development and design criteria in order to assure quality 
development and provide clear direction to potential developers. Theretore, ifthe Co\D1cil 
wishes to address employee> s wages through the land use entitlement process, Corporation staff 
would recommend that specific policy criteria be developed rather than addressing wage issues 
on a project by project basis. The Council's ability to render a land use decision based on 
consistency with the Economic Prosperity Element should rely on objective criteria that is 
universally known and applied consistently, rather tban any particular testimony in support or 
opposition to a particular project. In addition, any finding of consistency with the Economic 
Prosperity Element should be based on specific conditions that may be placed on a project that 
are verifiable and enforceable by the City, rather than any potential private agreements which 
may be negotiated by a developer. The City Council could, instead, establish requirements of all 
hotel projects requesting approvals. For example, tins could include compliance with the City's 
Living Wage Ordinance (cunently $13.20 an hour or $11.00 an hour plus health benefits). 

Environmental Impact - The initiation of potential amendments to the PDOs is not a "proj~t'" 
under the definition set forth in CEQA GUIdelines Section 15378. Therefore, pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section15060(c)(3), the proposed action is not subject to CEQA. Environmental 
review will be conducted for any proposed amendments for consideration by the Council when 
they are brought forward for consideration for adoption. 

CONCLUSION: 

Hotels are a benefit to the downtown community by generating significant business for locally 
owned restaw'ants, retail shops and other businesses, which employ thousands of individuals. 
Hotel guests also create an active street life, which adds vibrancy and safety to the downtown 
neighborhoods. In addition, downtown hotels cun'ently generate in excess of$50 million 
annually to the City's general fund. The creation of additional layers of review could have 
adverse impacts to the goals and policies of the redevelopment program for downtown by 
potentially politicizing land use decisions and discouraging hotel development downtown, which 
is needed for the elimination of blight through economic development, creation of jobs, and 
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support for the important tourist il1dustry downtown. Therefore, staff recommends that the 
Council not initiate any changes to the existing review processes for hotels in the downtown 
area. 

However, if the Council initiates the preparation of amendments to the downtown PDOs, it 
should give clear direction on the criteria that future hotel projects should comply with in order 
to gain approval through new review processes. 

Respectfully submitted, Concurred by: 

Brad Richter 
Assistant Vice President, Planning 

Attaclunents: A - Memo from Council President Ben Hueso and Coul1cilmember Donna Frye 
dated June 22, 2009 

B - Memo from Unite Here! dated June 24, 2009 
C - Redevelopment Agency Resolution 2130 . 
D - Memo to Mayor Sanders and City Councilrriemoo'S from the office of 

CounciImember Todd Gloria dated October' 16, 20,09 . 
E - Report to the Committee on Land Use and Housing from the City Attorney's 

Office dated February 5,2010 . 
F - Report to LUR Committee from Office of the Independent Budget Analyst 

dated May 19,2010 
G - Letter from Schwru:tz, Steinsapir, Dohrmann & Sommers dated May 10,2010 
H - Letter from James Dawe dated May 14, 2010 
r - Economic Impact Study prepared for the Downtown Sall Diego Partnership, 

dated May 2010 
J - Downtown Hotel Benefit and Job Creation Information 

s:lrichler\pdo updales\2009 pdD amendments\2009 hotel review\cDunciiagency report 07271 O,doc 



DATE: 

TO: 

ATTACHlVlENT A 

COUNCIL PRESIDENT BEN RUESO 
COUNC~MEMBERDONNAFRYE 

City of San Diego 

MEMORANDUM 

June 22, 2009 

Honorable City Councilmembers 
Honorable Mayor Jerry Sanders 

_____ .. J 

FROM 

SUBJECT: 

Frederick Mass, Chainnan, Centre City Development co~ . 

Council President Ben Hueso,lli8htb Council Disfrict ~/ 
Councilmember Donna Frye, SixthCouneil DistriC~3 ~ 
Proposed Changes to eeoc 

As the Mayor and Council consider revisions of the City's operating agreements with ceDC, we 
propose the following additional changes to increase transparency and public participation in the 
downtown planning process: 

, _ Broaden the representation and expertise on the CCDe Board beyond development­
related disciplines by expanding the list of professions from which directors may be 
chosen. Candidates should be drawn from a wide range of fields. including connnunity 
development. affordable housing. labor, environmental sustainability or non-profit 
services, among others. 

2. Direct CeDC to prepare and submit a planned district ordinance amendment to be 
considered by the City Council·at a regularly scheduled public hearing within the next 
three months that would require downtown hotel projects of 100 to 200 guest rooms be 
subject to design review by· the CeDe Board in accordance with Process 4 and be 

.. __ ...... - -... - - -_. -_ ... .... ·-·ap~ruaol~n~tH~:A"genby;a'fi(nliat1foterp1OjectSOfmore-ffialftOO· guest'ro'omS"oe 
subject to design review by the Agency in accordance with Process 5. 

These proposed changes. like others under consideration, would help make CCDe more 
responsive and accountable to the City and the public. 

Thauk you for your consideration. 

cc: Andrea Tevl1n, Independent Budget Analyst 

DF/cb 
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LOCAL 30 

TO: Rules, Open Government and Intergovernmental Relations Committee 

FROM: Graham Forbes, Research Analyst UNITE HERE Local 30 

SUBJBCT: Legislative Basis for Expanding Hotel Proj acts Subject to City Council 

Discretionary Review 

DATE: June 24, 2009 

L SUMMARY 

The recommendation that the San Diego City Council direct CeDe to 

prepare a planned district ordinance amendment is intended to begin an extensive 

public process to facilitate a more comprehensive discussion of the social and 

economic impacts that are unique to downtown hotel projects. Downtown hotels 

create hundreds of permanent jobs, impact our transportation networks and social 

service capacities in communities City-wide and provide a crucial municipal funding 

source. The downtown hotel industry is important to everyone in the City of San 

Diego, yet CeDe facilitates a very narrow discussion centered on design and 

architecture. We believe that our City Council should be able to take a 

comprehensive, long-term approach to downtown. hotel development to assure these 

valuable assets further the economic and social goals outlined in our City's General 

Plan to the benefit of all San Diegans. 

ll. LEGISLATIVE BASIS 

• On March 10, 2008, the Council of the City of San Diego adopted a revised 

General Plan; and 

3737 Camino del Rio So., #300 • San Diego, CA 92108 • 619/516-3737. FAX 619/516-1383 
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• The City of San Diego General Plan provides policy guidance and a 

comprehensive "blueprint" for the City of San Diego's growth over the next 

twenty plus years; and 

• The City of San Diego General Plan links economic prosperity goals with land 

use distribution and employment land use decisions; and 

• The City of San Diego General Plan acknowledges that the tourism and visitor 

serving industries provide many of the lo~er wage jobs contributing to an 

inereasingly hourglass economy; and 

• The City of San Diego General Plan acknowledges that the tourism industry, 

bringing in $5.3 billion from visitors in 2000, is the third largest sector~ 

following manufacturing and the military, in San Diego's economy and critical 

to future economic success of the City and the region; and 

• In the City of San Diego downtown is the core of the tourism industry and the 

planning area with the greatest prospect for future tourism related 

development; and 

• The City of San Diego General Plan acknowledges that in 200a the average 

annual salary for employees in the visitor service industry was half of the 

regional wage average, ranking it among the lowest of all of the key industries 

in the San Diego region; and 
. ., 

• The City of San Diego General P1an in~ludes policies intended to improve 

economic prosperity by ensuring that the economy grows fn ways that 

strengthen our industries, retain and create good jobs with self sufficient 

wages, increase average income, and stimulate economic investment in our 

co~tnlities; Bald 

• In March of 2006, the Council of the City of San Diego adopted a Downtown 

Community Plan as part of the City of San Diego General Plan, to implement 

the vision and objectives of the General Plan in the downtown planning area; 

and 

2 



• The Centre City, Gaslamp and Marina Planned District Ordinances contain 

regulations and controls with the intent of implementing the policies olthe 

Downtown Community Plan and the General Plan; and 

3 

• The Centre City Development Corporation's permitting process relies primarily 

on aesthetic and architectural considerations without sufficient attention to 

the broader social and economic impacts associated with commercial tourism 

developments; 

The proposed legislation is requesting that the San Diego City Council: 

• Acknowledge the nexus between economic p;rosperity by the creation of good 

jobs with self .. sufficient wages and land use decisions as outlined in the City of 

San Diego General Plan. 

• Acknowledge the importance of our elected leaders having discretionary 

authority of future hotel prQjects in downtown San Diego to take 

comprehensive view of development with City-wide impacts. 

• Facilitate a broader discussion on hotel projects downtown because of the key 

economic and social impacts to our community ,that are currently not being 

discussed. 

• Direct staff of the Centre City Development Corporation 'to return to the City 

Council with a Planned District Ordinance amendment that would require 

downtown hotel projects of 100 to 200 guest rooms be subject to design review 

by the CCDe Board in accordmce with Process 4 and be appealable to the 

Agency; and that hotel. projects afmore than 200 guest rooms be subject to 

design review by the Agency in accordance with Process 5. 

Thank you for your consideration. 
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LOCAL 30 

TO: Rules, Open Government and Intergovernmental Relations Committee 

FROM: Graham Forbes, Research Analyst UNITE HERE Local 30 

SUBJECT: Legislative Basis for Expanding Hotel Projects Subject to City Council 

Discretionary Review 

DATE: June 24, 2009 

L S'UMMARY 

The recommendation that the San Diego City Council direct ceDC to 

prepare a planned district ordinance amendment is intended to begin an extensive 

public process to facilitate a more comprehensive discussion of the social and 

economic impacts that are unique to downtown hotel projects. Downtown hotels 

create hundreds of perm anent jobs, impact our transportation networks and social 

service capacities in communities City-wide and provide a crucial municipal funding 

source. The downtown hotel industry is important to everyone in the City of San 

Diego, yet CCDC facilitates a very narrow discussion centered on design and 

architecture. 'Ve believe that our City Council should be able to take a 

comprehensive, long-term approach to downtown hotel development to ~ssure these 

valuable assets further the economic and social goals outlined in our CitY's General 

Plan. to the benefit of all San Diegans. 

ll. LEGISLATIVE BASIS 

• On March 10,2008, the Council of the City of San Diego adopted a revised 

General Plan; and 
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• The City of San Diego General Plan provides policy guidance and a 

comprehensive "blueprint" for the City of San Diego's growth over the next 

twenty plus years; and 

• The City of San Diego General Plan links economic prosperity goals with land 

use distribution and employment land use decisions; and 

• The City of San Diego General Plan acknowledges that the tourism and visitor 

serving industries provide many of the lower wage jobs contributing to an 

increasingly hourglass economy; and 

• The City of San Diego General Plan acknowledges that the tourism industry, 

bringing in $5.8 billion from visitors in 2000, is the third largest sector, 

following manufacturing and the military, in San Diego's economy and crltic.a1 

to future economic success of the City and the region; and 

• In the City of San Diego downtown is the core of the tourism industry and the 

planning area with the greatest prospect for future tourism related 

developm.ent; and 

• The City of San Diego General Plan acImowledges that in 2008 the average 

annual salary for employees in the visitor service industry was half olthe 

regional wage average, ranking it among the lowest of alI of the key industries 

in the San Diego region; and 

• The City of San Diego General Plan includes policies intended to improve 

economic prosperity by ensuring that the economy grows in ways that 

strengthen our industries, retain and create good jobs with self sufficient 

wages, increase average incomeJ and stimulate economic investment in our 

communities; and 

• In March of 2006, the Council of the City of San Diego adopted a Downtown 

Community Plan as part of the City of Ban Diego General Plan, to implement 

the vision and objectives of the General Plan in the downtown planning area; 

and 

2 



r 

• The Centre City, GasIamp and Marina Planned District Ordinances contain 

regulations and controls with the intent ofimpleIll:enting the policies aftha 

Downtown Community Plan and the General Planj and 

3 

• The Centre City Development Corporation's permitting process relies primarily 

on aesthetic and architectural considerations. without sufficient attention to 

the broader social and economic impacts associated with commercial tourism 

developments; 

The proposed legislation is requesting that the San Diego City Council: 

• Acknowledg~ the nexus between economic prosperity by the creation of good 

jobs with self-sufficient wages and land use decisions as outlined in the Oif31 of 

San Diego General Plan. 

• Acknowledge the importance of our elected leaders having discretionary 

authority of future hotel projects in downtown San Diego to take 

comprehensive view of development with City-wide impacts. 

• Facilitate a broader discussion on hotel projects downtown because of the key 

economic and social impacts to our community that are cUlTently not being 

discussed. 

• Direct staff of the Centre City Development Corporation to return to the City 

Council with a Planned District Ordinance amendment that would require 

downtown hotel projects of 100 to 200 guest roo~ be subject to design review 

by the ceDe Board in accordance with Process 4 and be appealable to the 

Agency. and that hotel projects of more than 200 guest rooms be subject to 

design review by the Agency in accordance with Process 5. 

Thankyou for your consideration. 
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ATTACHMENT C 

REDEVELOPMEN1' AGENCY OF 

THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO 

RESOLUTION NO. 
2130 

ADOPTED ON . AUG 1 11992 

"i' 
I 
I 

./ 

(RA-93-l.1) 

A RESOLUTION OF THE REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF 
THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO REPLACING USOLUTION 
.NO. 536, DATED MARCH 18, 1980, APPROVING AND 
RATIFYING CENTRE CITY DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION, INC., AS THJJ DESIGN REVIEW SOARD 
FOR CENTRE CI~Y REDEVELOPMENT PROJECTS AND 
'!'HE . PROCEl)'O'RES AND THRESHOLDS FOR lUNIEW AND 
APPROVAL OF. PLANS FOR PRoPOSED DEVELOPMENTS 
AND CONSTRUCTION WrTHIN THE CENTRE CITY 
REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREAS. 

WHE.~S, · the Redevelopment Agency of Th& city of San Diego 

,J . 

. ~.. (the "Agency"), pursuant to the Horton Plaza Redevelopment Plan 

(sections 130 and 520), the Marina Redeve~opment Plan (Section 

100.2.J), the co1um~ia Redevelopment Plan (Section 1ao.l.L)' and 

the Gaslamp Quarter Redevelopment Plan (Sections 422 and 423), 

have established and implemented., design standards with respect to 

the desiqn elements of development proposals within the Horton 

Plaza, Karina; columbia and Gaslamp Quarter Redevelopment Project 

Areas; -and '-
WHEREAS, ~he Agency by Res~lution No. 536, adopted March 18, 

, 

1980, established the centre- City Development Corporation .as the 

design review board for Centre city redevelopm~nt projeots.and 

estab~ished the procedures for review and appr~val of plans for 

propose4 developments and construction within the Centre city 

redevelopment project areas; and 



WHEREAS, on Hay 11, 1992, the Agency and city Council 

approved and adopted the m~rqer and expansion of the Marina, 

columbia and Gaslamp Quarter Redevelopment Project areas into one 

redevelop~ent project area called the centre city Redevelopment 

projeot; and 

WHEREAS, on Hay 11, 1992 ,· the Agency and city council 

approved and adopted the Centre City Planned District Ordinanoe . 
and the Centre city community Plan whioh requlate and guide 

development of land located within the Centre city Redevelopment 

project-area; and 

WHEREAS, ~he Agency desires to eliminate the Planninq 

commission from the Aqency's design review process in order to 

C.' expedite the review of plans within the Centre city r~development 

project areas; and -

WHEREAS, the Agency further desires t9 replace Resolution 

No. 536 with a new resolution establishin9~project thresholds for 

the review and approval of plans for proposed developments and 

construction within "the Centr'e City and Horton Plaza 

Redevelopment projeet areas; ; NOW, THEREFORE, 

BE IT RESOLVED, by the Redevelopment Agenoy of ~he city of 

San Diego, as follows: 

~. That the Centre City Development corporation, Inc. 

("CCDe"), is hereby reaffirlned as the Desiqn Review Board with 

all riqhts, powers, duties, privileges and immunities of such 

Design Review ~oard, as defined in this resolution and otherwise, 

vested in the Board of Directors of CeDC, as they may from time 

to time be appointed and serve. 



'-

2. That basic concept plans and schematic plans for 

proposed developments and construction within the Centre. city and 

Horton Plaza Redevelopment Project areas shall be submitted to 

the Executive·Vice p~esident of CCDC for review and approval in 

accordance with the applicable Redevelopment plan and/or Planned 

District Ordinance. , Further ~eview Of such plans shall be 

required based on the following project thresholds: 

a. projeots r~~esti~9/requirin9 Aqency financial 

assistance, projects governed by either a Disposition and 

Development Aqreement or an Owner participation Agreement, 

and/or projects.requestinq an exception to the Mari~a 

Planned District ordinance shall be reviewed by the 

Executive Vice President of CCDC, the City Architect of The 

City of San Diego and the ceDC Board and reviewed and 

approved by the Redevelopment Agency. 

b. Projects having more than ~OO,OOO square feet or 

more than 50 awellinq units shall be reviewed by the 

EXecutive Vice President of· ceDC and the ci~y Architect, and 

reviewed and approved by the ceoc Board. 

c. Projects having between 50,000 to "100,000 square 

feet or 25 to ~O dwelling units shall be reviewed only by 

the City Ar.chitect and reviewed and approved by the 

Executive Vice President ot CCDe. 

d. Projects having less than 50,000 square feet or 

less than 2S dwe~linq units sn-all be reviewed and approved 

only by the Executive Vice P~esident of ceDC. 

... PAGE 3 OF 5- j 
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3. That all plans and documents such as 50% construction , 

plans, 100% construction plans, specifications, and related 

drawings and documents fo~ proposed developments and construction 

within the centre City and Horton Plaza Redevelopment ~roject 

Areas shall be submitted to the Executiv~ Vice President of CeDe 

for approval. ceDe shall approve. approve with conditions or 

disapprove such plans and documents. 

4." That ceDC decisions with respect to review of such 

plans and documents shall be based upon their compliance with the 

detailed design standardS oontained in: (a) the Centre City 

community Plan; "(b) the applicable Redevelopment Plan; (0) the 

Design Guidelines or other design standards adopted by the Agency 

for the applicable redevelopment project; (d) the Planned 

District Ordinance for the applicable redevelopment project; (e) 

the criteria and ~tandards contained in any Disposition and 

Development Agreement, Owner Participation Agreement or other 

such document approved by the Agency with respect to suoh 

~evelopment or construction; and (f) the basic concept plans and 

schematic plans approved by the agency, the ceDC Board or the 

Executive Vice President of CCDC. 

s. ~hat this resolution is intended to be declaratory of 

the existinq policies, procedures and practices of the Agency 

with respect to the desiqnation of CCOC as the Desiqn Review 

Board and the review and approval of plans by the Aqency, the 
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C· CCDe Soard and the Executive vice President of CeDe and to that 

end all actions ana deoisions heretofore taken in compliance with 

this resolution are approved and ratified •. 

c. 

Co 

APPROVED: JOHN W. WI'rT, General Counsel 

By U~t;:-
Allisyn M; Thomas 
Deputy Counsel 

ALrt:le 
'07/23/92 
Or. Dept:CCDC 
RA-93-11 
Form:ara.t 
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AUG 1 t 19t2 
Passed and adopted bt lh~ Redevelopment AgencyotThe City ol San Diego on ••••••• 0 ..................... " •••• J 

by the following vote~ • 

MembeTS Yeal Naya Not~1 In!ligibl~ 

.Abbe WoUsbeimer 0 0 0 
RonRobens ll2f 0 ~ 0 
John Harller ~ 0 0 
George Stevens 0 0 0 
TomBehr fi 0 0 0 
Valerie Stallings 0 0 0 

Judy McCarty m O. ~ 0 
Bob Filner ~ 0 0 
Olair Ma~ O'Connor 0 0 0 

r ' 
'-.. AUTHENTICATED BY: 

lIUtntEEN O'CONNOll ........ , ....•.........•.•............••.....•••...•....•.••..... 
CbI1r or ehe ~met\t Aatnc:y of 'Ibt CilYol Sa" DCecu. California. 

(SeIII) ca.u.l.IS G. ABDELNOUR ••••••....•........•••.•..•• , ...•...•.• , ....... ~ •...•.•...•••. ,-

~.~ .~~::}~.~:':: 

OElke o[ tbe R£devclopmenl A~nC)'. San Oicgo. California 

:::~:~ .......... ~~~~ ... Aciopled ..... ~V.Q. J. J .1QS2 .. 



\. . 

ATTACHMENT D 

OFFICE OF COUNCIlMEMBER TODD GLORIA 
City of San Diego 

MEMORANDUM 

DATE: October 16, 2009 

TO: Mayor Jerry Sanders 
CIty Councilmembers # 

FROM: CouncilmemberTodd Gloria ~ ~ 
SUBJECT: Proposed Amendments to the Downtown Ptanned District Ordinance 

On July 15. 2009, the City Council's Rules, Open Government and Intergovernmental Relations 
Committee voted unanimously to refer Item 2 proposed in the June 22, 2009, memo from 
CouncJl President Ben Hueso and Councllmember Donna Frye regarding proposed changes to 
Centre City Development Corporatron's (ceDC) development process to the Land Use and 
HousIng Committee. 

As the Mayor and City Councft consIder revIsIons of the CIty's operating agreement with CCDC 
rulQ !is w~. Q.Q.I.!§£tN~.!Y ~~e_~ .t.o J!lcr~a.~~. Qv~r§!9.n~ C?f .C?~~~~ ~~nci~s, Council President Hueso 
and Councllmember Frye specifically requested the foflowing: 

«Direct CeDC to prepare and submit a planned district ordinance amendment to be 
considered by the City Council at a regularly scheduled public healing within the next· 
three months that would requIre downtown hotel projects of 100 to 200 guest rooms be 
subject to design review by the CeDC Board in accordance with Process 4 and be 
appealab[e to the Agency; and that hotel projects of more than 200 guest rooms be 
subject to design review by the Agency In accordance with Process 5." 

[n place of and to accomplish the original memo's intended goal of increased transparency and 
public participation In .the downtown development process, f am proposing the following 
alternative process: 

Direct CeDC to work with Redevelopment Agency General Counsel to begin the 
inItiatIon process for a planned distrfct ordinance amendment that would aHow for a 
"Finality of Actions'" process. This will serve as an appeal process modeled after the 
process already In place· at the San Diego Housing CommiSSion pursuant to Municipal 
Code Section 98.0301 (e). (See page 3 of 4 in San DIego Housing Commission poncy 
No. POOOO.001) 



The proposed "Finality of Actions" process is as follows: 

(1) All actions of the CCDC Board shall be final seven (7) days after action by the Board, 
exceptfor actions oftha Board forwhfch a review by the Redevelopment Agency has 
been requested and except for those actions which require final action by the 
Redevelopment Agency. 

(2) . One or more of the persons set forth below, In the manner set forth below, may elect 
to refer a matter to the Redevelopment.Agency for final action, within seven (7) days 
after the date of the action: 

a. The ceDe Board, by motion. 
b. The Executive Director of the Redevelopment Agency, by notifying the 

Chairperson of the CCDC Board. 
c. Three (3) members of the Clty Council or the City Manager, by written notice 

to the Executive Director. 

(3) If a matter Is referred fa the Redevelopment Agency for final action, the Executive 
Director shall promptly set the matter on the next available agenda of the 
Redevelopment Agency, and the action taken by the C~DC Board shall be advisory. 

This new process would help make CCDC more responsive and accountable to the CHy and 
public. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Attachments: 
1. June 22, 2009 Memo from Councilmember Frye and Council President Hueso 

"Proposed Changes to eCDC" 
2. San Diego Housing CommissIon Policy No. POOOO.001 

cc: Centre City Development Board of Directors 
Community Planners CommIttee 
Independeni'Sudget Ant:lIyst" 

, 
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COUNCIL PRESIDENT BENHUESO 
COUNCILMEMBER DONNA FRYE 

City of San Diego 

MEMORANDUM 

Attachment 1 

DATE,: June 22, 2009 

TO: 

FROM 

. SUBJECT: 

As the Mayor and Council consider revisions oftne City'-s operating agreements with CeDC, we 
propose the following additional changes to increase transparency and publicpmicipation in the 
downtown planning process: 

i. Broaden the representation and expertise on the CCDC Board beyond development­
related disciplines by expru..lding the list of professions ftom which directors may be 
chosen. Candidates should be drawn from a wide range offields, including community 
developm~nt, affordable housing, labQr. envi,:otmlental sustainabillty or non-profit 
~~i.c~, a~lqp'g c:?tQ~. 

2. Direct CCDe to prepare and submit a planned district ordinance-amendment to be 
considered by the City Council at a regulatly scheduled public hearing within the next 
three montbs that would require downtown hote1 proje,cts of 100 to 200 guest rooms be 
.subject to ctesi:gn review by"the CCDe Board in accordance·with Process· 4 and be 
appealable to the Aaency; and that hotel proJects of more than 200 guesfrComs be 
sobject to design review by the Agency in accordance with Process 5. 

Tbe~e proposed changcs, like others under consideration. would help lnake CCDC more 
respOnsive and accountable to the City aDd the public.. 

TIlanIc you for your consideration. 

CC: An.drea Tevlin. Ind.ependent Budget Analyst 

DF/cb 

, . , 



San OIago Housing Commission 

POliCY 

Attachment 2 

Subject: SAN DIEGO HOUSING ~OMMISSION CREAnON: MUNICIPAL CODE SECTIoN 98.0301 

Number: POOOO.001 I Effecttve Date: 12/Sfi8 , Page 1 of 4 

SAN DIEGO MUNICIPAL CODE CHAPTER IX 
Artlcre B Housing 
Division 3 San Drego Housfng CommissIon 

§ 98.0301 San Diago Housing Commi$Sion 

(a) Creation of CommIssion: There Is hereby created a Commission to act as a Housing CommIssion under 
the HOlIsing Authority Law of the State of California. The name of the Commission shan be the San Diego 
Housing Commfsslon. The San Diego HousIng CommissIon is granted an rights, powers and du1les of a 
Housing AuthOrity pursuant to the provisions of the CaJ/fomia Health and Safety Code except those 
expressly retaIned by the Housing Authority of The CIty of San Diego in this sectron, 

(b) DefInitions: As used in this article, the fOllowing definitions apply: 

(1) "City" shalf mean the City of San Drego; 
(2) "City Council" shall mean the City Council of the CIty of San Diego; 
(3) "Commission" shall mean the San DIego HOlJsfng Commission, a public agency created pursuant 

fo State Health and Safety Code; 
(4) "Housing Authority" shall mean the Housing Authority of fle City of San Diego. a stale agency 

created plJrsuant to section 34200 at seq. of the State Health and Safety Code; 
(5) "Mayo'" shall mean the Mayor of the Crty of San Diego; 
(6) "Member' shall mean a member of the San Diego HOUSing Commission; 
('1) "Person of low income" shaH mean a Qroup or family whIch lacks the amount of Income Whfch Is 

necessary as determined by the Housing Authority to enable it without financial assistance to live in 
decent, safe, sanitary dweIRngs without overcrowding. 

(c) rnvestigatory and Advisory -FunctIons of the CommissIon: The investigatory and advisoI)' functions of 
the San Diego Housing CommfssiOn shan include, but not necessarily be limited to, the fonowing; 

Approved by: 

(1) rnvestigafe Hving, dwelling and hoUSing conditions in the City of San Diego and the means and 
methods of improving Sllch condifions; 

(2) Defermlne -wner~f'1fiere'fs a shortage of deceiit. saftf ai'i'B'-sa'hltiiry-dWeflln'g a-eclffflitloallrol'fS' fa/" 
person s of low income. 

(3) Engage in research. studies and experiments on the subject of housing. 
(4) Make recommendations to the Housing Authority for changes or revisIons in pol/etas of the Housing 

Authority. 
(5) Review and recommend revisions to personnel policies and procedures. 

Elizabeth C. Morris, ChIef Executive Officer 

Date 

r 
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San Diego Housing Commission 

POUCY 

Subject: SAN OIEGO.HOUSING COMMISSION CREATION: MUNICIPAL CGDE SECTION 98.0301 

Number: POOOO.001 I Effective D~te; 1215178 -r Page 2 of 4 

(6) Review and recommend action On annual administrative and operating bOOgets. 
(7) Perform such other functions as may be delegated from time to time to the Commission by the 

Housfng Authority. 
(8) RevCew and make recommendations on aU mattelS to come before the Housing Authority plfor to 

ihelr action. except emergen<:y matters and matters which the CommIssion. by resolutron, 
excludes from Commission review and recommendatIon. 

Cd) Admlnrstrat've Functions of the Commission: The admlnistratfve functions of tlie Commission shalf 
include the following: 

(1) Approve plans and specfficatfons, authorize advertisements for bids ana proposals, accept and 
rejoct bids and proposals, and approve expenditures for goods, services. publfc works, land 
clearances. loans, grants, claIms, leases and other Interests In real property. and other contracts 
and agreements; however, the programs, projecls or aotivities for such expenditures shaU have been 
previously approved by the Housing Authority, or the expenditures shall be for Items Included in 
budgets previously approved by the Housing AuthOrity. 

(2) Approve submission of applfcatfons for funds where such applications do not oonstitute e binding 
agreement to accept such funds, if awarded; and approve contracts for the receIpt of such funds If 
the program. project or aotMty for whioh such funds are recefved has been previously approved by 
the HousIng AuthOrity. 

(3) Approve guidelines for the adinrnlsftation of programs previously approved and funded by Housing 
Authority. 

,4) Approve agreements assigning the rights and obRgatJons of a party to a contract wifh the HousIng 
Authority, to a new party. 

(5) Approve conflict of interest cooes prior to adoption by the Housing Authortty. 
(6) Approve lease forms. grievance procedures, occupancy policies, rent and utlllty schedules, tenant 

council agreements and other HUO.requfred documents for the adminIstration of publfc housing and 
rent subsidy programs. 

(7) Act upon such of her matters as the Housing AuthOrity may from time to time delegate by r9Solution 
to the CommIssion. 

(8) NotwithstandIng Section 98.0301(d)(1) through (7). the actions of the Housing Commfssion upon the 
mlfOWlf\·g admlhl~tfVe rhatf~s sh"<itrW stl~nly: 

0) Approval of any proposed acquTsition. sale, or !ease of real property for a term In e)(cess of 
fIVe· (5) years; 

(il) Approval of any development project or rehablfilatlon loan commitment Involving the 
expendilure of more fhan $250,000 by the HO'using Commission; 

(\iI) Approval of any contract for acquisition of goods or services (other than a construction 
contract for a development project) Involving the e}(pendlture of more than $100,000 by the 
Housing Commission; . 

(Iv) The establishment or approval of any maior new policy relaling fo the method of operatTons 
of the HousIng Comm1ssion. 

The recommendation of the HO\.J$lng CommiSSion on these matters shall be referred for final action at the 
neX1 avaUable agenda of the Housfng Authority. By resolution passed by majority vote, the City Councif 
may, at any time. add, delete or othelWise modify the Items on which the Housing Commission Is advisory. 

Notwfthstandlng anything to the contrary in Section 98.0301(d)(8}. Tn circumstances where it.!s notfeasfble 
to obtain review and approval by the Housing Authority on or before the established deadline. the Executive 
Director shall have the authority to execute documents required to be executed by the 



San Diego Houslnll Ccmml$Sion 
POUCY 

Subject: SAN DIEGO HOUSING COMMISSION CRE~TION: MUNJCIPAL CODE SECTION 98.0301 

Number: POOOO.001 I Effective Date~ 1215178 t Page 3 of 4 

United States Department of HousIng and Urban Development ("HU~'1 or other agencies In a tImely manner 
In order to meet any deadlines Imposed by those agencies. In addItion. the Executive Director shall have 
the authortty, without prfor Housing Authority approval, to prepare and submIt appHcatIons for funding In 
support of prognilms consist&nt with tha Housir'~ CommIssion's approved mission end goals. 

(a) Anality of ActIons: 

(1) An actions of the Commission taken pursuant to Sectfon 98.0301{d) shall be ffnal seven (7) days 
after action by the ·Commission, except for actlons of the CommissIon for which a review by ~e 
Housing Authority flas been requested pursuant to Section 98.0301(e) and except for those actrons 
which require final action by the H,ouslng Authority plJI'suant to Section (d)(1 )(8). 

(2) One or more of the persons set forth below. in the manner set forth below. may elect to refer a 
matter to the Housing Authority for final action. within seven (7) days after the date of the action: 
a. The Commission, by motion. 
b. The Executive Dfrector of the Housing AuthOrity. by notifyjng the Chairperson' of the 

Commission. 
c. Thiee (3) members of the City C~uncil or the City Mananer. by written notice to the 

executive Oiracfor. 
(3) If a matter is. referred to the Housing Authority for final action, the Execulfve Director shall prompfly 

set the matter on the next avaIlable agenda of the Housing Authority, and the action taken by the 
Commission shall be advisory. 

(1) Appointmen~ of Commis~don Members. The Commission shan consist of seven <n members who shall 
be appofnted by the Mayor with the approval of the City Council. Four members shall constitute a quorum 
and the affirmative vote of four members shall be necessary for any action by the Commission. 

(9) 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Two (2) commissioners appoInted pursuant to thrs seetlon shall be tenants of housing authority 
units. At least one (1) commissIoner so appointed shall be over 62 years of age. 
The term of office of each member shall be (our (4) years, except that the terms of office of the two 
(2) members who are tenants of Housin,g AuthOrity units shaH be two (2) years and as set forth in 
SectIon 34272 of the Health and Safety Code of the State of California. 
Va~nc:td!f "olfCUrfi11'g' 'dlTtinrf"a tm'ttr ~an -ttl!!· 'f!lre:oRrf'tI'ie lrrni"ip~,e-mf WtlW'Ml!ym- wTtn th'e 
approval of the City Council. A member shall hold office until his successor has been appointed 
and qualified. 
Each member shall recei\le as compensation the sum of FJfiy Dollars ($50.00) for each Commlssfon 
meeting attended: provIded that the total compensation for each member shaR not excoed One 
Hundred Dollars ($100.00) in any one month. In addition. each member shall racelve necessary 
travel and subsistence expenses incurred Tn the discharge of hIs duties. Any member may waive 
compensatIon by filing a written waiver of eompensallon form with the Executive Director. 
For inefficiency, negl~t of duty, or misconduct in office, a member may be removed upon the 
affirmative vote of a majority of the members of the City Council. 

Organization of the Commfssforl! At Its first meeting the CommIssion shaD ·determine the time, pface 
and frequency of fts meetings. The Commission may adopt rules of procedure tor tha conduct of ~s 
bustness and may do any other thing, necessary or proper to carry out its fUnctions. 

r 
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San DIego !-busing Commission 
POlley 

Subject: SAN DIEGO HOUSrNG COMMISSION CREATION; MUNICIPAL CODe SECTIOtol98.0301 

Number; POOOO.001 I Effective Date: 12Jfff78 -r Page 4 of 4 

(h) Indltmnlflcation of Members: To the fullest extent that CommIssion would ifself be permltfed by law, and 
to !he extent that Insurance and other resources available to Commission are inadequate, CIty shall 
indemnify members of the Commission. including former members, against al expenses, judgments, fines, 
settlements and other amounts actually and reasonably incurred by them In connection with any threatened, 
pendIng or completed action or proceeding, whether civil or admlnfstratil/e. Expenses shall include, withouf 
limifation, attorney's fees and any expenses of esfablishing a right to indemnification. 

City shalt. where. indemnificatiOn Is warranted as provided above, advance expenses incurred by a member in 
defending any such proceeding, before finel dlsposifbn thereof, on receipt by City of an undertaking on behalf of that 
member that the advance will be tepald unless it Is ultimately determIned that !he member is anflfJed 10 be 
indemnified by City for those expenses. 

(Ord Sed/on 98.29. added 12/3/68 by 0.9925 N.S.) 
(Amended 10121/69 by 0-10160 N.S.) 
(Amended 4121fla by ()"10272 N.S.) 
(Amended 3124176 by 0-11817 N.S.) 
(Amended 3/20178 by 0-12319 N.S.) 
(Amended 1215/78 by 0-1.2.515 N.S., tItle changed to San Diego Housfng Commfsslon) 
(Amended 8/6/84 by 0-16256 N.S.) 
(Amended and renumbered 9/30185 by 0-16511 N.S.) 
(Amended 10/6/86 by 0-16721 N.S.) 
(Amended 9-8-87 by 0-16935 N.S.) 
(Amended 1-31·94 by 0-18030 N.S.) 
(Amended 4-25·94 by 0-18062 N.S.) 



1 

MARY]O LANZAFAMS 
ASSISTANT CITY Al'rORNEY 

HEIDI VONBLUM 
DEPtrrY ,CITY ATIORNEY ' . 

!\r~~~I!~N1.'~E I 
OPFICEOF 

THE CITY AITORNEY 
CITY OF SAN DIE.GO 

JAN L GOLDSWTH 

February 5.~ 2010 . 

REPoaT TO THE Cb.:MMITTEE ON LAND USE AND HOUSING 

CIVIL ADV'ISORY.DMSION 

1200 ntIRD AVENUE; Sf.!ITE 1620 

SAN OlEJO, CALIFO;RNlA 91J{)l.-4J18 

TELEPHONE (619.>' ~6.6220 

PAX(619) l36-1,ilS 

PROPOSED CENTRE CIlY PLANNED DIS,TRlCT ORDINANCE AlviE~I)MENTS 
CONCERNING';aOTEL DEVELOPMENTDE'SIGN REVIEW. 

INTRODUCTION 

On. October 21,2009, the Land USe and Housing Committee [Committee] discussed 
CoUJicilmeiilber Frye's and Council President Hueso's request to amend the Centre City Planned 
.District Ordinance [Centre City PDO] to su'Qj'ect downtown hotel projects c.onsiSting of 100 to 
200 ~ptel gue~t rooms to design review by the Centre City Development Corporation [CeDe] 
Board in accordance' with Process Four and appealable to'the Redevelopment Agency, .and to 
subJect hotel projects consisting oi200 .or more hotel ·guest rO'OInS to design: review by the 
Agenc.y in. accordance with Process :Five. At th.~ Octo her· 21, 2009 hearing, the Committee 
directed the City A.tto~ey's Offic~ to provide a legal analysis 'ofthe proposal and to prepare an 
ordinance. for consideration. The requested draft ordinance is included in this Report as 
Atta:clunent A. In 'addition, Counc:ihnember Lightner discussed the possibility of extending the 
applicability of the proposed amendments to include .ali dey~lopment - not just hotel 
development - in the downtown area. ' 

For the reasons· set forth in more detail in this Report, we conclude that the Centre City 
PDO may. be amended, as requested, provided that there is' a rational basis for reqiliring Ii higher 
level of design review for 'hotel developmen~, However? such. an amendillent would be less 
h1cely to be sllbject to a-legal challenge if the propOsed a.m.endDlent was extended to apply to. all 
downtown development. In considering the proposed amendments, this Office cautions thahhe 
purpose of the proposed design review regulations must be founo-cd upon an appropriate use of 
the City~s police powers. . 

,BACKGROUND 

Under. the Centre City PD~, hotels are p'ennitted by right in most downtown. 'Zoning 
districts. S'an Diego Municipal Code [SDMC] § 156.0308, Table 0308~A. However, a Centre 
City Development Permit is required for projects involving construction of 1,000 square feet or 
more of grass floor area.notwitbin an existing stmotw-e. SDMC § 156~0303(b)(1). Centre City 
Development Permits are issued by the CCDe president. However, the CeDC Pr~ident may not 
issue Ce:Qtre Cjty Development Permits until all requiI:ed design review approval has been 
obtained. SDMG § 156.0303(e)(1)(A). CUrrently, the·CCDC.Presidentconducts design review 
for projects that propose less than 100,000 square feet of gross floor area and/or less than 50 

: . 
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dwelling units. SDMC § 136.0303(e)(1)(B)(i). For projects proposing at least 100.000· square 
feet of gross floor area .and/or at least. SO dwelling llIrits, the Centre City Advisory Committee 
[CCAC] reviews ~d makes a recottinlendation to the CCDG-Board, \vmch ultimately is 
responsible for the design review of the project. SDMC § 156.0303(e)(1)(B)(u); Finally, where a 
project requires Redevelopment Agency review and approval for any form of agreement or 
financial assistance~ the Redevelop.m:ent Agency has final deSign. review appr<i>val authority for 
~ch projects. SOMe § fS6.0303(e)(l)(B)(iii). 

On June 24~ 2009, Local 30 of Unite Here [Unite Here] submitted a letter to the Rules. 
Open Government and Intergovenu:nental Relatibns Committee· of the San Diego City Counc.il. 
This letter proposed l'!ll amendment to the Centre City PD~ that would.sUbject 100 to 200 hotel 
guest room proje.cts to design review b)"the CCDC Board ;,n aeco.roance with Process Four and 
he appealable to the Redevelopment Agency, -and that would SUbject 200 or more hotel guest 
room projects to design review by the Redevelopment Agency in ·accordance with Process Five, 
Unite Here's letter asserts that such amendments woUld ~'facmtate a more comprehensive 
discussion o.fthe SQcial and economic iinpacts that arellllique to downtown hotet"projects." 

Ris unclear what proponents of the proposed atnendnient mean. by the terms '111 
acccird~ with Proce~- Fow;" and "in_ accordance ~th -Proc~s Five>' The. current Centre City 
PDO does not define Process Four and Five and only references these processes in the sense -that 
CeDe is required to adminjster Process Two, Tbt~ Four, -and Five-applications in accordan~ 
With Chapter 12, Article 6 of the San Diego Municipal Code [Municipal Code]. Chapter 11, 
_Article- 2. Division 5 ofth~ Muni.cjpal Co.de describes the discretio.nary decisiorunaking 
processes. Process Two and Pro.cess Three decisions are staff.. fevel and hearing. officer, 
respectively, appealable to the Planning Connpission. SDMC § § 112.0504,.112.0506. Process 
Foil!' decisions ·are made by the-PIaimiIl-g Commission and may be appealed to the City Council. 
SDMe §§112.0S07, 112,0508. For Process Five decisions, the Planning Conmrission generally 
makes a recommend~tion to the City Council, which then approves, conditionally approves, or 
denies the application. SDMC § 112.0509. 

Under the Centre City PD~, in Iieq of the Planning Commission, the CCDC Board heats 
Process Two and Th:ree Appeals. SDMC § 156.0303(c). Proce'ss Four and Process Five decisions 
are not speci;ficalIy defined. or discussed within the Centre City PDO. Therefore, the' above­
discu,ssed Citywide regulatory process· would apply. As such, the proposed amendment does not 
correspond with the existing regu1~tory process under the Municipal Code. The existing Centre 
City PD~ requires design review by the Redevelopment Agency for projects that require 
Redevelopment Agency (a separate legal entity) review and approval for any form of agreement 
or financial assistance. However, where Redevelopment Ag~cy review and approval is not 
otherwise required, the City Coup.cil, rather than the Redevelopment Agency, would have 
jurisdiction over such land use matters. Therefore, for purposes of this discussion, it is a_ssnmed 
that the proponents oftbeproposed amendment simply intend that 100 to 200 guest-room hotel 

. projects be subject to design review by the CeDe Board with a right of appeal to the City 
Council, and that 200 or more guest roo:m l10tel pro.jects be_ subject to. design review by th-e City 
Council. . 

Additionally, at the October 21, 2009 Committee hearing, Co.uncilmember Lightner 
mentioned. that. she would like to consider expanding the proposed amendment-to apply not oilly 
to hotel development but to all development that faIls within the criteria set forth in 



· l 

THE COMMITTEE ON 
LAl'ID USE AND HOUSING 

~J- . Bebruary5, 2010 

Redevelopm~t Agency Resolution. 2130, wlrich requires design review and ·app.roval by the 
CCDC Board fot projects proposing more than 100,000 square teet or 50 dwelling 'uili:tS. 

DISCUSSION 

The issue is whether the proposed amendment - to subject projects c.orisisting of 100-to 
200 hotel guest rooms to deSign review 'by the CeDe Board with a right of appeal to the City 
COuncil, and- pr~jects CQn$isting of more than 200 hotel guest rooms to design review by the City 
Council -'is legally pennis.sible. . 

A. A City's Use of Its Police Power Includes Aesthetic Regulations 

The City may use its p~li~_powerto prom9te, the publi~'~ health, safety, and welfare7 

which includes aesthetics and other quality ofli.f'e concerns. Penn- C.~ntral Transportation Co. v. 
New York City, 438 U.S. 104 (i.978). Design review refers to the process by which cities and 
counties consider the proposed design of buildings and other developments, and then issue.{Ul 
approval or denial for that proposal. 1 Adam U. Lindgren- et aI., CalifornJa Ltmd USe Practice 
455 (Continuing Education of the Bar 2009). Design review is a legitimate exercise of the local 
police power. Briggs v. -City of Rolling Hitls- Estates,. 40 Cal. App. 4th 637 (1995). Therefore, 
amending the Centre city PDo to subj~ct development to design review would be within the 
City's police powers . 

.B. Aesthetic'Regulations Must Be Rationally Related to a Legitimate 
Government Interest 

The Fourteenth Amendment Equal Protection Clause of the United States Constitution 
proVides that no state shall "deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal protection of the. 
laws.'> U.S. Const.t amend. XIV, §1. When no suspect class or fulldamental right is involved, an 
action will be upheld Oll equ&l protection grounds so long, as the action is rationaJly related to a 
legi'tirQate government interest. City of New Orleans v. Dukes'j 427 U.S. 297, 303 (1976); 
Christensen v. Yolo County Bd o/Supervisors, 995 F.2d 161, 165 (9th Cit. 1993). Legislative 
acts· that are subject to the rational rel~tionship test are presumed valid, and such a presumption 
is overcome only by a "clear showing of arbit:rariness and irrationality." Kawaoka v. City of 
Arroyo Grande, 17F.3d 1227., 1234 (9th Cir. 1994) (quoting.Hodelv.. Indiana~452-U.S. 314, 
331-32 (l981)). 

A court will not strike down an otherwise constitutional s_tatute on the basis of an alleged 
illicit legislative motive. Wal-Mart Stores, In.c. v. City o/Turlock, 483 F. Supt>. 2d 987, 1009 
(B.D. Cal 2006) (citing Int'/ Paper Co. 11. Town of Jay} 92a F.2d 480,485 (lst Cir. 1991)). 
However, even with a rational basis, an equalprotection challenge can be based on· a claim that 
the proffered rationale for the action is'pretextualifthere is evidence that the City's asserted 
rationale ls-pretextual. See Squaw Valley Dev. Co. v. Goldberg, 375 F.3d 936, 945 (9th Cir 
2004); Lockary i/. Kayfetz, 917 F,2d 1150, 1155 (9th Cir. 1990) .. 

The proposed ·amendment would subject hotel develqpment to a greater level of design 
review than other similar development, in tha~ hotel development would be subject to appeal to 
or approval by the City Council. To prevail 011 an equal protection claim~ the record must contain 
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information that the heightened level of design review is rafi6na!ly relaUld to a legitimate 
gover.Qlllent int~est, su.ch as :aesthetics· or ·other qualjty ofIife concerns. 

To strengthen the defensibility of an equal protection challenge,? the City Council may 
wish to consider ~xtending the proposed amenilment to apply to all deVelopment greater th,::m, 
100,000 squart: feet of gross floor area and/or 50' dwelling units .. This suggestion is co~~istent 
with the connnellts by Councilmember Lightner at the October 11, 2009 Committe~.hearing. 
Under this option, an development .greater than 10"0,000 square feet and/or 50 dwelling units 
would be subJect to design. review by the cent' Board with, an appeal to the Ci~ Council. Any . . 
potential equal prot~o.n. challenge to the ordinance WOuld likely be eliminated becaus~ the 
higher leVel of design review would be imposed on ~l development over a certain size. 
Howevet, a rational basis for the legislation still would need to be inplud~ in the. record. 

While the bigh.er level of design review w6uId apply to larger developments (more than 
100,000 square feet andlor 50 dwelling units) and not to smaller developments, a ;rational basis to 
support that distinotion could easily be made as larger buildings tend to. have greater .adverse 
effects on the aesth~tic qualify and visual character .of the conlln1J1lity. Therefore, an alternative 
to more 'broa4ly regulat~ larger developments within the Centre Ciqr is shown in Attachment B. 

We cautio~ however, that while a city·may use its police power, such as design review, 
to regulate private activity·to promo.te the public health, safety,· and welfare, it is inappropriate to 
use the design review context to address other non-design r&ateci: concerns. See p"ienas of D(ZVis 
v. City of Davis, 83 Cal., App. 4th 1004,1012-1013 (2000); 1 Adatn. U. Lindgren et al., 
Cq.iijorn.ia Land Use Practice 461 (Continuing Education of the Bar 2009). Based on th~ 
assUmptions discussed above anc;l so long as the record contains ·a factual basis of the City 
Cowell's intention to promote the public's health, safety, and welfare, the Centre City PDO 
could be aplended as shown. in Attachment A. 

CONCLUSION 

The Centre City PDQ may be amended as reqtlested provided that a rational basis is set· 
forth for requiring a 'higher level of design review for hotel developments that i.s related. to 
aesthetic regulation. However, the amenclment ~.i1tained in Attachment B requiring all large­
scale downtovvn rleveI9pment to be subject to a higher level of design review, would strengthen 
the City's position if challenged .. 

liKV:js 
. Attacbment 

RC-2009-32 

JAN 1. GOLDSMfrH 

City A7Jme~ /, I' /J 

BYl~~ 
Heidi lc VonblUll;l 
Deputy City Attorney 



ATTACHMENT "A" 
DRAFr ORDINANCE 

§156.0303 Admmj~tration and Permits 

(e) Centre c;.tyDevelopment permit Proqess 

(1) Review Procedures. Centre City Development Permits shall be subject to 
the following rules: 

(A) [No change.] 

(B) Design Review. 1'4e Centre City Development. Corporation shall 
serve as the Design RlWiew board for centre City projects~ subject 
to the following thresholds aria procedures for review and approval 
of such proj.ects. 

(i) 

(ii) 

(iii) 

·(jv) 

[No change.] 

Projects containing 1 00,000 square feet ofGFA and/or 50 
dwelling ynits or gJ:eater or containing 100 to 200 hotel 
guest rooms $hall -be reviewed and approved by the CCDe 
Board of Directors. The Centre City Advisory ColJlI;D.ittee 
(CCAC), or other designated community planning grouP. 
shall also review the. project and_make a recommendation 
to the Board. For projects coIiSisting of 100 to 200 hotel 
guest rOOIns, the decision of the cene Board of Directors 
shall be app~al_able to the City Council. 

Projects that requjre-.Redevelopment Agency review apd 
approval for any foIm. of agreement or financial assistance 
shall alscfbe' reviewed and approved by the Redevelopm~t 
Agency, which shall have the final D~ign. Review approval 
authority for such projects. 

Projects consisting of more than 200 hotel guest rooms 
shall also be reviewed and approved by the City Council, 
which shall have the final Design Review approval 
authority for such projects. 



A1TACHME~'T "B" 
DRAFT OIIDINANCE 

§156.0303 Administration and Permits 

(~) Centre City Development Permit Process· 

(1) Review Proeedutes. Centre City Developnumt Permits shall be subject. to 
the following rules: 

(A) [No change.] 

(B) Design Revfew. The Centre City Development Corporation shall 
serve as the Design Review board for Cen1re City projects, subject 
to the following thresholds and procedures for review and approval 
.of such ptojec~. 

(i) [No change.] 

(ii) Projects containing 100,000 square feet of GFA and/or 50 
dwelling units or greater shall be reviewed and approvexi by 
the CCnCBoard of Directors. The Centre City Advisory, 
Committee (CCAC), or other designated community 
,planning gtoUp, shall also review the project and ma:k:e t;l 

recommendation to the Board. The decision of the eeDe 
Board of Directors shall be appealable to the City Council. 

(iii) [No change. J 



ATTACHMENTF 

OFFICE· OF THE INDEPENDENT BUDGET ANALYST REPORT 

Date Issued:· May 14, 2010 

Land Use & Housing Committee Meeting: May 19,2010 

Item Number: 8 

IBA Report Number: 10-42 

Proposed Amendments to the Downtown 
Planned District Ordinances 

OVERVIEW 

On October 21,2009 the Land Use and HoUsing Committee discussed a proposal to 
amend the Centre City, Marina and GBslamp ("Downtown") Planned District Ordinances. 
The proposed amendments, originally presented in a June 22. 2009 memorandum from 
Councd President Hueso and Councilmember Frye, would require that downtown hotel 
projects with ] 00 to 200 rooms be subject to design review by the Centre City 
Development Corporation Board (CeDC) i~ accordance with a Process 4 review 
(Planning Commission approval, with appeal t~ the City Council), and that hotel projects 
with more than 200 guest rooms be subject to design review by the Agency in accordance 
with a Process 5 review (City COWlcil approval). 

At the LU&H meeting on.October 21 st, the issue was referred to· the City Attorney's 
Office for legal analysis, and to the IBA with direction to analyze the economic impacts 
to development downtown, as well as the impact to workers downtown. Subsequent to 
~e LU&H meeting. an alternative proposal was issued in a February 5, 20 I 0 letter to 
Councilmember Gloria from the Counsel to UNITE HERE Loc~1 30~ a labor union 
representing workers in the hotel and other industries. The alternative proposal moves 
away from design review, and instead focuses on the issuance of Centre City 
Development Penn its for hotel projects·. Under the alternative proposal, issuance of a 
Centre City Development Pennit for hotel projects with 100 to 200 guest rooms would be 
subject to a Process 4 review, while a Process 5 review would be required for hotel 
projects with more than 200 rooms. This alternative proposal will ,be considered by the 
LU&H Committee on May 19, 2010. 



FISCAL/POLICY DISCUSSION' 

The Centre City Planned District Ordinance (PDO) was adopted in 1992 along with the 
expansion and consolidation of downtown redevelopment project areas. The PD~ was 
created in order to provide specific development regulations for the downtown area. and 
to establish an administrative review process for issuance of development pennits in 
order to expedite the review process. The Centre City Development Corporation 
(CCDC) is charged with administering the PD~ to implement and ensure compliance 
with the Downtown Community Plan. 

The Centre City PD~ also established review procedures for required development 
permits, including a Centre City Development Pennit, Neighborhood Use Pennit, 
Conditional Use Pennit, Coastal Development Penn it, Site Development Pennit and 
Variance. While. most of these permits are administered by ~CDC in accordance with 
Chapter J 2, Article 6 of the Land Development Code, separate procedures are' established 
for the Centre City Development Permit. 

Section IS6.0303(b)(1) of the Centre City PD~ stipulates that a Centre City 
Development Pennit shaH be required for all new construction involving 1,000 square 
feet or more of Gross Floor Area nC?t within an" existing structure. The CCDC President 
may approve the Centre City Development Perinit pursuant to a Process I (ministerial) 
review, subject to design review approval. A pemiit will only be granted if the project 
found to be consistent with the Downtown Community Plan, Centre City Redevelopment 
Plan, the Centre City PD~, and other applicable plans and regulations. 

The proposal currently under consideration would amend the Centre City POO to require 
that hotel projects with 100 to 200" guest rooms be subject to a Process 4 review as 
defined in Municipal Code §112.0507 and §112.0S08, and that hQtel projects with more 
than 200 guest rooms be subject to a Process 5 revieW as defined in M\Ul.icipal Code 
§112.0509. Under a Process 4 review, a pennit application may be ~pproved. 
conditionally approved, or denied by the Planning Commission, with appe81 to' the City 
Council. Under a Process 5 review, penn it appJicationS" are decided upon by the City 
Council. 

Overall, the economic impact of the proposed amendment on ~owntown· development 
and downtown workers cannot be adequately detennined because the le~slative intent of 
the proposal is unclear. In general, anything that increases costs, lengthe~s the timeline 
for review, or increases uncertainty in the pennit approval process could have a negative 
impact on development. On face value. the proposed amendment would simply require a 
heightened level of review and approval for certain. downtown hotel projects: According 
to CCDe, a Process 4 application may take four to six weeks longer than an 
administrative review process, while a Process 5 application may take up to three months 
longer. This delay would lengthen the approval process, but would" not seem to cr.eate a: 
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prohibitive delay for potential development projects. However. increased uncertainty 
with respect to the' ultimate outcome of this heightened review process is likely to have a 
more signifiCant impact on development. 

Furthennore. without clarification of the policy goals and intended outcomes. it is not 
possible to determine the economic impact that the propOsed amendment would ,have on 
downtown workers. Possible outcomes that could· benefit workers might be higher wages 
Of increased employment opportunities. However, such economic impacts can only be 
detennined ifpolicy goaJs and intended outcomes are more clearly defined .. 

Proponents from UNITE HERE have stated that the goal of this amendment is to provide 
for a more thorough discussion of the economic impacts, of hotel development, 
particularly with respect to the creation of low-wage jobs. The Center for Policy 
Initiatives (CPI) has echoed this sentimentj and both proponents have cited the Economic 
Prosperity Element of the General Plan; which includes the goal of retaining and creating 
good jobs with self-sufficient wages. According to the General Plan, the average annual. 
salary for employees in the visitor service industry is half of the regional average wage, 
ranking it among the lowest of all the key industries in the, San Diego region J • 

Average Annuallndustry Wages, San' Diego Region. 2008 

, 
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I It has been argued that annual compensation data is misleading because it may not includ~ income from, 
tips and' ~tuities7 or recognize the part time or sea69~ natm:~'ofmany jobs in the Leisur~ and Hospitality 
industry; See National University System InstitUte for' Policy Research, "Value and C.ontributions ofSa~r 
OiegQ's Visitor Industry," October 200i 
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While the General Plan notes that the success of the visftor industry has resulted in an 
increased percentage of relatively low-wage employees in the City, it also recognizes the 
importance oftourism and the visitor;.s~rvice industry to the region's ~conomy~ As stated 
in the Economic Prosperity Element, "the. visitor-services industry contributes to the 
diversity and stability of the local" economy, including its ability to maintain a relatively 
low lll1employment rate and generate fiscal revenue." 

Indeed, tourism plays a critical role in San Diego's regional economy. According to the 
San Diego Convention and Visitor's BUreau, in 2008 approximately 31.1 million visitors 
traveled to the San Diego region, with nearly 15.2 million being overnight visitors. 
Direct visitor spending in 2008 was an-estimated $7.9 billion, resulting in a total 
estimated economic impact of $18.1 billion, or approximately 10.7 percent of gross 
domestic product for the San Diego region. 

In addition, tourism is a primary employment driver in the region. According to data 
fr-om the California Employment Development Department (EDD), in 2009 the Leisure 
and Hospitality sector generated an estimated 155,200 jobs in the San Diego region, 
accounting for approximately 12.5% of total industry employment. While total jobs in 
the Leisure and' Hospitality sector declined from an estimated 164,000 in 2008, the· long­
run trend has· reflected a general increase in Leisure and Ilospitality employment" both in 
absolute numbers and as a percentage of total regional payroll employment. this is 
reflected in the table below. 

Leisure and Hospitality Payroll Employment, San Diego Region 
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The creation oflow-wagejobs is a significant cbaJlenge to the City's economic 
development goals, and an issue that warrants more comprehensive discussion. 
However, also we believe that this discussion would be mo,e approp,;ate within the, 
context of a city-wide econlllt'/c development strategy, not,on a project-by-project Hsis. 
Absent more specific policies and regulations designed to implement the City's economic 
development goals. we are concerned that prospective developers would be subject to 
vague penni tting requirements and a high degree of uncertainty in the approval process. 

Furthennore, it is unclear what findings or decisions could be made on a project-by­
project basis that would benefit downtown hotel workers. One possible outcome of the 
proposed amendment may be a requirement to use either Project Labor Agreements 
(PLAs) for hotel construction, or unionized labor for hotel operation. Without such an 
outcome, it is difficult to see how hotel workers would otherwise benefit from the 
proposed amendment. 

Issues related to the use of PLAs, unionized labor, or even living wage ordinances are 
complex and diverse, and beyond the scope of this report There is extensive academic 
literature on the economic impact of these issues, covering a variety of topics from 
numerous perspectives. These studies generally lack. consensus, and often result in 
contradictory findings . Ultimately, ifthe legisl'ative intent is to provide higher wages for 
Jow income workers - whether through PLAs, unionized Jabor or some other mechanism 
- we believe that it would be more appropriate to id~ntify and propose such an initiative 
directly. This wouJd allow the economic impacts of a 'specific proposal to be more 
thoroughly investigated, and for such a proposal to be evaluated on its merits. 

FinaUy. the proposed amendment would provide the Council greater oversight and 
control over downtown development projects, which is certainly within the Council's 
purview. However. we would offer a few observations with respect to this outcome. 

First, the Cjty Council (and Redevelopment Agency) recently adopted revised Operating 
Agreements and Bylaws for CeDC and the Southeastern Economic Development 
Corporation (SEDe) in an effort to strengthen oversight and accountability of the two 
nonprofit redevelopment corporations. These governing documents were ratified by the 
CeDe Board on April 14,2010, and by the SEDC Board on April 28, 2010. Given that 
these revised governing documents have only very recently been adopted, we would 
advise that sufficient time he granted in order to gauge their effectiveness before new 
measures are implemented. 

Second, it is unclear why concern with greater oversight and control would be specific to 
downtown hotels. Other development projects such as office buildings and multi-family 
residential complexes have similar land use and development characteristics, and would 
continue to be pennitted by right in most downtown land use districts. Furthennore, 
outside of downtown, hotel development would continue to be pennitted by right in 
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several zoning classifications, such as Commercial-Visitor (CV), Comme~ial-Regional 
(CR)," Commercial-Community (CC), and Residential-Multi Unit (RM). Provided that 
hotel projectS" within these zones do not require a variance, an amendment to the 
applicable land use plan, or other action requiring Council approval, they currently can be 
approved ministerially. The higher approval threshold under the proposed amendment 
could "potentially put downtown hotel development at a comparative disadvantage. 

Finally, the Centre City PD~ is essentially just a mechanism to implement and ensure 
compliance with the Downtown Community Plan. Adopted by the City Council in 
March 2006, the Community Plan establishes the guiding principles for future growth 
and development in downtown, and was developed through extensive community 
outreach and stakeholder participation. Many of the land use designations established" in 
the Downtown Community Plan specify hotels as an intended use, which should be given 
due consideration. If there are concerns with particular land use or development 
characteristics associated with downtown hotels, then it may be more appropriate to 
identify specific regulations that can be incorporated into the Centre City PD~. 

CONCLUSION 

The proposal currently before the Land Use and Housing Committee would amend the 
Centre City Planned District Ordinance to require that the issuance of a Centre City 
Development Pennit for hotel projects with 1.00 to 200 guest rooms be subject to a 
Process 4 review (Planning Commission approval, with appeal to City COuncil), and that 
the issuance of a Centre City Development Pet:mit for hotel projects with more than 200 
guest rooms be subject to a Process 5 review (City Council approval). 

Overall~ the economic impact of the proposed am~ndment on downtown development 
and" ~owntown workers cannot be adequately detennined because ~e legislative intent of 
the proposal is unclear. While on face value the proposed amendment would simply 
result in a heightened review and approval process for"certain downtown hotel projects, 
the increased Wlcertainty with respect to the ultimate outcome of this process may have 
significant impacts for downtown development. Furthermore, without clarification of the 
policy goals and intended outcomes, it would ~ot be" possibJe to detennine the economic 
impact of the proposed amendment on downtown workers. Possible outcomes that could 
benefit downtown might be higher wages or increased employment opportunities. 
However, such. economic impacts can only be detenni"ned if policy goals and intended 
outcomes are more clearly defmed. 

(SIGNED]" 

Tom Haynes 
Fiscal & Policy Analyst 
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APPROVED: Andrea Tevlin 
Independent Budget Analyst 
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Re~ Proposed Amendment Regamins Downtown Hotel De-v-elopment 

Dear H0110rable Councl1members: 

Our office is counsel to UNITH HERB Local 30. We are writing to you with 
respect to a matter pending before the Land Use and Housing Committee. 

On October 21, 2009, the Committee voted to " ... direct staff to provide analysis 
of the proposal. , . for a planned district ordinance amendment that would require 
downtown hotel projects of 100 to 200 ~est rooms be subject fD design review by the 
ceoc Boat"d in accordance with Process 4 and be appealab1e to the Agency, and that 
hotel protects of more than 200 guest rooms be subject to design review by the Agency 
in accordance with Process 5. It • 

The objective of this motion is ensure that ~ew hotel projects ill the Downtown 
area are consistent with the City Codes, Plans and policies and that the Council has all 
opportunity through either Process 4 or 5 review to ensure such compliance and 
address any mitigation needs where projects may fall short. 

We submit that Process 4 and 5 review is particularly important to such projects 
:iue to the role that tourism and hotels play in the economy cqld development of the 
:!ity. Visitors to San Diego speilt about $7 billion locally in 2009, according to a visi tor 
.ndustry fOl'ecast prepared by Tourism Economics for the San Diego Convention & 
fl$l.tors Bureau" or Con Vis. T~e hotel occupancy rate .in San Di~go last year was 
>8.2 percent according to ConVis. Despite a nationwide tourism. downturn, San Diego 
in-ed better than most destinatioXlBi however, and the local tourism industry should 
ihow a modest improvement this year and return to peak levels in 2011, according to 
he forecast. 

. The Economic Prosperity .Element of the Gelleral Plan recognizes the ln1.portant 
ole that Visitor Industries play and states as one of its goals that the tourism. industry 
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.Ialso benefit the existing residents and support commumty reinvestment. " . As the PIan 
acknowledges" ('cur.rentIy, the average annual salary for employees in the visitor service 
industry is half of the regional avera&e wage, ranking it the lowest of all of the key 
industries in the San Diego reglon;' (Bcanonuc Pl'OSperlty Element EP-28) The Plan 
recognizes the importance of the creation of middleNincome employment 0ppolWnities 
and businesses which offer sustainable wages and demonstrate the use of training or 
other programs resulting in career ladders for employeea. . 

The Plan finds that such projects should also be' designed to enhance San Diego's 
cultural and natural arne:ri.ties and cOn1.patible with .hfsfmic districts. (Economic 
Prospelity Element BP-29) Furt1ter, the Plan provides that projecfB should also consider 
the inlpact on local business already in place or that Inay be attracted by such new 
development. 

As noted, the uBconomic Prosperity Blementlhtks eCOllOmic prosperity goals 
with land use distribution and employment land use policies." It is critical that the City 
Council give particular oversight to horel projects in the Downtown area to ensure. that 
they comply with the General Plan and the CentTe City Plan to the benefit the aty of 
San Diego and its residents. 

Using a use permit process to achieve that goal is well re«>gnized. "Use per.m.its 
are sfrttck from the mold of the zoning law, the zoning law must comply with the 
adopted general plan, and the adopted general plan must conform with state law; the 
validity of the permit process derives ft-om compliance with this hierarchy of planning 
laws. (Neighborhood Action Group '0. CountlJ ofCRlweras (1984) 156 Cal.App.3d 1176.) 
Indeed, courts have upheld atles applying general weIfue standards to use permits. 
The application of the General Plan and its elements would be equally defensible. (See 
also Hawkins v. County of Marin (1976) 54 Cal.App.3d 586; Snow v. City of Garden Grove 
(1961) CaI.App.2d 496.) 

Courts have repeatedly found in recent years ~t wrung ordinances may be 
used to· address the econOlIlic impact tha.t development produces. (Ensign Bickford 
Realty Corp. v. City COWJcil (1977) 68 Cal.App.3d 467,47'7-478; BakersMd Citizens for Local 
Control v. City a/Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 1184, 1205; WalNMart Stores, Inc. v. 
City ojTurlock (2006) 138 CaI.App.4:th 27$.) Requiring compliance with the Genel'~ Plan 
and tIle EconomicPl'osperlty Component would certainly be cons.istentwith these 
decisions. . 

To achieve this oojective, rather thi'Il attaching the Process 4 and 5 review, 
respectively, to design review qf certain hotel projects, such review should attach to the 
2entre aty Permit process for such-projects. This would be consistent with SiUl Diego 
:v.ru~ci~aI ·Code Chapter 11: Land Development Procedu..1"es112.0S01, which provides 

--------~-------------.--~---.. ---------
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that appliCations for p~rn1its shaH be a~ted upon in accordance with one of the n'Ve 
decision processes est:aJjIished in this division and depicted on Diagram ~12-05A 

. We recomma1d that the fallowing underlined language be added to section 
§lS6.0304 as renumbered and amended by the Council on Aprl127, 2010. 

I • 

§ 156.0804 Administration m:d Permits 

(b) Permit Required 

The following permits are subject to the development review and 
pennit procedt1reB in this Article: Centre City Development Permits, 
Neighborhood Use Permits, Conditional Use PeJ.'mii's, Coastal 
Developn1ent Permits, Site Developm.ent Pennits, Planned 
Developmel1.t Pernuts{ and Variances. 

{1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Centre aty Development Petriti t 
A Centre City Deye10pment Permit shall be required for 
construction with. 1,000 square feet or more of ~ss floor area 
not witbUl an existing stru.ct:ttre. Construction with less than 
1,000 square feet of gross floor C\t'ea, or within Pl an ~sting 
structure, shall obtain all buU~htg pe~ frozrt the Oty of San 
Diego arid con'\('Iy with the provfSi.ons of this Article. 

A permit is not required for modifications, repairs or other 
alterations that do not l"equire any permit issued by the aty of 
San Diego. 

Tenantimprovemenm exceeding $250,000 in value shall install 
public improvements consistent with the Centre Qty 
Streetscape Manual. 

(5) Hotel develoJmzents 0.£200 guest rooms or greater that require a 
Centre City PeoelQp1nent Permit or Pla:nneq l)fspict Permit unliel' 
~C rfiView shall be subject to Process Fmc! as set.fw:th in section 
156,0304ic)(5), . ... .. 

-------.-.~---

100412.LTR.Ct>UNClL.l W3{43oL\1AF.l SJ 
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This language provides more comprehensive review, as the COWlciI would be 
looking at all factors for the permit-not just design review. 

The Center aty Development Permit process has the following Required 
Findings: . 

If A Centre City Development Pernutm.ay be granted if the decision-maker finds 
that the development, as submitted or .modified, is consistent with the DowntoW1l 
Community Plan, Centre Oty'Redevelopment Plan, Centre aty Planned District 
Ordinance, eeoc Land Development Manual, San Diego M'UlliclpaI Code, and any all 
other adopted plru:w or pollcies of the Oty of San. Diego or Redevelopment Agency 
pertaining to tOe Centre Oty Planned District,'1 . 

Applying Process 4 and 5 review to hotel projects that req1.1ire a Centre Oly 
permit or Centre City Colporation review is therefore consistent with the legislative 
purpose of ptovidillg process 4 and 5 review for such projects -i.e., so the COU11.cil can 
review the impact on the City 81'td consistency with City laws. 

The aty Attorney for the City 01 San piego llaS sllggeeted that the current 
version of the Hotel Development Design Review Ordimmce might be vulnerable to an 
equal protection challenge because it orily applies to hotels I rather than to all 
development greater than 100,000 square feet of gross floor area and/or SO dWelling 
units. While a broader ordinance would almost cert~y survive such a challenge, the 
C1.UTen.t Ordinance should also pasa equal protection review. 

Born California and the federal coUrts follow the same general approach to eqt1al 
protection analysis. If a statltte makes distinctions rel~tirig to a protected class or 
impinging on a fundamental right; then the courts will apply the strict scrutiny 
standard to it, approvh'lg it only if it is justified by a co~e1ling governmental purpose 
for which no less restrictive alternatives are available. (Bowens v. Superior Court: (1991) 1 
Cal.4th 36, 42.) On the othel' han~ if the statute does not burden the exercise of a 
fundamental right or draw invidious distinctions then it will be upheld so long as it 
bears a rational relationship lo a legitimate state pUlpose. (People '0. Rhodes (20OS) 126 

. Cal.App.4th 1374, 1384). . 

In order to sustain an equal protection cI'lRUenge to the Ordinan.ce a challenger 
nl1tst show that there is no conceivable state of facts that cottld provide a rational basis 
for the Ordll~ce. As the Supreme Court held in Kasler '0. Lockyer (2000) 23 Cal.4f:h 472, 
tl'lis is an exceptionally diffic1.1lt fask: 

----.--,~---, 

"As both the United States Supreme Court and this COtut 
have explained 011 many occasions, 'f.iJn areas of-social and 
economic policy, a atatutory classification that neither 

I OO~12.l.TR.COIJJ\fCIL.l B375{434.MAF.1$J 
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proceeds along suspect lines nor in!rh'"lges fundamental 
constitutional rJghts must be upheld against equal protection 
challenge if there is any rensonablll conceivable 8tate of facts that 
could provide a rational basis for the classification. Where there 
are "plausible teasons" for [the classificationJ Itour inquiry is 
at an end. III • 

(23 CalAth at 481-82 (emphasis added), q~JOting Warden 'IJ. State Bar (1999) 21 Cal.4th 628, 
640-641 (citations omitted)i accord Minnesota '0, Clover Leaf Creamery Co. (1981) 449 U,S. 
456,466). 

TIlis policy of deference to the distinction,s draW11 by the Legislature outside the 
sphere of fundamental rights and suspect classificatiOn8Tests on (1) the fundamental 
distinction between courts and Iegislattttes thatunderlles our consti:tutlonaI separation 
of powe:s and (2) a praclical understandlng of the necessity for-drawing lines ill any 
ease in which. th.e goverrunent ul1dertakes economic regulation. As the United States 
S~reIne COUl't stated in FCC v. B~ach Conununicatio1'(.S, Inc. (1993) 508 U.S. 307: 

OnrationaI-baais revlew( a classification ... comes to us 
bearing a strong prestlmption of validity, and those 
attacking the ratioJ.."udity of the legislative classification have 
the burden lito negative every conceivable basJs which nught 
support it" Moreover, because we never require a 
legislature to articulate its reasons for enacting a statuteJ it is 
entirely irrelevant for constitutional purposes whether the 
conceived reason for the challenged distinction actually 
motivated tbe legislature. Thus, the absence of "'legiSIative 

. factsllt explaining the distinction ·'foln the record," has no 
sigtUficance .in rational basis analysis. In other words, a 
legislative d\oice is not s"(.tbject to courtroom factfinding, and 
may be based onrational speculation unsupported by 
evidence or empirical data. 1II011ly by faithful adherence to 
this gttidlng principle of judicial review of legislation is it 
possible to preserve to the legislative bral}ch its rightful 
independence and its ability to function. lit 

These restraints on judicial review have added force "where 
the Jegislature must necessarlIy engage in a process of line-­
drawing. n Defining the class of persons subject to a 
regulatory requirem.erit--much like classifying 
governmental beneficiaries-"inevitably requires that some 
persons who have all almost equally strong daim to favored 
treatment be placed on different side8 of the line, and the 

----,-------------
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fact [that1 the line nlight have been drawn differently at 
some points is a matter for legislative, rather than judicial, 
consideration-f

' ••• $t.tch scope--of-coverage provisions axe 
unavo1dable cO~Onents of nt($t economic or ·social 
legislation. fu establishing~the franchise l'equirement; 
Congress llad to draw ihe line somewhere; it had to choose 
which. facilities to franchise. This necessity renders the 
precise coordinates of the resulting legislative judgment 
virtually unreviewable, since the legislature must be allowed 
leeway to approach a perceived problem incrementally. 

(508 U.S. at315-16 (citations omitted).) 

The California Supreme Court elaborated on this point in Kasler: 

"Past decisions also establish !:hat, under the ratiollal 
relationship test, the state may recognize that different 
categories or classes ofpersons within a larger classification 
may pose varying degrees of risk of harm, and properly n1ay 
limit a regulation to those classes of persons as to whom the 
need for regulation is thought to be more crucial or 
imperative. (See, e.g., Anum'can Bank €I Trust Co. v. 
Community Hospital (1984) 36 CaLSd 359, 371; Wi1lill1nso7'l v. 
Lee Optical Co. (1955) 34S U.S. 483, 489 ['Bv1)s ill. the same 
field may .b~.o~ diff~ent dimensions and proportions, 
requiring different remedies. Or so the leglsfature may 
think. fCitation.] Or the reform may take one step at a tinte, 
addressing itself to the phase of the problem which seems 
most acute to the legislative mind.'J.)1I 

(23 CaI.4th at 482, quoting Wardm, 21 Cal.4th at 64445.) 

The Proposed Ordi1lance does not touch on any nmdamental rights or rely on 
any Slt8pect classificatiol'lB. As such, the aty does not have to show that it is the best 
possible solution; as the Supreme Court .held In Hale v. Margan (197B) 22 Ca1.3d 388, 
liThe wiOOon1. of the legislation is not at issue m allalYzUlg its constitutionality, and 
neither the availability of less drastic remedial alternatives nor the Legislative failure to 
solV'e all related ills at once will invalidate a statute.tl 22 Ca1.3d at 398. A challenger 
would llave the burden of showmg that the Ordinance has no rational relationship to 
any IjccJnceivable legitimate state p~1rpose." (Kasler, 23 Cal.4th at 480 (emphasis added); 
Hernandez v. City Of Hem ford (2007) 41 Cal.4th 279, 301-02,) No chalIeJ.lger could make 
that shOWing. . . 

-------------,,------------------------------------------------~-
l004'2L,.'I.<XlUNCIl. T8S73(-43oUIAF.l 5]. - . , . . . 
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TIre distinction between 110teIs ~d other develop'ment projects is a rational one. 
AB discussed above, Process 4 and 51'mew is particularly .important to such projects, 
due to the role that tourism and hotels play in the economy and development of the 
City. -(See Hernanaez,supra.) , 

Moreover, the aty has historically made distinctions between different kinds of 
projects that require Pt"Oce8S 4 or 5 review. Par example a Site Development Permit 
decided in accordance with Process Four is required for a variety of projecfB from 
certain buildit1.gs in l1istoricaI districts or where historlcal resourceS are present to the 
Development Of a large retail estabHshment of 100,000 or more square feet gr08s floor 
area in all commercial and industrlal zones, and in all planned districts. Similarly, a Site 
Development Permit decided in accordance with Process Five is required for the 
designated types of development such. as, development in the Oairemont Mesa Height 
Umit Overl,ay Zone, whel'e an exception to the l1eight limit is requested. San Diego 
~t1!,Iicipal Code Chapte: 12: Land Devel~pmetlt ~eviews §126.o502. 

Thank you for you!' kfnd cOllBideration of this information. Please feel free to 
contact the 'Undersigned with any questions in this regard. 

MAF:m1k 

cc: Bridgette Browning 
Granam Forbes 

J 0041l!.LTn.COlINcn. J 8373( 434..~1AF.1S1 

Sincerely, 

SCHWARTZ, STBINSAPm, DOHRMANN 
& SO:MMERS LLP 

A4~ ~_ MA~m:Jg 
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City of San Diego 
Land Use anq Housing Committee 
clo Mr. Steve Hill 
202 C Street, MS 3A 
San Diego, CaIif'omia 92101 

May 14,2010 

Re: Land Use and flousing Committee 
Meeting-Ma.y·19,2010~Agendaltem 8 

:yla Hand DeJivety 

Potential Amendments to the Centre City., Marina, and Gaslamp Quarter Planned 
District Ordinances for the Review ofHo~l Projects 

Dear Honorable Chair and Members of the ConrmiUee: 

I am submitting this letter as an individQal who has long been a supporter of the 
econmnic health and "9itality of Downtown San Diego. I was the Vice-Chair of the 
Steering Committee which recommended the current Downtown Community Plan. 
Attached is a copy of the list of members of the broad-based ·committee (Attachment 

'''A~ and the list of Steerltig Co_Ute meetings (Atfachme.D:t "Bn). The exte:Dsive 
coIlU11lJ.llity outreach p:rogram led to the sUQCessful approval by the City Council of the 
Centre City Community Plan Update and the Planned District Ordinance Update. 

Requested AdioD 

I concur with the CCDC staff recommendation that '·no ohanges be made to the review 
processes for hotels in the Centre City Community Planning AreFi'. 

Dfseussion 

1. The CCDC design reviewprOj(ess works. 

One need look no f-qrther than the Perfoanance Audit of the Centre City Devebmment 
Comomtion dated July lOot 2009. prepared on behalf of the City Auditor by Sjoberg 
Bvashmk Consulting, lnG. to confirm that the current design review Proces,1 indeed, 
represents ~ best practite for the industry. Attached fot your convenience are excerpts 
from the Performance Audit (Attachtnent "C"). 



The Performance Audit distingqis!les between CeDC's tole-as a "deSgil review board for 
Downtown San Diego and as a policy setting body providing oversight of CCDe's 
operation!'·. Although Item 8 on the Land Use and Housing Committee's agenda 
purports fo request improvements in the design review process, that is eXactly an area of 
perfo'ttnance- which the Performance Audit confirms ceDe has been successful. The 
Performance Audit points out that, during the three fis~ years between July 1, 2005, and 
June 30. 2D08: 

CI~CDC Wag actively engaged in m.a.nagIng, ,administerin$, Qr reviewing a myriad 
of development projects in Downtown Sail Diego, includ.ib.g •.• processing o'Ve;r 
300 development. conditional use, and neighborhood llBC pennits while serving as 
the Design Review Board for Downtown San Diego, and establishing a 'one«op 
shbp' -fot design_ 'review and permit ptoc~ing tor prlvam development and 
public--private r~velQpment projects"'. 

2. The Centre City Community Plan Ul'dam and the Planned District Otdinance Update 
are ihe resultgf an extensive 9Oimnunity»rocesS. 

Attachments- '~A" and "B" document how·the steeling Committee represented a broad 
spectrum of community interests and had an extensive community outreach program. At 
your Octobe~ 21~ .2009, meeting YQU heard extensive comments by residel'lts and other 
intetested parties eXPfemng satisfaction with the current ptocess. Since your meeting, 
the. Centre City Advisory CODUllittee - the Gfficlal Planning Advisory Committee --voted 
unanimously to support the ceDe staffreconunendation. . 

It is clear that the people-who are most interested in the revi~w ()fthe design. ofhotcls and 
other buildings do not want the Council to create obstacles to development when such 
development is. consistent with the Centre City Community Plan and Plan District 
Ordjnance Updates. 

Conclusion 

CCDC c1~arly has been successfu.lprocessing entitlements for hotels and.ba$ established 
what the Performanc& Audit refers to as a 1'widelY1ccognized best practied'. 

The existing design review pr.oGess has been a key component of the success of CeDC. 
The current effort to modi£)! the process.. especially for reasons unrelated to design 
review, is, at a minimum, inappropriate, and, very likely~ deleterious to the efforts to 
continue to create a suocessful, mixed·use Downtown. 

We urge you to accept the ceoc -staff :!:ecommendation .. 



Thank you for yow: consideration on the foregoing. 

office of the Mayor 
Attn. Phll Ratb (via Electronic ]4ail) 

CounciImember Ligh1ner (via Electronic Mail) 
Councilmember Faulconer (via Electronic Mail) 
Councilniembcr Gloria (via Electronic Mail) 
Counci1member Yaung (via Electronic Mail) 
Councilmetnber DeMaio (Via Electronic Mail) 
Councilmember Frye (via Electronic Mail) 
Counci1member Bmetald(vla Electronic Mail) 
Council P~i~ent Hueso. (via EIectroni~ Mail) 
City Attorney Jan I. Goldmsith (Via Electronic Mail) 
Deputy Cio/ Attorney Heidi K. VanBhun (via Electronic Mail) 
centre City Development Corporation 

Attn: Frank Ales~ (via Electronic Mail) 
Attn: Brad Richter (via Electronic. MaiO 
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DOWNTOWN COMMUNITY PLAN ..... .. 

meRINO COMM11lE.£ 

Hat Sadler, Chairman 
RepteSenting OIPce df"!OYGr 

Jim Dawer Wee Chairman 
~/tzerCt1phm 

Sub<ommIlteChafrs 
Coleen Clementson. Clrculatt()n 
Subcommittee Co-ChaJr 
atyo/Son DIego Planning Deportment 

Kevin OeFreltas, Nelghbomaoos 
Subcommittee Oudr 
East Vllwge A$Sac1at/on 

GalY Galiegos, Clradatfon SubcommTttee 
Co-Chalr 
san Diego ASSOdatlDD ofG"~mments 

Robert LanJctord, konomle DEvelopment. 
Subcommittee CIla1f 
Comm8fl:ltll Developer 

Candlq! lopez. Arts and Culture 
Submmmftt2e Chart 
Arts II (ulture 

Rob Quigley, Urban DesIgn SUhcommlttee 
Chair 
Representing CoundJ I1tstrlct 2 

Steerlnr Committe. Mentbers 
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Matln Burnham 
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Joyce Summer 
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BufldllTg Owner &. Manager 
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.. ::'.:.' PROj~cr '. SfEE~ING cO~MlnfE s 'tl;AM LATEST NEW~ .:. . W01!KING ~cKUM£Nl'S 

MEETING SUMMARIES 

dlck mel!i:lng to download PDF of summary 
~Jph 5p6ed connection reCDmni~nded to down~JJ. 

You will need to download the latest version of Acrobat Read~r ( 
to view the folfawtng documents: 

Steerll1/l. Commlttee Meetlng ~ 
Frld8y, ~anu8ry 21, 2005,8:00 a.m. to 10:30 a.m. 

Ste~n9 CommIttee Meetihg 20 
Friday, NOllcmber19, 2004, 8:00 2I.m. to 10:1S B.m. 

steerfng Committee Meeting 19 • haodoU~ 
Steerln~ CommIttee Meeting 19 ~ ndtes a presenmtlon 
Frfday, April 2, 2004, 8:00a.m. t~ 10:30 a.m. 

,512erfng committee rlfeetlng 18 
Ff1daV. FeblU8ry 20. 2004, 1I:0Q a.m. to 10:308.m. 

steetlng Committee Meeting 18 ~ presentation 
Steel1ng Committee Meeting 18 ¥ handouts 

steeliM (;;or'nrnlttee MeeUilg 17 
FrfdllVt FelmJary 6,2004,8:00 a.m. to 10:30 a.m. 

steering Committee Meeting 16 - SCREEN (lOW] RESOlllTlON 

stet9'lng Committee (o'Ieetlng 16 - PRINT ft-UGH) RESOLUTION 
Ftid~Y, J8nuary 16,2004, B:OO a.m. to 10:30 a.m • 

. Steerlnj) Commltte~ Meetb1g 1S 
frldllY, Decembl!r 12, ~'O03, 8':00 a.m. to 10:30-e.m. 

Steei1ng Committee lI1eetIng 14 
I"rfday, Novamber ',2003,8:00 a.m. to 10:30 a.m. 

SteerIng Committee Meeting 13 
Friday,'Seprember 19, 2006, 8:15 lI.m. to 11:30 am. 

Steering Committee Meeting 12 
Frtdav, 'August.B, 20'03, 8:15 i).m. to 11:30 i).m. 

Ste.erl"9 Committee Me~n9.11. 
Friday, Jury 11" 2Q03, 8~lS ~.m. to 11;30 a.m. 

S~erlflg committee MeetiBg 10 
Friday, lune 27, 20"03, 8:15 a.m. to 11:30 a.m. 

bttp:(!www.ccdc.comlplanupdatelmeeting.html 412012010 
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SbrettJ)Q Commlttea Mlletllfg 9 
FTfday, May 30, U03, 8:15 a.m. tn 11:30 a.m. 

SteerIng Cbmmltble Meetlilg B 
Frtday, ~y 10, 2003, 8;15 a,m. to 11t30 a.m. 

SteerIng €ommlttee Meeting 7 
Frtday, API'll 4, 20036 8:00 a,m. to 11.:30 a.m. 

Steering COmmIttee Meeting 6 
FrIday, January 34" 2003, 8:00 a.m. to 11~30 it,.m. 

Sleel'lng Q)mmltt. Meeting 5 
Frkla\l, November 1, :woa, 8~i!i zt.m. t6 11:30 lI.m. 

steering COmmittee ~tin!2 4 
FrfdiIY, oaober 4, 2002, 8: 1S a.m. to 11:30 a.m, 

steerIng Commltfee f.1eetlng 3 
Frlday, luly 19, 200~, 8:3'0 a.m. tn 10:45 ii.m. 

Sti'ering Committee Meeting :1 
Ft1day. May 17, 2002,8:30 It.m. to 11:00 a.m. 

steering Committee Meetrng ~ 
Satul1lay, Apf1l13, 2002, 9 a.m. to 2:00 p.m. 

http://www.ccdc.comfp1anupclate/meeting.html 4fl0!2010 
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Councll President and City CouncJl 
Honorable ChaIr and Members of the Redevelopment AgenCY 
Docket of January 31 J 2008 . . 
Page.4· -

At Its regular meeting of. October 28, 20051 the Corporation BQard of Dlre-cfors voted 
unanimousry to recommend that the Planning Commfssi'on: 1\ 

.• RecolTimend that the City Counclf adopt the Proposed. Cotnmunlty P'lanl and the 
Proposed Centre Cftyplanned Olstrict On1tnance; and 

• Recommend ,hat having reviewed and considered th.e Proposed Tenth 
Amendment to the Redevelopment Plan for tha Centr$ City Redevelopment 
Projeot the proposed Anal EIR and other documents and InfOrmatlon submItted: 
and havIng determIned that the Proposed Tenth Amendment rs In conformity with 
the General Plan l that the Redevelopment Agency adopt the Proposed Tenth 

. Amendment to the Redev.elopment PIan; and. . 
• ~ ~eoommenCl that the CJty Council certify -the proposed FInal Environmental 

Impact Report that has been prepared for the Proposed Community Plan, . 
Proposed Centre City poe aRd the Proposed Tenth Amendment to the 
Redevelopmerit. .' 

PlannIng CommIssion AcfJons' and Recommendations '- Th.e Planning Commfsslon 
held a wo~hop on May 19, 2005 tor. a preDmrn~ry drscu~[on of the Proposed 
CommunIty pfan and Related OODuments, and sUbsequently held four publfc hearings 
to consider a ~commendat1on to the Redevelopment Agency and CJty Council. The 
four public hearings took place on October 27,20051 November 10, 2005, December 8, 
2005 and January 121 2006. Actions taken by the Planning Commlssion (as cOntained 
In adopted re.soluUonsl and a s;ompJete fist Of its recommendatfons are contaIned tn the 
project binder under "Tab 11, Appendj~ C. tssues of partfcutar Interest to the 
Commfsslon (dasaibed in the -Recommendations") were: 

• Parks . . ...... .. 
• Bonus, Incentive 1 and Transfer of Development Rights (TOR) program 
• Minimum partdng raHos 

These .. toplC$ are discussed In m6ra detail So tittachments 1, 2 and 3 of this staff report 
(also under Tab 1). . 

- . . 
COMMUNITY eARTrCIPAilON AND PUBLIC OUTREACH .EFFORT& 
)'he publio partlstpation'effort lncluded~ - ' . 

'. Initial fnterviews with 60 fndivIdual stakehorders; 
• Craat/on of a as-member steering Commttfee representing a Qroad spectrum of 

busIness ant{ communIty Interests: tlial provided Incremental Input to the project 
team and acted as the primary venue for pubJlo Jnput during. the process. The 
Ste&rlng CommIttee held 20 public-meetings; • 

... . • f· p , 
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• SUbcommltfees of the Steering Committee In five topical areas (arts & culture, 
economIc development. urban design. nelghbomood amenrtfes{ and 
transportation & cjrcuJa'tton); , ~ ; , 

• Four large public woncshops, aPJd meetings (tn addltron to CCAC/CCOC/PJannfng .. 
: CommTssron lNOrkshops); . '. • , 

• profect wabsfte at www.,ccclc.gzmlPlanugc:fate= -. '. , . 
• 'Four neWsletters dis1rib,uted to CCDC's maUfng Ifst,and .parties'Jnterested, In the 

Communf!y' Plan process; and , 
• Outreach to adjacent neighborhood and Cidmm~nily groups'. 

The project outreac~ reSU1~ed In over 1.500 JndMduals ~a~IcIPatlnrJ dJreeUy In o~e oj' 
more fevels of the proCS'ss. .' '. . 

§coP§ aDd Purpose of the Communjtv Plan UPdate ' 
The Centre City (now "Downtown,,) Gommunlty Plao. WhIch was last. compret)f~nsrveJy 
(,pdated In 1992. is the downtown component of the Progress Guide and General Plan 
for the CIty. of San Diego. The adOpted strategic Framework Element of the General 
Plan eatls fordowntowt,l to be the reglonts center (see p .. ~O). SPaCffI'calJy~ 

,"Th& City of'ViUag8$ strategy encourages the further Intensification of Qowntown to 
inerease its role as 8 reglonsl hub by maIntaining, and enh~nclng its role as tlJ.& PI1J­
em'm~nt business center In thIs region and developing 88 a major urban 19s/dentlal 
center with the '/argFJsi conceniratJon of hJgh density multi-faintly housing In the' 
regIon. II • ..... 

The Proposed CommunItY Plan contains new and specffl~ oomP9l1enm that work.to 
achie,{e this role for Downtown: . 

• Aoor Area RatIo (FAR) mfrilmums have been InstJru,ted In all areas to achieve a 
minImum level of anticipated growth~ , 

• Gen,emI infensifloaUon of land u,ses over approxImately 40% of downtown's land 
f ... 

: 
I 

I 
'" ..... ' 



Attachment "C" 
Pe:d'ormanee Audit -Excerpts 



~i~ of San Diego 
Office of the City Auditor 

Performance Audit of the 
Centre City Development Corporation 

July 10, 2009 

SJOBCRG [VAS I I[NK 
i'~''''''l1L1:NC;;, lNC 



EQuardo LURf!, Ci~ Auditor 
City of San Diego: 
1010 SeGGnd Avenu~ Suite 1400 
li4tl!;FloorEast Tower, MS614B 
San Diege, eA 9210], 

We t~lly submit ourffiPOl't 011 tho·porfat:manE:e Audit of the Centre City 
DcveIQpm~t. COrp,Qrat(on.. 'fbi'! report w~ preparetJ on bell~t of the City Auditor ofth4 
City or San Diego by Sjober.g Eva:shClt~ Consulting, InC., 8Jtd includes O'ar fImiings, 
recommendations and responses tiom.th~ Ceo.tr~ City Oeve1opmen"tCorpomtioil and 
representatives of.the Redevelaplll8l1t Agency ofthc City orBan Diego. This 
perfonnanoe audit was qQ»duttcd in ~.m~ with Gen~y A~ Govemment 
Auditing'Standards (GAGAS). 

Sjoberg EVaShenk Consulting was pleased to work Withiht Oftice.ofthe·Q'ly Auditor on 
this im,portent proje-ctt.aJ.ld appreciate the direct as:sIataru:e wel'eceived:ft'am you and 
ti1.etnber~ Qfyour team tbroiJ.ghQl,¢'th~ aUdit. 

RcspectfuUy submitted .. 

KURTdt. SlOB 
Chairman 

! IH f/,e-ll t\ 'l' J ~.N H) It 1~ X t' 1\1. f. r .IH' F 
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CCDC's day-to-day activi1i~ inoludinSparticipating.in management and project team 
meetinas. This is in addition to CCDe's regulaiIy h$ld Board and commiUee meetings. 
resulting in the dedication of a sig)lificant amQtmt of time and dort on the part of 
CCDC's voluntary :Board. 

Nevertheless, oppottmrlties r~ fur CCDe to increase pubUc transparency and tighten 
controls to provide reassurance that public funds are used responsibly and efficiently. 
Some imprQvements can be lDade with relative ea:;e and at little to no CX>St to the Agency; 
internal oontroIs can blJ tigDtened in a manner1hat will not impede the-product,ivity • 

. flexibility, or iruiovanon necessary for a. we11~managed redevelopment organization. 
According to CeDe ~ers, other improvements sueb. as enhancing perfo.rmance 
reporting methoas lDay require additional resources or expertise. Key issues are. 
~dbelow . 

. CeDC's Redevelopment Activities Have- Been Su-ceessful" but Opportnnllies for 
ImprGvement Exist tits iocepIion. CCDe has employed '"""1 ~prm:Iices-such as design reviowond 
peoni1tin& public worlts project ma'aagemep.t, and long range planning-often exceeding 
the level of involvement of other rec1ew]opment organizations. ceoc has utilized 
su cessful methods to mitigate bJighting conditions in the downtown project areas by 
constructing nwiterous public imp~ts, encouraging-private investments, and 
cr~t.ing "catalyst." projects, SlIcb as 1I1e Horton PJaza Shopping Ceuter' and Petco.Park. 
However, we tbund that ceoc was not a.s engaged in economic development activi1fes 
as were other peer redevelopment organizabons, and we found that CCDC did not meet 
its projected goals :fur affordable housing production in the Centre City andHortotl Plaza. 
project areas-two areas requirins. CCDe's consideratiolL 

Further, with the ~iration ofCCDC'g project areas in sigbt-pemaps within 13 years­
CeDe is faced with a multitude ofplaon.ed projects, inc1w:Iing more than $500 milJion in 
public improwments SU(!h as parks .. fite Stations., sidewalk and1i~ting improvemebts, 
and more. However, stakeholdeIB c"Pressed concerns that eeoc's substantive vision for 
Downtown San Diego will be left incomplete when CeDC's proj~ ar~ e~ire. 
Enhancing the manner in which CCDC reports its progress and achievements, as some 
benchmark organizations have don~ would provide a more complete picture ofCCOC·s 
perfonnance and its progress as the potential expiration of the Centre City andBorfon 
Plaza project areas aPproaches. 

Indicators of eeoc's Slleeess 

.t' Property Value Increased in 
Redevelopmcut.Projeot ~s 

" Riltio ofPqblic Invesbnent to In~ased 
Proporty Va1u~ of 1:9 

" Ino~ed Affordable Housing In'VClltoty 
by 28% between 2004 and 2009 

v' High Levels ofCustomet Satisfaction 

CCDC·s current ftamework for 
measuring and reporting perforinallce in 
relation to organizational goaI~ is not 
sufficient to account for ~e full range of 
goals addressed in the City"s Downtown 
Community Plan, Agency·s 
Redevelopment Plan andImpiementation 
Plan, and CeDes annual WorkPIans; 
nor does it coyer the breadth of activities 

iv 



Exhibit 3: Redevelopment Plata Udtati0D8 tor Proj~A.reas 

Marini SU~Aru 
CoIumbta SulMrn 
Ga.ramp CluaIIarSuWfta 
ExpanaIoIISub-Araa 

TotafC8" 
Horb)n Plaza 

Tota/Ail PI'OJ'sct.ArelISI 

1916 12129120:27 
1~76 12J2912027 
1082 712&'2003 
1992 aft 'IJ2t)4 

Each project area will expire eitlmr due 10 readling the 9lld of tho project life or as a 
resnlt of reaching the TIF cap. l1owevOl'. whlle'the precise rlming is urumOWtl, evidence 
sugg~ that the TJF cap will be readied sooner·than 1ho tb18l project expiration date. Jf 
tho Agency's receipt of $130 million in 8IllluaI m increment funds for the Centre City 
and Horton praza projeot'areas retnain constant, the tap oouId be reached in as few as 18 
years---resu,Iting in the termination of two project sub·areas befure they reach thm ftnal 
m date. However, acamllng to eCDe management the cap could be reached in as few 
as 13 yeatS. 

With this eod in sight. CCDC is faced with criti~ chal1~es. The City's Downtown 
Community, Plan, ihe Agency's Redtw.elopment PIan and Implementation Plan. and 
CeDC's WozX Plans setfbi'lh hutJdteds of goals and resour~ available for achieving 
them are llini1ed. Not only does it appear that CCDC will reacll its T1F cap SOOner than 
originally eKpeC1e~ significantly abb11Mating the timefnumt ave.ilsble to aohicw& 1hese 
goals. but its primaty funding stream rouId be reduced in the near future. Bxiscing 1mc 
sbarlng agreements. require CCDC to divert approximately IS percent of its 1lF 
allocation to other government sgeneies-etnountinglo $19 million ofCCOC's budgeted 
$133 million TIF allocation for Fiscal Year 2009-2010, This percentage is eKPected to 
in'l:J'e&Se to nearly approximately 30 percentin JrlBC8l Year 2011-2a12~ amoUIIting to 
$40.2 million of CeDe's estintated S138 million TIF aUocatioo. Not only does CCDC 
still have 1nlICh to achieve, but it nowmllSt achieve its goaJ.s in an abbreviated timtfhune 
and wiih outside obligations res1Ticting more ofbs funding stream. According to 
CCDC~s projections, it will have approximately $500 million in available T.IF rasou:rceS 
within the next 13 years to complete a myriad ofpubli~ improvement and redevelopment 
projects. 

Many of eeoC's Redevelopment Activities Are Consrstent with Best 
Practices for Redevelopment Organizations . 

When we compared CCDe with eight cities in the United StatE's that engage in 
redev~opment aenvities, We.found tha,tnotwe.r.eIopwent agencies wet$ alike with 

~
.& gud to "hoW- redevelopment activi'ties are pursued in their respeetive.ciUes. Despite 
this. we fo\Uld that ceDC' g core functions tJPP~ to be in lliJe with established best 
ractices. including efforts to streamline the demgn misw proces~ facilitate public. 

9. 



f infrastructure improvements, offer & variet¥-of financial assistance programs, peIfbIm 
L::eeds assessments and studies, and reach out to popwati(:ms impacted by redevelopment 

ceDe Sucmsfully Reduced B~ in its Design Rr.'riewlPermitting Proeess 

acne's role as theDeslgn Review Board for Downtown.8an Diego is an important 
activiW Cbntr.ibuting ~ -Its"SUCCCS8 IS aredeve!opment orgaruzatfon; in fact, this function 
is relatively unique-among its peelS. Abhough redevelopment agencies are urged to 
unprove the busin~ss climate by coordinating and streamlining looal govemment. 
reguiatioDB within a Iedevelopment project, such as those related to land use and 
pertnitting,4 it is noteworthy that we found no other redevelopntent organizatlen 10 be as 
mvolved in this activity as is CCDC. In fact, ibis model reduced baniem by simplifying 
forms used to apply for a development permit, lowered.or eliminated ~ asspqiated with 
permit app1ica1iOil~ reduced the number of agencies or bureaucratic steps required to 
obtain approvals. and developed long~range plans 1hat describe the strategic vision and 
design guidelines within specific geogtaliliic areas. By .m1igating barrl~rs to 
development and reduGing the time and eostassociated with obtaining entitlements, 
CCDC inGr'eased incen:tives for private developers to develQP or 1'ehabiIitafe prop.erty in 
areas suffering.from blighted conditions or where incentives are otherwise lacking. 

Unlike the City"s Redevelopment Division and the SOutheastem Economic Development 
CoJporation (SBDC)~ CCDe is responsible for the permit design review process 
ordinarily performed by the City's Development Service Department for all discretionary 
pennits~ including development, condi'fionaI use, and tleighborhood use permits.' CCDC 
used this authority to-employ a ~'one-stop shop" to process entitlement applU:atiODS, 
eofon;e design guidelines through. the implementation ofdttee diScrete-Planned Distric.t 
Ordinances .. and facilitate community input and feedback by conducting public.hearings 
and oollJlllW1i1y outreach. staff Emgaged iii 1his activity developed a Centre City 
Development Pennit Application Paakage that provides specific submittal guidelines to 
prospective applicants. and work closely wi1h applicams 11> ensure desigt\ plans meet 
applicable design standards before a permit application is formally submitted. 

According to the Development ServiceDepartmenf, two factors differentiate CCDC»s 
projoot review approach tram the City's approach. First,. -with regard to land use issues, 
Downtown San Diego is the only region of the City that is covered under a Master 
BnviroIllI1ental Impact Review; developers seeking entitlement rights are not required to 
conduct a full environmental impact rcwiew for each project, but are amy required to 
conduct and provide a. far inDre succinct secondaty review. In contrast, outside the 

4 CalifomiaPebt Ad1liso,lY <2ommission, ~cconuneaded Practibe8 for California Redeveklpmtmt 
:Aplnies." April 1995.p_ 40. 

'S In"1978, the Reci&V81opmentAganty adopted a r6$0luti~ to mJl1lllllzo eeOC's role.as the Desisn Review 
Board for the Centre City/HQrton Plaza project areas by appointing meznber.s of the CCOO Board of 
DitemoX'!' as me:mbem of the .'Des~gu Rcwicw Board for aU Centro Oily rothW~lopmem ~ect<· and hi. 
1~ e1imiDated "th&Planning Commiss1on from the Agengyts desigarm8W PfOi?03S in older to expedite 
the ~v.iew of -plana 'Within the Centre City redefcl.opment ptdject areas." (see SanDicso RcdBwIppmcnt 
Agtnlt>y ResGlllfioll No. 364, Adopted J'anwuy 24. 1918;-and San Diegel Redevelopnent Aiency Resolution 
No. 2130. Adopb:dAugustU, 1992). 
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downlOwn area, developers must conduct full environmental studies as part of the design 
review process for each development. Second. the bifurcated relationship between the 
Development Service Department and San Diego's Redevelopment Division and SEDC 
requires developers to negotiate developInfiqt agreements with 111e Redevelopment 
Division or SHOe and then to navigate the design review process with the Development 
SerWte DepaItineht. CCDChas the ~ to nwtage -both prooesses concurrently, 
vWllcn can significantly reduce ilie time and expense associated with nego1iating. and 
61(ecuting a development-agreement 

In addition to these differenC'eSJ eeoc manag~ment noted certain recent improvements 
'that it ha:J made to its desig!lleview process. F'~ CCDC responded to concems brought 
by the communityJ expressing.a desirei'or public input into projects at an earlier stage in 
1h'e'process, 8lld by developers, express~ tHe' desire to hear about concems of the Board 
'and the llublic in a "timely manner SO as tn avoid Ui1ellpected delays. In fight Qftheae 
concerns, CeDe establisb.ed a "pre--design" phase in its permit review process, thereby 
allowing fur a pre1imillary review of develop!nellJ p.r6jects by the Board~s Real Estate 
Commitree and the Centre City Advisory Coxnmi~ and facilitating forums for public 
comment on dewlopmE2lt projectS:at an early sta'ge. In addition to this, ceDe also noted 
1hatit began employing independent architects 10 work with CCDe planners and 
deveJ'opeis to revi~wplans, a,nd establiShed a panel of experts to meet on a ~ly or as 
needed basis to review-plans for large projeots-both with the intent of providi»g 
iDcreased service and'SQppoIt to develop'erS aud to better ensure ~nsisterwy with 'the 
n~wly·adopted 2006 Downtown 'CommwrlW Plan. 

As a result" CCDC' s model has gamered wide praise ·among developers and other 
coJl1lllP.llity members fur sintpluymgthe pathway to new Consti'uction downtown. In 
fact, many stakeholders from the development community inf'onned 115 that CCDe far 
~eeds other agencies in their ability to initiat~ p.lojects promptly. Part olthis succeSS, 
according to these stakeholders, is due to eeoc's ability to process entitlements, 
assemble land p~els~ D:tCQIPorate public mpm, ~d i~e pen:nits more quid.<)y than 
other city"controlled agencies-cutting costs for developers and making the process more 
predictable. 

CCDe Facilitates Infrastructure Improvements and Exercises Strong Projeet 
Management 

Similar to its design review and permitting processeSj ceoc is also unique. among i1s 
peelS relanve to its approach to implemeDting public improvement projects. Between 
2005 and2009. CeDe entered into 19 public improvement consttuction contracts. 
totaling approximately US.S million that included parlcs# fire statioro;. str.eet 
improvements, sidewalks and streetlights,. a pedestrian bridge, and a varieW of oth~r 
projects. Public improvement projects are essential to ,removing blight and revitalizing 
downtowns, business districts. industriSl areas. and residential n~ighbolhoods. 

Wlule this appears- widely leoognize~ CeDC is the only redevelopment organi2ation 
identified through our benchmark survey that aatively manages public improvement 
projects-although oilier agencies provide funding for public improvements as part of 
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EXECUTIVE LETTER 

The purpose of this analysis is to ~valuate the fiscaf and economic impacts' of proposed amendments to­
the City of San Diego's review processes for hotels-within San Diego's- Downtown Community Planning 
Area. The proposal that we evaluated would-ef(ectively add a layer of review. This would represent a 
departure from the Gurrent process whereby'th~se 'projects are subject to review by the City Council under.' 
certain specific guidelines, but the normal review process ends with CeDe Board approval. 

We have focused on the concern that labor costs; in particular, will rise with this proposed process 
change, Will an expected increase in labor costs significantly impact th~ feasibility of new projects? And 
if so, what is the economic impact? 

First, we analyzed the feasibility of developing a prototypical 300 room hotel under two different 
scenarios: developing and operating the hotel with and without uIllon labor. Our overarcbing 
conclusion is that the botel is feasible using non-union labor but is not feasible using1lllion labor. 

In broadly analyzing the feasibility of future hotel projects" we have detennined that if labor costs 
increase, hotel projects cannot and will not be built Iii addition. the inability to build and operate hotels 
would jeop~diie the cutrent effort to expand the San Diego Convention, Center with a third pbase, 
because that phase' must- be accompanIed by the development of hotel rooms to flccommodate vfs'itors. 

Ironically, a proposal that will likely result in,increasing the cost o.f both devei,ophig and operating, hotel 
projects will have the opposite irop~ct than what is intended by its -sponsdrs. Rather than causing hotel" 
developers and operators to pay higher salary levels to workers, the proposal will" likely prevent future 
hotel projects frOID, being developec;l. thereby eliminating, these prospective jobsT This proposal 
jeopardiZes San Diego's ability to ~ontmue-td grow and prosp'er as one of Ainerica's' great destmation, 
Convention and tourism centeJ,"S. ' 

Based on the 12 hotels comprising 3,142 rooiDS that are currently proposed in Downtown,-the following 
summarizes tbe significant direct-economiC"impacts that will be lost: 

~ $207 M~o,n in Transient 0 ccupancy T -ax Revenue (over' a 10 year period) - the average· 
anrtual. TOT revenue equates to approximately $20.7 million per year. 

>. $8.2' million in Sal~s Tax Revenue to the City (over ~ 10 year period) - the average annual sales 
tax revenue equates to approximately $820;000' per year. 

)- 10,071 construction jobs 

)i:;. 1,571 permanent 'hotel servic-e jobs 

)i-- $379 MI'Uion in Tax Increment Revenue. (over a 30 year period) - $75.7- million in statutory 
pa&s through; $75.1 million for housing; and $227 miUjon in cash. flow (~onding capacity of $80 
million). In addition, the $75.7 million for housing translates to 510 affordable housing units. 

In addition to the direct impacts, there are. cumuiative inditect and induced impacts which were beyond 
the scope of this study., These impacts rippl~ through th~ local economy through additional roun,ds of 
expendlrureand would add to,the economic benefit that wiU ~ loSt:. 

,.,',' -, '" .. - --~ ... --." " ,,- ~--
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IN'TRODUCTION 

The London Group Realty Advisors has completed an assessment of the economic impact of' 
proposed amendments to the' City of San Diego's review processes for hotels ~ithi~ the 
Downtown Community PlalUling Area. These changes would take the fonn of amendments to­
the downtown planned district ordinances (PDQ's) to require hotel projects that are sized over 
100 rooms to be subject to a higher level' of review, with fmal design review approval by the 
Redevelopment Agency, 

This review would represent a departure from the current process whereby these projects are 
subject to review by the City Council under certain specific guidelines, but the normal review 
process ends with CeDC Board approval. 

The sponsor of this additional review, process is "Unite Here!" Local 30, a union group affiliated 
with various labor and trade councils, generally promoting the interest of hotel workers. 

The London Group has been asked to analyze the feasibility of projects, as well as the economic 
and fiscal impacts, if the proposed' amendments are implemented.- A key' concern with these ' 
amendments is that they will result in higher costs and potential pJ'oject labor agreements 
(PLA's)~ 

We have focused on the concern that labor costs, in particular, will rise. The q~estion becomes, 
will this expected increase in labor costs significantly impact the feasibility of new projects? And 
if so, what is the economic impact? 

OUf analysis is strictly financial and economic in nature. We take no position regarding the 
efficacy ofPLA's, except to address their likely economic impact. 

Research for this project was completed in May 2010. Conclusions and recommendations are­
strictly those of The London Group Realty Advisors. Users of this information should recognize 
that assumptions and projectiOns contained in this report will, vary from the actual expt:rience in 
the marketplace; Therefore, The London (Jroup Realty Advisors is not responsible for the actions 
taken or any limitations, fmancial or otherwise, of property owners, investors, developers-, 
lenders, public agencies, operators or tenants. 
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CONCLUSIONS. 

The purpose of this section is to sUmmarize our conclusions. Our approach to this study. was to 
focus on the potential impact ofPLA·s· on the feasibiIfty ofa hypothetical hotel ptoject: 

We also analyzed the potential impacts to the economy if the absence of feasible new hotel 
projects results in a virtual moratorium on the development of these projects. 

Our conclusions are as follows:. 

Project Feasibility 

We have analyzed the. feasibility of the developing and operating a prototypical 300 room hotel 
in Downtown San Diego based on two sets of assumptions: using non-union vs. union labor. The 
assumptions which drive this analysis are strictly b?sed on the differential in labor costs. 

The best test of project feasibility is to determine the Internal Rate of Return (IRR). The IRR. is 
the calculation of the overall annualized rate of return. Investors would' normally target an IRR. of 
15-20%. 

The following summarizes the IRRs for a prototypical 300 room hotel development and ongoing, 
operations with and without union labor: 

1. Non-Union Proforma: Using non-union labor results in a feasible hotel project and yields 
an m.R of 15% .. 

2. Union Labor Proforma: Using union labor this same hotel project would' result ,in an IRR 
of negative 4 %.' In- addition;: the hotel would not 'be able to, 'convert a construction Joan to 
long-term financing, eliminating any reasonable prospect for development. 

Our over arching conclusion is that the hotel is feasible u~ing}IO'D-UDion labor but is not 
feasible using union labor. F~ennore, such a proJect would not actUally be buill because a 
construction lender would reali~, through their independent forecaSts of net operating income, 
that the project. value is sigp.ificantly reduced. This, in tum, means that the project would not 
qualify for long-term financing to sucqessfuUy replilY the. construction loan. A construction lender 
would not lend on such a project unless there was a clear path to full repayment. 

The followmg reasons detail the effects of union labor expenses on. hotel. development 
feasibility: 

• Using union labor adds $1.3 million to construction' costs 
• The bfggest impact of union labor is all operating expenses. Based on a five year 

project investment, union labor decreases net: operating income' (NOl). by 
approximately $1.2 million' (Year 1) to $L8 million (Year 5), The tota"! foss iii: 
income in five years of operations is projected to be $7.6 lilillion. 
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• The decrease in NOI redupes the value-ofthe project by $25 million at disposition 
after five years of operation. 

• At the time of refinance, the maximum loan amount would be $48.6 million. This 
renders the project unable to refinance because it falls $4.7 million short of the 
remaining construction loan balance of $53.1 million. A construction lender 
would not provide the original loan based on these NOr projections. 

• For perspective, to make the hotel project feasible using unionized labor, the 
Revenue Per Available Room (RevPAR) would need to increase 51.5% from 
$117 to $164 in today's market This would require an initial average daily rate 
(ADR) in Year 1 of operations of $274 with all other aspects of the profonna 
remaining constant. It is extremely unlikelY that this can occur in the foreseeable 
future, if ever. 

ill addition to the impact of rising labor costs~ adding a layer of review to the approval process 
would have unintended consequences in the development of new hotels including delays and 
unknoWn risk such as market volatility and increased difficulty in obtaining financing. These 
factors would exacerbate the inability of hotels to be built with any certainty of costs and secured 
financed, 

Economic Impact 

The following table summarizes the lost economic impacts, based on the conclusion that future 
hotel projects are no longer feasible. 

Pennanent Jobs 

Operatiom 

$207,318,952 
$8~150,413 

5215,469,365 

Annual Average 
$20,731,895 

$815.041 

521,546,936-

10,071 Jobs 
Jobs 

Source: Lon~n Group Realty Advisors, R.A. Rauch & Associates, CA Board of EquaiizaTion 

Over a ten year perio~ the City~s General Fund is estimated to lose approximately $2-15. ~iUion -
$207 million in TOT and $8.2 million in sales tax revenue. In addition, ali ~imated 1-,571 
permanent hotel Jobs and 10,0.71. temporary construction jobs will not have been c·reated. 

These estimates are based on the 12 hotels totaling 3,142 rooms that are currentiy pr(>posed to be 
built in Downtown San Diego. We belie~e this estiniate to be the conservativ.e-n#l#mum impacts 
becaUse it ignoreS any other hotels that could be proposed as the local economy emerges from' 
the recession. 
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The following table demonstrates the 30:'year tax increment impact that would be lost ~f these 
hotels were not built. 'The tax of 1.125% levied oil the incremental assessed value Qver 3"0 years 
represents $36.1 million of tax increment. Of this tax increment, 20% ($7.2 million): passes 
through to the City's General Fund; an additiOilal 20% ($1.2 million) is designated to provide 
affordable'housing for low income residents; and approximately $21.7million (60%) is available 
for the redevelopment of Downtown San Diego, including fundiilg for infrastructure or 
public/private partnerships. 

::;i~\<t~r~<~;'Jnfij{fi;~:~~!~~4tt:AX:lSf!R~~tilM"A~~~~j:Qh~S.1~2':2~~~G'J·(~~g~\y:" " 

Incremental Levy 
Statutory Pass J'hro~ 
Increment Housfug 
Increment (Cash Flow) 

CUmLiJative Debt Level 

1.125% 
20% 
20% 
60% 

Prototype Total Impact 
300-Room of 10.5 

Hotel Impact Prototype Hotels 

$36,149,395 
$7,229,879 
$7,229,879 

$21 ~689,637 

$7,625,686 

$378,604,662 
$75,720,932 
$75,720,932 

$227,162,797 

$79,866,348 
Source: London Group Realty Advisors 

The total 30-year' tax, increment impact of the 10.5 prototype hotels proposed in Downtown 
~presents appIOx~ately $'379 million. An estimated $75 .7 million is e~ked for affordable 
housing. Based on CCDC;s subsidy ,per unit ofJhe recently built affordable housing proJect Ten 
Fifty B, we have deteqnined that 510 affordable housing units could be built, which in tum' can 
provide' housing for 1,363 people, ~ 

Conclusion 

Our overarching conciusion i:s that if labor costs increase, these hot.el p'.roj~cts ca,nnot and 
will not be'buUt. As a r.esult; significant economic impacts that would b,ave been realized 
will ha ve been f.oreg~ne. I n a dditi6n, the i nabillty t 0 bu n .. , a nd 6perate h6 tels would 
jeopardize the current ef fort t 0 ' expand t.he' Sail Diego C onve~tion C eJiter' w itk a third 
phase, because' that p has'e must b e a cc~mpailred by t he development 0 f h otet ro oms to 
accommodate visitors. 

IroniCaDy, a propo,sal thatwilllikeIy result in lncreashig the'cost of both developing and 
operating h -otel projects will ba ve t he 6 pposite l mpact than w baU s i nten4ed by .. ts 
sp6Jis'ors~ Rather than causing hotel developers and o.perators to pay higher salary levels to 
worketS'f the prop()s~l will likely preve,nt roture hotel pro~t5 from being deveI6ped;. thereby 
eliminating these, prospective, jobS. This proposal jeopard~es San Diego"sabiHty tl) cOntInue to 
grow and' prospel" as· one of America's great .destination, convention and' toUrism centers. 
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Existing Unionized Hotels 

There are three existing hotels in Downtown San Diego that were both built, and are currently 
operating, with Union labor. These hotels are operating under a wholly different set of 
economics and market circumstances, to wit: 

• They are premium hotels operating at the best locations garnering top-of-the-market 
room rates. This report projects that most proposed hotels cannot operate at this leveL 
Thus, the economics of high labor costs' do not work. 

• The economic basis for which these hotels were built can support higher labor costs. 

We have also been able to identify two downtown hotels that have some union labor, but these 
jobs are balanced by a hotel work force that is mostly non-union. 

None of these circumstances can be replicated by the proposed hotel projects which would be put 
in jeopardy based upon the conclusions in this report. 

Most importantly, these hotel owners and operators have elected to employ union labor without a 
City requirement. There are no rules currently in place in which the City requires non-union" 
labor. If future hotels elected to include union labor to either build or operate their hotels, there 
are not rules in place to prevent this. 

It is up to the labor negotiators to cut the best deals on behalf oftheir membership. And it is up to 
hotel owners and operators to' determine whjch labor option is most economically viable for their 
project. 
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HOTEL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

The purpose of this section is to describe our analysis of the effect that higher labor costs will 
have on the construction of new projects as well as the-impact on hotel operations. To analyze 
the impacts we have utilized a hotel prototype comprised of 300 rooms, which is a 3.5 to 4 stat 
full-service hotel. We have assumed an investment timeframe of 6.5 years from beginning 
construction to disposition, including an 18 month-construction period with the asset being held 
for 5 years thereafter. 

We have prepared two-profonnas that are included in the Appendix of this report: 

j,).' Non-Union .Proforma: Assuming that the hotel prototype is constructed and operated 
with non-union labor. 

); Union Profoa:-ma: Assuming that the hotel prototype is both constructed and operated 
with union labor. 

The following sections detail the assumptions and results for each proforma. 

Non-Union Proforma. 

Development Costs 

In this scenario,. we have used non-union labor expenses for the construction of the hotel. The 
total development costs for the project is approximately $84.1 million. Based on a loan to cost of 
70%, the' construction loan. is approximately $58.8 million~ . The, balance of. $25.3 million 
represents the equity investment, which includes a land acquisition cost of $9 million. 

The labor costs for building and site work, using non-union workers, are approximately $13.1 
mill~on, representing 30.% of building and site work costs: The total direct costs in this scenario 
are $52 million, as shown in the following table: 

BUikling and Site Work (Excluding Labor) 

BulldiDg and Site Work (Labor Only) 
F-F&R 
Total Direct CostS 

Total Phase 

Cost 
$30,520,000 

$13,080,000 
$8.400,000 

. $5.2,000,000 

Cost Per 
BldgS.F. 

$15.6 

$61 
$43 

$266· 

Cost Per 

ROQill 

$101,733 

$43,600 
$28,000 

$173,333 
Source:-London Group _Realty Advisors; ~ifh Travel Research, Goodwin & ' Associates 
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Operations 

The first year of operations is assumed to- achieve an average occupancy rate of 60%. The 
occupancy- increaSes to 68% in Year 2 and stabiliZes at 76% for Year 3 and subsequent years. 
The Average Daily Rat~ (ADR) in Year 1 is initially $195 and increases to $205 in Year 2, $2J5 
in Year 3, and $~24 in Year 4. Subsequent. years increase by 3% pet year, as shown in the 
following table: 

Year I of Year 2 of Year 3 of Year 4 of Year 5 of 
OReratiom ORerations O~rations ORerations ORerations 

Occupancy Rate 60% 68% 76% 76% 76% 
Average Daily Rate $195- $205 $215 $224 $230 
RevPAR $117 $139' $163" $170 $175 

Source: London Group Realty Advisors, Smith Travel Research, Goodwin & Associates 

In this scenario, we have used assumptions about room expenses and food and beverage 
expenses from the Smith Travel Research Rotel Opera~ng Statistics Study 2'009: Room expenses 
for Year 1 of Operations are-28% of room revenue and decrease to 27% in Year 2 and 25.7% in 
Year 3 as occupancy stabiiizes. Food and beverage expenses are 75.8% of food and b~verage 
revenue, as shown in the- following table. The total five-year expenses for rooms and food and 
beverage are approximately $49.6 million.-

tl, ;::;;t;'f~~,,§:>·,,_';t~t~.:;-':,~N(j~~l!Jl'iIbN-!Ll\BjjRrROOM~'ANo.iFQOn;-&tj.EY.tRAGESmEN$d~~f~~*'ii~~~\ 
Year I-of Year 2 of Year 3 of Year4-of Year5-of 

OI!erations O(!cratlons OtleratioIlS OI!eratDns O(!eratXms 

R22!!!: 
%-ofRooms Revenue 28.0% 27.(}'I/O 25:7% 25.1% 25.1% 

Rooms Expenses 53,.587;220 $4;1-16,335 $4,598,054 $4,781,976 $4,925,435 
Food & Bevernge-

% ofF6od, & Beverage .Reveme 75.8% 75.8% 75.8% 75.8% 75.8% 

food & Bevera:~ ~enses .$4,215,679 $5,016,658 $5,887,125, $6~122,683, $6,306.36~ 

Total Food. Beverage E~DSes $7,802,899 59,132,993 510.485,249- 510,904,659 SU.231,799· 
SoUrce: London Group Realty Advisors, Smith Travel ReSearcli; GoodwiJi & As~ocl3tcS 

Investment PerfOrmance 

The following. table' demonstrates the investment cash flow from operations of the hotel utilizing: 
non-union tabor-.- The initial investment represents a $9 million land acquisition and an additional 
$16.3 million-is invested for development costs during Year-L The hotel begins operations after 
18 months of construction, halfway through Year 2. The-NOI is approxiinately $1.9 million in 
Year 2. which is used to begin repaying the construction loan. 

It is important to note that the total five-year net operating iilcome generated from the project is 
$27.8 million, which is based on.non-Wlion hl1j()f expenses. 
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We assume the project is refmanced after two years of operations (Year 4) at a loan to value of 
75%. The maximum loan amount based on a 75% LTV would be $65.8 million after loan fees, 
which successfully repays the outstanding construction loan balance of $48.7 million and yields 
net refinance proceeds of $17.1 million. The NOI is approximately $5.5 million in Year 4 and 
debt service for the pennanent loan is approximately $1.3 million, resulting in approximately 
$17.4 million available to begin repaying equity. 

The project is sold halfway through Year 7 resulting in approximately $93.8 million in gross 
proceeds after closing costs, which successfully repays the outstanding pennanent loan balance 
of $64 million. The resulting IRR of the equity cash flows is 15%. 

i'.'~f.";;~:!~';il~~"y;j:-; i;(\:::~:~~§:iijEi>1i;.'"~~.~'C;1ir(,p.~~NQiIt~mttON:·nmoR1ifj(dJi:eI;;ooirfiitlJ.WslANDjIN.VESTMENnI'ERF.OlWXNGE!l'~"GlIi~~~"'t.<ifi.iI'.f.~~·.:,:}:':·t·.:::;~?}'t.ro;::;i.'. 

~ Ycar20f Year30f Ycar40f YcarSof ~ ~ 
IniDal Invcstmcnl· Jllvcstmem Inl'eslmcnt InveSlmeDt Imoesbnellt Investm:nt In-'''CStlncnt 

Equity ConlribuOOns ($9,000,000) ($16.267,9.17) $0 SO $0 $0 so SO 
Net Opcf8lin8lnco~ SO $0 $1,906,728 S4,289,78S S5,470,560 $6,298,508 $6,518,338 S3,3.07,334 
ConslruCtXln Loan·Rcpaynx:nl SO $0 ($1,906,728) (S4,289,785) (S3,926,808) so SO $0 
Pcrmment Loan Rcpa~ SO $0 so SO (Sl 254544) ($5;018,175) (S5,O] 8,1751 ($2.509.os8) 

CqrlSfl'1JctionLoan 

Gross Proceeds &-om Refillancc (Less Loan F ecs) SO SO SO $(I $65,829,996 SO SO $0 

~ ConslrUCtion Ml!!l Bs!awat ~ }2 ~ IQ '~8.682,6S8) SO }Q ~ 
Net RefirJance Proceeds SO SO SO $0 $17.147,338 SO SO $0 

Pennanettl Loan 
Gross Proceeds iom Project Sale (l.css Cost o(S."') SO SO SO SO $0 SO SO S93,786,550 
Less: Loan Balance ~ 12 12 S2 ~ ~ Jft {~.QQ6,Q28} 

Net Sale Proceeds $0 SO SO SO· $0 SO $0 S29.780 523 
Equity Cash Flows ($9,000,000) (516,267,917) $0 $0 517.436;546 51,280,333 $1,500,163 $30,578,769 
Project IRR; 15"-. 

Source: LcnIdoD Group &ally A4vl.ors 
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Union Pr%rmG 

Development Costs 

In this scenario~ we have increased labor expenses for the construction of the hotel by 10% to 
reflect union wages2

. The labor costs for building and ~ite work are approximately $14.4 million, 
representing 32% of total building and site work costs. The. total direct costs using union labor 
are $53.3 million, as shown in the following table: 

BuiJding and Sie Work (Excluding Labor) 
.BuildiDg and Site Work (LaborOnly)* 
FF&E 
Total Direct Costs 

Total PhaSe 
Cost 

$30,520~()OO 

$14,388~OOO 

$8,400,000 
$53,308,000 

Cost Per 
BldgS.F. 

$156 
$74 

ill 
$273 

Cost Per 
ROQID 

$101,733 
$47,960 
$28,000 

$177,693 
Source: London CKoup Realty Advisors, Smith Travel Research. Goodwin & Associates 

Direct building construction using union Jabor costs are approximately $1.3 million (2.5%) 
higher than using non-union labor reflecting higher wages for construction workers. 

The total development costs for the project is· approximately $86.3 million. Based· on a Joan to· 
cost of 70%, the construction lean is approximately $60.3 million. The balance of $25.8 million 
represents the equity investment, which includes a land acquisition cost of $9 million. 

Operations 

In this scenario~ we have based our assumptions about room expenses and food and' beverage 
expenses on data from Smith Travel Research (STR) and Goodwin & Associates: STR identified: 
from their database approximately 350 hote1s throughout the nation that are considered 
substantially unioniz~d, and an equal number of non-unionized hotels. We have based our 
analysis on this resource, which is located in the Appendix of this report (see STR HOST data). 
STR and Goodwin & Associates ·detennined that room expenses and· food and beverage expenses 
of union hotels are 30% and 87.6%, respectively, while expenses at non-union. hotels are 24.5% 
and 74%, respectively, as shown in the following table:. 

2. TlW1.$L~nstm!!!i.Q!L~n9 G~~Jt~ljm~t~. ~~. nUf(lber.tQ b~. b~twe~m 10.%' a,ml 2Q.%. We hav~ used the. conse.rvative: 
estimate. 
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Food 

Union 
3'0.0% 
87.6% 

% Vat. 
22.5% 

Source: !!mith Travel Research, Goodwin &. AssO'ciates 

These operatin-g' expenses represent the performance of operatingt stabilized hotels·. We have 
used ST..R .and Goodwin & A~ociates" room expense estimate of 30.% upon stabiliZa:tion in Year 
3. However~ room e~penses' f~ Year 1 are 32% of room revenue and decrease to 31 % in Year 2. 
because' this category of expenses decreases as stabilization is achieved. Food and beverage' 
expenses remaiD constant' at 87 .. 6% of food and beverage revenue, as shown' iIi the following 
table. The:tofal five.,.year expenses· for rooms and food and beverage are $57.4 million, which is 
$7.8 million higher due to unionized labor. . . 

Year 2 or Y.ear3 'of 
Operations Operaoons Operations- operations Operations 

32.0% 31;OO/J 30.00/.0 3(}vO% 30,0010 
$4,Q9'9;680' $4,726,162 $S;~67,378 $5,$82,073 $5,749.535 

Source: london Group Realty Advison;, Smith Ttavel ~se{lrc~ Goodwin & Associates 

Investment Performance 

TPis section demonstrates th~ investment cash., floW' from operations of the hotel utilizing union 
labor. The initial: inve$tment represent$ a $9 million land acquisition and an additional $16.8' 
millipn is· invested for development' costs duriIig. Year 1. The hoie'l b~gins operations after 18: 
~onths of construction" halfway tbrougJJ. Year 2. The NOI is approximately $1.3 mil-lion in Year' 
2-,_ which is used to begin repaying the constnlctiQn lO'an. 

It is importa~t to note that the total five-year net operating income generated from the project is 
$20.2 million, whi~h. is $7.-6' million loWer due t(} unionized' labor costs for oper~tions. This is. 
significant because the Noi is the underlying figUre-that value, or sale price, is based~ 

We assume the project is refinanced after two years of operations (Year 4) at a' Ioan-t{}-value 
(LTV) of 75%: The' maximum loan arnoUIit i>as~d on. a' 75% LTV would be $,48.4 million-.after 
loan fees. Thi& pJ:.oje~t would be unable t-6 -re.finance becaus~ it fallS $4.7 miiHon short of 
repaying the construction loan balance of'$-53.1 -mil1ion., In addition, a construction len~er would 
most likeiy ail~cipate this ~hort.;commg before the project is even built; and' as a result~ would 
nof lend-on the project ~ the first place; 
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Assuming tha,t the developer would: contribute additional eqqity of $4.7 million at .the time of 
refinance, the resulting equity cash flow ntR is a negative· 4%, as' shown irl the' following table. 
This project woul4 hot qUalify to. refinance, and if it did, it would still be a losiIig proposition for 
investors ... 

Bq~ ColliribuOOns 
Net Opc:!8mg1nl:omc 
C~Loan Repayment 
Pemlltlent.t.o8ll_R.epa~nt 

Cons/ruction I.btm 

~Pioceeds .fimnRcbnce(tess LoenFees) 
I:..cas:QlMhj!ctionLoanRepavmenr 
Net R.e!iwii:e'Pmcced5 

Perman""! !.oaf! 

lniiai 
($9,000,000) 

SO 
SO 
SO 

SO 
~ 
$0 

Year"! of Y1!8Tlof 
~ ll1YeO_ 

($16;836,195) $0 
$0 St,339,896 
$0 ($1,339,896) 
SO SO 

SO $0 

Ill', ~' 

SO SO 

~ 
lnvestJrent 

SO 
$3",048.422 
($3,048,422) 

SO' 

$0 

~ 
SO 

¥ear4'9f 
Investment 

$0 
$3,978,,417 
(S2.&43.-411·) 
(5922,323J 

548,391.314 
(S53,05O.939) 

($4,6S3.626) 

~. ~ 
1IliIes1Iid, ~ 

$0 SO 
S4,63O,577· $4,792,19.3 

SO. $0 
J$l;689,294) (SJ;689,294) 

SO 
12 
SO 

$0 

tQ 
$0 

SO 
52,431,'507 

SO 
(SI.844.647) 

SO 

~ 
SO 

Gross ·Proceecls Iiom Project~ale (t.eS$ Cost ofSae) 
LeSS! Loan Bal!rncc 

SO $0 SO $0 $0 SO $0 568,950;591. 

NetSall!P~s 

F4dtYC~U'lD_ 

Projj!dIRR: 

Feasibility Conclusion 

12 
SO 

(S9,oOC!.OOO) 
4Mr 

iQ. 
SO 

(516,836,195) 

~. }q .SQ 12 m ($47,056357)' 
SO 59 . . .... S0 SO $0 52'1,894,233 
SO so' ($4',iI41,004) $941,283 $1,182,'00 $l%,481,m 

Sou .... : Lo.don Gowp Roalry Adyis ... 

Based upon our analysis of the· Non-U.,uQn Proforma ~d Union Proforma scenarios, it is our 
conclusion that a ·hotel with unionjied labbr 'is not' feasible .. Furtherm~re, stich a project· would 
not actually be bui1~ because a construct~o1i lender would realize, through their' independent 
forecasts of net operating income,. that the' project valu.e, is si~ficant1y reduced .. This,. in turn, 
means that' th~· project: wouid not qu~li(y for· long-term financing, to' .successfully' n;pay the, 
construction loan~ A constt.1Iction lender would not lend' On such a project unless there was a 
clear path to. full repayment. 

While the increase in. con.s.trUction costs is a factor, the big factor rendering-the project infeasible 
is the higher operatiQri~1 CQst$· that'would be associated with unionized labor. The five year NOI 
difference betWeen· the tWG scenarlo~ is $7.~ million, Or approximatelY. $1.5 million per year on 
average. At the time of sa1~' _m YearS,; ~e difference in N~I is $1.8 ~ilHQn. Ba$ed <m ·a, ~p. rate 
of 7.0%, this represents a: v~tlafjhn< decrease of $25 millioIi, which. is' strictly attributable to 
higher labor costs of operations; 

For perspective, to make~ the' hotel project feasible using unionize<!. labor, the. Revenue· Per 
Avaitabl~ Roonj..<RevpAR). would need to increase 51.5% from $117 to $1.64 in today's market.. 
This' means' that the iniuai. a\Terag~ daiiy-rate (ADR) in Year. 1 of operations would need' to be 
$274 with all othe.r aSpects of the 'ptofQrma remaining. constant. It is extremely- Ull.likely that thiS. 
will happeri. in the foreseeable fu~e'; if ever. 
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HOTEL DEVELOPMENT FORECAST 

In this section, we have determined the number of equivalent prototype, hotels that could be 
developed in the foreseeable. future in Downtown San Diego. By determining the number of 
prototype hotels that would be built in the future, we can calculate the economic and 
employment losses that would occur if these hotels were not developed due to the effects of 
Wlion labor on feasibility, as detailed in the Economic Impacts of No Development section of 
this report. 

Proposed Hotels 

There are currerltly 12 hotels totaling 3,142 rooms that are proposed to be built in Downtown 
San Diego. Based on a room count of 300 rooms, we have determined. the equivalent of 10.5 
prototypical hotels have been proposed for development in Downtown San Diego, as shown in 
the following tabler, 

f~~;;~t,Ro.M-smrDQ~QWi~~wfi~jHQ~~~:W:~ 'f •• 1SM_~ .' _ ~ - .• .. - -,.. ;J • • ~ .. . .. ~ .~~ ~ • • ••• • ;c •. _ ~ • _ ... ~ ~ ~ ..... ... ~~~~ ..... 

'Map HotellDeveloper, Rooms Status 
1 Spfunaker Hotel 250' Proposed 
2 Marriott Renaissance Hotel 365- Proposed 
3 Westfield Corporation 450 Proposed 
4 Village Hotel 89 Proposed 
5 Interc~)Dtinental Hotel 525' Proposed 
6 ViVaIa Hotel 275- Proposed 
7 Cohnnbia Tower 402 Proposed 
8 Hotel on 8th 110 Proposed 
9 BF HoSpitality 340 Proposed : 

10 10th Avenue Hoter 128 Proposed 
11 S~ybmge Suiies' 126 Proposed 
12 Holidav 1m E~ress 82 Proposed 

Total 3,142 

Prototype Hotel 300 Rooms 
# of Prototypical Hotels Proj)Osed 10.5 Hotels 

Source: London Group Realty Advisors, PKF Consulting. CCDe 

The following map shows the locations of the 12 proposed hotels in Downtown San Diego. 
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Spinnaker Hotel (250 rooms) 

Marriott Renaissance Hotel (365 rooms) 

Westfield Corporation (45O rooms) 

ViDage Hotel (89 rooms) 

~~t=~~~~~rt. Intercontl1entaf Hotel (S2S rooms} 

o Vlvara Hotel (275 rooms-; 

8 Columbia Tower (402 rooms) 
:'~;!=;::~:cl=:~~~t:t G HOtel on 8th (110 rooms) 

o SF Iiospi.tality(340 rooms) 

4D 10th Ave Hotel (128 .rooms) 

·· CD Staybtldge Suites (126 rooms) 

m HOliday Inn Express (82 robms) 
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Convention Center Expansion Demand 

The' purpose of this section is ·to demonstrate the nu~ber of hotel rooms, and prototypical hotels, 
that- would. be required to support the conventipn center expansion. This' is a critical, if not the 
most important factor. that will determine if the expansion can be successful. In order-to attract 
conventions., DoWntown must be in a position to offer an adequate supply of hotel rooms at 
affordable prices. 

According to 'Price WaterhouseCoopers., the proposed expansion of the San Diego Convention 
Center would result in 296.{)OO additional annual attendees. In addition, cIC Research, Inc. 3 

estimates that an estimated 53,092 (18%) friends and family accompany Convention Center 
attendees on their- visit to San Diego. This results in a total of approximately 349,000 new 
visitors due to the Convention Center -expansion. as shown in the following table: 

!'pinl·~:: smco'M~ ~ ' '' '':~· ;n·~··N;.eENmR/E*'f~~~1.'·~JN-:;--::--~ '' ;n-FSi 1._ • . _fO.:._ ._""- .1!k-,i'VEN Pv"- .. _____ . ... _.~ ~.v.~ _~JE_ .. .. 
New RegiStered Attendees Due to. EXpansion 29·6 .. 000 Attendees 
Guests per'Registered Attendee (AdditiOnal 18%) 53,092 Guests 
TotalNewVlSitors (Including Gue'sts) 349,092 Visitors 

Source: London Group Realty AdVisors, ere R:esearcb~ Price WaterhouseCoopers 

Not' all new visitors coming to San Diego attending a: conventj6n will stay in hotels. CIe 
Research, Inc~ has determined that 84%. or' approximately 293.000 visitors, booked hotel 
reservations' in San Diego. In addition, 73% of this figure, or' approximately 214,000 visitOfSJ 

actually stay in .. Downtown hoteis·. eIC Research, Inc~ has detennined that an average of 1.4 
persons occupy each. hotel room and the average length. of $tay is' 3. 73' nigll~. This. r,~sults in a 
demand f.or apprtixiinately 570,000 new hotel room nights in Downtj)wn,: as snown In the 
fullowing table: 

;~~~if~1~~(~~~~~~~~~~1tg'i~tt~'ji:OOM~j~JttS b;fM~tlj;j)~,F'tr.~8\~t~~;j~{;~~fk·'L· , 
% Visitors with HOtel Accorni.oodamns 84% . 
;New Visitors with Hotel ,Accommodations 293,237 
:% Hotel Acconunodations Located Downtown 
Visitors mth Hotel Accommodations LOcated DOlmiown 
Avg. People Per Room 
Avg. Length ofS'tay 
Total New Hotel Room Nights 

73% .. 
214,.063:-

1:4 People 
3 .73~.· 

570,316" 
Sour.ce: London Group Realty Advisor~ de Re$CaFCh 

1 CIC Research, Inc. repQrt. "SununaI)' Profire of SDCC Primary Busfness Event Visitors to Sa~ Diego 2007" June: 9."2008. . . -_. '. -, -... '. . ,- ~ _. . . - - .. - - .. ~-... . .. .. ..... -. - . •. _ .. " " < . , 
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A total of 2,056 hotel rooms would be required to be built to satisfy demand for 570,000 hotel 
room nights per year at a stabilized occupancy rate of76%. Based upon a 300-room hotel count, 
the 2,056 rooms demanded represents 6.9 prototypical hotels that would be required to support 
the convention center, as shown in the following table. However., this figure is conservative 
because it assumes that 100% of the demand for the 6.9 hotels is generated by the Convention 
Center. In reality, the Convention Center impact would, be broader, impacting the development 
of more hotels. 

Total Rooms Demanded 

Prototype Hotel 
# of ProtoJyP!ca) Hotels Demanded 

ECOIwmic Impact Study for Downtown San Diego Partnership 

2,056 Rooms 

300 Rooms 
6.9 Hotels 

Source: London Group Realty Advisors 
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ECONOMIC: IMPACTS OF N:o, DEVELOPMENT' 

In this section, we have analyzed the, imp~ct to the region of no development based on two. 
concJusions~ 

• The prototype hotel using union Jabor is not feasible and would result iIi no hotel 
development 

• Approximately 10.5 prototypical hotels, or 3,142 rooms will not be built 

To estimate the impacts of no deVelopment, we have analyzed the following factors associated 
with the development of a 300-room prototype hotel: ' 

)- Transient Occupancy Tax & Sales Tax Revenue 
»- Construction Jobs 
» Permanent Employment 
» Tax, Increment Financing 

Transient Occupancy Tax & Sales Tax Revenue 

We have evaluated the transient occupancy tax (TOT) and sales tax revenue generated by' the 
prototype hotel using non:..union labor' for the first ten years of itS operation. TOT is 1 O.~% of 
Room Revenue and is projected to be $19.8 miUion. Multiplying the TOT by the l(ts prototype' 
hotels results in a total ten-year TOT impact of $207 million. This, is money that will be lost d~e, 
to the infe~ibility of-hotels, which. ,would otherwise, go; directly intQ the City's GeneraJ Fund to 
pay for ess'ential public, setvices s~ch' 'as police ,and fire departments'. In a4ditioTI, the Tourism 
Marketing District Assessment is 2% of room revenue and is used to promote events and ,tourism 
in San Diego. This fund: would lose approximately $395 million aver the same ten year period, 
as shown in the following table: 

f· .. • ... ·-- _· ··,·· ~·.,.~I· ·.+ ..... ' IDRI-" ' ~: ?Miv .... :.r. · .. • • • •••. ••.••. ,- • ... -, ~ .. ·.'.h.· .... -......... &-: . --~ ..... --.:"-~."', .. - " .. ~. -.~ ... ..... -~ ..... ....,...~ " 

6{fl'F;8ifm , ' .w; _~..Mf ~~l\lS.1.1U~~~S.~ES.s..M~Ti 
Room RevenUe (First 10 yearsofO'perations). $1.8S~52J,190' 

Ti:ansient.occupnacv Tax' (Citvl 
10:5% T.raiJsieJ;lt,Occupancy Tax $-.19,794,935 
# otPr~to~icalHote1s Pronose<! 10;5 Hotels 
Total TOT'ofProposed Hotels $~O7~31.8,952 

Tolirism Marketjn~ District Assessment 
2.0,(j% Tour:iSm'Marketing.DiStdct Assessment $3,770~:464 
:# ofProtO!m£allloteJS Pro~osed . 100.5 Hotels 
TotalTotriril M~keting:DiStrict Assess~nt ot 

, " 

$39,489,324: 
Proposed ,Bareis 

I . ~"'ol:..':..!: _':" _' '''_ '' ..... _ ..... . .. , ...... · .. ·rR ... . . . • •••• • . , y', ..... . .. ,.: . . . .......... . ' '1. 
• .r-.. • _ ... ~ ~ . ~ ..... __ ...... __ •• jo.. ' ._ ... 

'" ,-

&>urce:"London Group ReaJty Advisors, CA Board' of EqualiZation' 
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The City would also lose sales tax revenue if the proposed hotels are not built Approximately 
75% of ancillary revenue (food & beverage revenue, telecommunications revenue, etc.) is 
taxable- and 1 % is captured by the City. The prototype hotel will generate approximately 
$778,000 in sales tax revenue for the City. Multiplying the sales tax revenue by the 10.5 
prototype hotels results in approximately $8.2 million of lost sales tax revenue, as shown in the 
following table: 

AnciDatyRe,,-enue (First 10 Years of Operations) 
75.00% Taxable Ancillary Income 
8.75% Sales Tax 
1.00% Sales Tax to tbe City 
# ofPrototyp~al HoteJs Proposed 
Total Sales Tax Revenue to the City 

$103,760,826 
$77,820,619 
$6,8()9,304 
$778,206 
10.5 Hotels 

58,150,413 
Source: London Group Realty Advisors. CA Board of Equalization 
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Construction Job§ 

We have estimated the nwnber of construction (temporary) jobs created to build a prototype 
hotel. We estimate that there would be approximately three million man hours required to build 
the prototype hotel. The total construction duration is 1.5 years and would require 962 
construction workers to build this hotel based on a 40 hour work week and 52 work weeks per 
year. Multiplying the number of construction jobs by the 10.5 prototype hotels results in 
approximately 10,071 construction jobs that would be lost if the hotels that are currently 
proposed in Downtown were not constructed. The breakdown of these jobs include 5% 
managers, 70% skilled workers and 25% laborers, as detailed in the following table: 

5% 
70% 
25% 

100% 

1.5 Years 
3,000,000 Hours 

40 Hours 
52 Weeks 

3,120 
962 

10.5 Hotels 
10,071.Jobs 

Source: London Group Realty Advisors, Turner Construction 
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Pennanent Employment 

We have evaluated the number of penn anent jobs created to operate a prototype hotel. We 
estimate that there would be approximately 15 management jobs, 60 housekeepers, and 75 other 
employees, including front desk attendants, bartenders, and servers. A total of 150 permanent 
jobs would be created by the development of the prototype hotel. Multiplying the number of jobs 
created by the lO.5 prototype hotels results in 1,571 pennanent jobs that would be lost if the 
hotels proposed in Downtown were not constructed, as shown in the following table: 

Category 
Management 
Housekeepers 
Front Desk, Bartenders. Servers. etc. 
Total Pennanent Jobs 

10% 
40% 
50% 
100% 

Emplo~es Based on 
1 Prototvoe Hotel 

15 
60 
7S 

150 

Emolo~s Based on 
11.3 ProQosed Hotels 

157 
628 
786 

1,571 
Source: Londou Group Realty Advisors, RA. Rauch & Associates 
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Tax Increment Schedule 

4 Basecfon Affirmed Housmg Group's estimated stabil{zeloCcupancy oran average-of":i~7 residents per unit. , 

Economic Impact Study for Downtown San Diego Partnership Page 23 of 58 



llf~ff~[?~lri'Ji~~if~~i1&(ijIDRl.~iWAftti;1I019s~&~f.~~~'i 
TenFiftv B Affordable Hous!!!g (229 Units} 
Total Project Cost $90,000,000 

CCDC Subsidy (Low Interest Loan) $34,000,000 

Subsidy Per Unit $148,472 

ProtoWe 10.5 Hoteb; 

Increment Housing $7,229,879 $75,720,932 
Affordable Housing Units Developed 49 Units 510 Units 
People with Affordable Housing (2.7/unit) 130 People 1,363 People 

Source: London G-oup Realty Advisors, Affinned Housing Group 
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APPENDIX 
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STR HOST datil 

Comparison of Expenses and-Profits as of Revenues 
Union vs. Non-Union Hotels: By SIze (Number of Rooms) - 2008 

Financial Sh.h:u~lr'rt Line Items 

IDlI'liDAll'tment Expenses (as % of DeptfTotal Revenue) 
Rooms: as_ % of Room Revenue 
F&B: as % of F&B Revenue 

Departmental Expenses as % afTotal Revenue 

InP.!nalrtrnAnt Profit (as % of DeptITotaJ Revenue) 
Rooms: as % of Room Revenue 
F&B: as % of F&B Revenue 

'total Department Profit as % of Total Revenue 

Operating Profit 

Line Items 

JAn,Al'1"lrnAIr'rT Expenses (as % of Dept/T.otaJ Revenue) 

Rooms) as % of Room Revenue 1{~t-~!~~llli~ffi~f~"~ F&B: as % of F&B Revenue 
Departmental Expenses as % of Total Revenue 

Department Profit (as % of Oept/Total Revenue) 
Rooms; as % of Room Revenue 
F&B: as % of F&B Revenue 

Department PrQfifaS % of Total-Revenue-- _54~1Jo_'_ 

Gross Operating Profit -@.l~ ~ = ~.~= "'li::~"''''''~1.'n_1 ~ ~.~~ [ )[5~ = ~ - -

Source: STR HOST data; RRC AssociateS;-Goodwin & AsSotilates 
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NOII·Union Pr%nna 
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Ii.\!I!III 
Start Year 
InVe5l1nellt Time&.omc 

Hole' 
A "era&<: Room Sitb 
Building Efficiency 
OsoS5 Buildilf /uea 

Project Start Period 
ToIlIl ton~ion Costs 
Loan to Cost 
Interest Rate 
l.oano AlTlOWlt 

R for Con$!nIcllon 

DOWNTOWN SAN DIEGO HOTEL PROTOTYPE. . 
FUl;L--C;ERVICE HOTEL PROFORMA {USING 'NON~UNION l,AB(}!ij 

Asswn lions·&: Results' 

2011 

300 Rooms 
32.6 S.P. 

50% 
19S~600 S.t>. 

o 
S84.073,89.6 

70~ 
6_~' 

$58,805,979 
$25.267917 

"nanciD, Costs (Excl. (metest) 
Sulllot.1 

Construclion Loan Interest 
Total Construction Cost. 

LO!!! Summ!!", 
I C~tiori f..c.ap' 
6 • COnstnlCtiOri:Loati Jot.rest 
8 . Tot'" CDnstructioil Loan 

~~,.=.=.I;~==~=~~----------------:7-f TDtatFuacls' 

P~anlntP7nGn8!c 

Qtr of Refinance 
StabUiz:cd NOI, QIT IS 
Refinance Cop Rate 
Itefinanc:c Value 
Inte~Role 

AmortizalioD cars ' 
TV 

LTV Loan AmOWlt 
LTV AnlW&I Deb~ S«vice 

Resullin OCR 
Required DCR 
Max Annual' Debt SeNice 
OCR Loan Amount 
Pe""'lIe';t~ AmOUDt 
Annll~ ~bt Sem.n 
Debt Cover If R.llo 
Proued. From'R!!jnane! . 

Refinance Loan:Jomount 
Less: Loan Fees 0',~0'.r. 

lQi; BmminiDI Construchlln ~l! BaI!D~ 
Net Proceeds Trom' Rean.nce 

I~ 
$6,115,1)08 

1:011% 
$88,214.400 . 

6.500i. 
30 

75.00% 
S66.160.8OO 
SS,018.I1S 

1.2.3 
1.2 

SS,I4S,840 
$67843963 
$66.160,800 
55.018,175 

1.13 

$66.160.800 
(S~30,804) 

~ill"J 
iOn 
iOl2 
20U 
~014 

2015 
2016 
2017 
2018 
2019 ' 
2020 
2021 
2022 
202! 
2024-
2025 
2026' 
TolIl PToIit 
Discount Rile 
Nl'V of Profii 

Holding Period.(Qtts) 
. orSal~ 

Proled V"".'-I9R @ p lspositl09 
Projci:~ Sale' PriCe 
Less: ~~ Bala!lce. 
Leas'; c;9st'¢ S!J~ 
NOt Pn,eeed. From'saie: . 

C •• hOnC •• b 
-.35.6% 
-M.4% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

69.00.4 
5.1% 
S.9% 

121 .!)% . 
0.0%' 
0.0%' 
0.0% 
0:00.4 
O~(W. 
0;00/, 
0.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

$9,000,000 
SSl.ooo,OOO 
$!'3,739.' 70 

tmill 
$75,l19"'0 
$8,863,916 

$84 96 

so 
SO 

S~261.9 r7 

14 
515.167.'17 

r:!et·!;!!Ule 
(S9.1IOO,OOO) 

{SI5;267,91 
SO 
$(I 

$I'.,-36;s46 
SI .nO~333 . 
SI .5oo,1.63 

S30.578,769 . 
SO 
SO 
SO. 
SO 
SO SO : 
SO 
SO 
SO ' 

t;1S,Sl7,1H 
10% 

55 OS, 46 
15% 
nI. 

20 
26 

$94.495,265 
(364;C06',028) , 



DOWNT.OWN SAN'DIEGO HOTEL PROTO'tyPE 
FV~L-SERVICJj: HOTEL PROFORMA (USING NON.:UNION ",ABQR) 
Project Construction Costs 

\ ____________ ..;;:Square Feet 

GroSs Building Area 
l 
i 

IAnnuallnflationJtate~ Const. Costs -~o:()M],) 
! 

Lagd Costs 
Lan« 
11'ota~ 'Land Costs 

, 
Dire~t Costs 
Bui14ing and Site Work (Ex.cluding Labor) 
Bujl~ing and Site Work (Labor Only) 
FF&E 
Totai Dired Cos~ , 

[ 
Soft Costs , 
Architecture & Engineering 3.3% 
Ma~fting l.Q% 
Pemt~tting Fees 4,0% 
Legai, & Accounting 0.5% 

Pro~rty Tal",es 1.0% 
Orga?iz~tion & A!lministratj,on 0.3% 
Develop~r Fee 3.0% 
Soft Cost General Reserve 1.8% 
Pre-Qpening 3.0% 
Contingency' 3.0% 
Total Soft Costs 

1 

Flnancing Costs (excl. Interest) 
Estit¥ted,Loan Fees, :7.5% (Including BrC?~er Fees and Closing Costs) 
Inspettor Fet;s , 
Total Fhianeing Costs (exct'lnterest) .... .. 

195,600 

Total Phase CGstPer 
Cost Bld,S.F. 

$9,000000 $4(1 

59.000,000 $46 

$30,520,000 $156 
$13,980,000 $67 
$8,400,000 $43 

5S1.000,OOO $166 

52,169\406 511 
$657,396 $3 

$2,629,583 $13 
$328,698 $2 
$657,396 $3 
$197,219 $1 

$1,912.187 $10 
$1,183,312 $6 
$1.912,187 $10 
$),912,187 $10 

513,739,576 $70 

$420,410 S2.15 
$50,000 SO.26 

.. 5470410 52 

Rooms 
300 

CI)3tPer 
Room 

530,000 
$30,000 

S101,133 
$43.600 
$28,000 

5173,333 

$7,231 
$2,191 
58.765 
$1,096 
$2,191 

$657 
$6,574 
$3,944 
$6,574 
$6,574 

$45,799 

$1.401 
$167 

51..1.568 

ITota~ Pr~jeet 'CQsts 575,209.980 --.--5385--- Slso;70o] 

' ., ,~~j~"StartS"D Qtr ~,: ' , ',., 

Proje,d Cost Schedule 
Start 0« Duration 

' , 

Q 

I 6 

" 
6 

I 6 

1 -~ 
1 6, 
I 6 
1 6 
1 6 
1 (; 

1 6 
1 6 
1 6 
I 6 I 

6 l 
1 6 



DOWNTOWN SAN DlEGO HOTE.I. PRQTOTYPE 
fU~ERVICE HOUL PROFORMA (llSIIIC 1'I0"·U)llO)f LABOR) 
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$11.315.331 SO 
($11 lIS.l31l SO 

'$0 'S9Sl,364 

SO SO 
sn SO 
so 10 

so s9S3J64 
1II.lI.!.311 $0 

so SO 
SII.)IS.lJI S9n364 

so S9".)64 
so $~ 

so so 
SO so 

-- _so - $l5~ 

SII .I"))R SI 
$11 S951.3M 
so so 
SO so 
so sa 

SIIJW31 S9Ss..J64 

[&puic"'n;;;I~ ----· --'- 1NOIAOO)-~Uio,9MM--- !!M.;.... .so ----~_-_____ ~__ so . .1!1 

rm. .. 

1.1IfIII 

$II 
StJ],364 

SO 
sn 
SO 
.Ill 

ml,364 

SO 
so 
so 

59Sl..l64 
SO 
SO 

Stsl.M4 

ml.l6ol 
so 
so 
so. 

- --~~ 

S9SI.lM 
so 
so 

sa 
S9SJ,l'4 

so 
$0 
so 

so 



i 
DOWNTOWN SAN DlRCO HOTEL PROTOTYPE 
."uL~ERVla HOTEL PJlOFoIt/M II!SI:'IC :-oo.~·U~lo.'/ L .... OI 
COJMlln, .. 1\cn ' 

! V .... 
PaW 

1'1/1."l1li 0fe_mlNt Otm 
To .. 1 

S7~109,'110 Tolal CouIrocIl •• eDt' 

$17.791.254 'II"~_ 
Sli5:120,99fi 1l .... P'_F' ... 1ttr_ 
Sl9.71o.m O""I'I_F .... "'tjoctSOk 
140;t42.064 C .... _L ... Otow 
~7S~09 010) o-ttJo_ c .... lli>Id. In~) 
SlS¥0t.711 ... _~c ......... 

, ,.-Sew-
W~.917 &triiye~lc .. _ ... ) 

1 ~FAoIiI.C._11I6Ill1ono1) 
S15.1671J17 a_lmI hillY F_ 

! 

I "Pm ,CC!pjI!I 
$IZI.40I.m A~c ..... 1aw 
$4;.~l,QM ~ t.allto .. 
SlU.7'17Ilquity .... _ 

SI9l,li1\.1»T_CoplloJ ...... ~ 
1 
I. I!gmpa!I "Cap!ta! 

SSi.IOS.,.,. C ... _ .... l.aoftlbll',..,.., .mel I....., ~'l 
SIl.799.'tU ................ R .... ~ ( ... 1. I_Eoopaue) 
SlS.1&l .• 17 .",;moo'" fIpIl)' 
Sl;.$17."5 PlOr. ilI"n"""" ,., """'''~ 

SlU.4Ol.m T.loIu ... r ............ c .... 

,CUhla 
IN"R_ 
IE\fIIIyC~ 
ic-s.""' ....... onw 

2013 ....... , 
1.t1(J(I 

so 
59'~64 

so 
so 
so 
so 

S953,UC 

so 
so 
so 

$'153.31\4 
so 
so 

S9S3.l64 .. 

$953.164 
SO 
so 
so 

S9Sl.H4 

S9S.l.,l64 
» 
SI! 

$951.364 

so 
S9S3.)'" 

$0 
so 
so 

S<l5J.J64 

,.,I0Il10 ........ 11 

1,lI0II 1,lI0II 

so so so 
S9>>.,]601 Sl.I9I,sn 51.I9U21 

so so so 
so so SIt 
JO so so 
so SO SD 

59W'4 SI."I.su 51."1.su 

so so so 
so sn sa 
so so. so 

S9S3.lII4 SI.191.5Z11 SI."1.521 
so 'so so 
so so so 

_.364 $I UI.sa • $ I"JIlI 

.. 
S'5J,lII4 SI.I'I,521 $I.191.S2' 

so 50 so 
50 so SO 

so so so 
S9SJ,H4 SI,I9\.fU _'1,!!1,!~' _ 

$9S3.364 $1.191.511 SI.191.'2I 
so $0 so 
» so so 

S953.J64 51.19I,S" SIJ'I-,I* 

so so so 
S'5J.1bI st.191,52. SI.19I.nt 

so so so 
so SD so 
$0 SO so 

1<Il!'.:!64 Sl."U2t SI.I91~~t. 

1014 

1'tr1"'I~ 

1.lI0II 

so 
'1.191.$11 

so 
so 
so 
so 

. $1 .19',52S 

so 
so 
so 

SI.\9I.SZII 
so 
so 

SI '91.528 

, .. 
'1.191.511 

$II 

$!I 
$0 

_~_jl,l"m _ 

SI.191,5Z11 
so 
so 

Sl,"I.511 

so 
31. I9IJl1 

so 
so 
so 

$I,"'JJa 

rafod 14 

1.000 

so 
S1,191.SlI 

so 
so 
so 
so 

,10191.5211 

so 
so 
so 

51.191.5"-1 
so 
so 

51.191,521 

... 

51.1'1,521 
50 
so 
so 

Sl.'''.m 
SI.I9I,S21 

$11 
so 

51,1'1,521 

so 
Sl."'.S2' 

$II 

SO 
so 

SI. IOUJ. 

I'tr1od 15 

I.IIflO 

so 
SI.$43.752 

S4'.129.9~6 
so 
so 
so 

U7.l71;f.41 

so 
so 
so 

Slil,l7).741 
so 
so 

S07 71,741 

Sso.226.410 
so 

SI7.I~7.l31 

so 
S07.J'n.14. 

$C,7.J7l.741 
50 
so 

567.!7J.7. 

$11 
$$D.226,4ID 

so 
SI7. 117.1'8 

so 
st7.Jn.7. 

Period 1 

10 
51,54J.1$2 

so 
$0 
so 
so 

Sl.iHJ.7U 

so 
so 
so 

SI.W.752 
so 
so 

SISU7R 

so 
$1.254.544 

$:19.201 
so 

SI054'.152 

SI.SO.7S2 
» 
so 

!1~3,7S1 

so 
so 

SI.254.544 
52.,.201 

so 
51.54).151 

10" 
hrlod 17 

I,DOIJ 

· so 
sI".,.m 

so 
so 
so 
SO 

$1.543.151 

so 
so 
so 

SI"43.751 
so 
so 

il,so,7SJ 

so 
SI.134.144 

Sl19.101 
so 

SI'«)'752 

Sl.54J,7S:Z 
so 
so 

SI~!.751 

$0 
$0 

SI,u-t.S44 
5119,%QI 

SO 
11,$43.1$2 

I§!I!iC .... F..... --.------ .-- 10-' - --$0- - -----so--. 'so SO so S17,147,p! RI9,2O! !2!9,loI 



DOwinoWN SAN nn:co IIOTEl.. PROTOT'iPE 
fUu..s&aVICI: IIOTEI. 'ROFORMA ~I)IC 1oI0)l.")l10~ 1,A1I01 
C.plta~1.c\m1 • '" . 

I Year, 

• TOI,I 

I'H\M 

1~4/c,.,_onC .... 

S1!I,l9!,. T_C __ C_ 

U7.~91.1S4 1ItI~ .. I_ 
565.~19.996 a.... "'~ F..., Rcf_ 
'29.~IO;:1J) c_, P_ Fr ... " .... Sn 
$4',94J.lI64 c __ '-On .. 

(S'5ill9 911O} DMI_ <Alto (!!Ml.ln,.) 

~D.f0l~n. A_C •• FNw 

, 1!nj1l¥i1_ 
S2sJn.917. llqoilyCbod,;.Ii ... (C_ion) 

i' sn ~.i!I .t_ibul;;"("oWi' .... n . 
Sl5,l17 917 R' , ...... 

I, 5Dvsp pce.pIRl 
$123:4111.772 ...... ilaI>loCosh F .... 
$4O:;.i1.n6~ eao. ....... IOII\.vOn On ... 
U5'l67 917.~~_h_· 
Sl~" 7n T'."I~~alA .. noblo 

. BtAUm,,'" CulSa' 
S51.11I$.97' C........,; ... 1.oo. R.,... .. (ird.I_ .. ' ... _1 
$13.:",.912 __ '-a~( ... 1. ....... 'E',.....I 
S2Sl",J7 R .... ,.., ... E ... '" 
U' 517.195 P .. fi, oio",)wI.o. r~ ..... 'r •• 1 

SllMOI.172 T.,.I " ... r ..... IIII1t .. C .. ~ 

I~I' 
NIIRwcwD 
E~C"'rm.1IIioru 
,c~u..DnW 
T"'IC~I" 

lAO ...... 
~CooI. 
:c;.",,;,.c,n.. L .. n Ropo)'tM1l' (ind. Im ..... 1!IQ>cm<1 
;...;._ L .. ';ll.,.,...,r ... l ... , .... ,~) 
.......... 1!tIIIto,A Pt .... DbaIIIIIII\oo 
P .. fit~("_} 

..... C .. hOut 

r.mdt .• 

10lI0 . 

SO 
SIJ43,731 

sn 
SO 
SO 
So 

$1.543.751 

so 
SO 
SO 

11..54},1S1 
SO 
SO 

SI543751 

SO 
SI,~ 

$119.2011 
$0 

Sl~l.Ul 

SI.S4l.m 
sa 
so 

11.543.751 

SI 

so 
so 

"_19 
I.DQO 

!! 
SI.605JOl 

SO 
SO 
SO 
SO 

SI,toJl.Sa1 

SO 
sa 
SO 

51.105.5111 
$0 
SO 

SI.685.S111 

SO 
SJ,l~~'" 
~150.9S' 

SO 
IIMUO} 

SI.ISO.S.$112 
SO 
so 

SI 

so 
SO 

SI.2S4.J44 
$350.95' 

SO 

Ptrt.dlO' 

I ClIO 

SO 
·SI.~5Jl12 

SO 
SO 
$0 
SO 

SI.W-It) 

SO 
sn 
SO 

SI.I05JOI 
SO 
SO 

IUOUO 

$0 
Slas4.l44 

Sllll,9sa 
SO 

11.6'5.$01 

SU,O,..s02 

SO 
SO 

SI.U4.~ 

SlSUSJ 
SO 

20" 
h"oUI 

I.IJ(III 

SO 
SI.6OS,S01. 

$0 
sn 
SO 
SO 

SI,1IO.I.s.2 

SO 
SO 
SO 

SI.68SJ02 
SO 
SO 

SliOUOl 

SO 
SI.2'4,~4 

SlSII •• SI 
siJ 

$11"'-1$QJ __ 

11,60S.501 
SO 
so 
II 

$0 
so 

SllS4,$4<f 
Sllll,.'st 

~o 

'1. 

I'\rIo411 ""04123 

1.6Do MOO 

' SO SO 
$I.~.SOI Sl.Gn.1i6l 

SO SO 
SO SO 
SO SO 
SO SO 

..... Sl,iIIS,.IOl sl.,n."' 

:: SO 
SO 

SO $0 

SI.I05.5<Q SIMU6' 
SO SO 
SO SO 

SIIe5.st2 SI;6SU67 

30 SO 
SI.lS4.~ u~ 

$3",,,51 $399.1!3 
$0 SO 

JI.@5,sz . $1.§5l,167 

SI.6Ol.S01 SloM),"7 
n SO 
so so 

SI,iG,SDI 51!!!:!.'" 

SO $0 

SO so 
SI,254.144 SI.2~J44 

~o..S& lm,lll 
SO so 

JUQ5.S01 $1.6".667 

P~dJ.4' 

/./JIlG 

SO 
. $1.65).1;67 

SO 
SO 
SO 
SO 

SI,6!1J,.1i67 

SO 
SO 
$0 

SI.'S).~7 

SO 
sn 

SUSU61 

$0 
SI,2S4,sM 

Sl99.I1! 
SO 

SI,6SJ,&6r 

1\.6".667 
so 
so 

SI,Ul.C67 

SO 
so 

SI.2S4,sM 
S399.m 

sn 
SI,6SU67 

11117 
PaIodU 

I DDII 

SO 
51.65].1;67 

SO 
SO 
SO 
sn 

S1.613,J67 

SO 
$0. 
SO 

51.65).66' 
SO 
SO 

IUUM? 

$0 
SI.Z:S4,5-M 

U99.1ll 
SO 

S1,"'~1 . 

SI.6'3..667 
SD 
so 

SO 
so 

SI.2S4.~ 

$m.lll 
SO 

St,65',&6' 

_'6 
/.1100 

SO 
·SI.Ml,G67 

S6 
S]9.1IO.S1) 

SO 
SO 

UI~I" 

SO. 
SO 

' SO 

SlI.4l<I.190 
SO 
SO 

III 341941 

.SO 
SI.1.54.'''' 
S .... 'I.7S1 

mJ27,1" 
S5J.A3f,190 

SII0414.\90 
so 
SO 

so 
SO 

$I.2St,.544 
S4,~".7SI . 

SlS.Sl7.I9J 
$31.-134,1'0 

Iliil~rcOitoPlOW..· n_~ __ ~JII_ -'--~..m ___ . ___ $HO,9$. .uso,MI 13~.tt.._n _ Sl".I~ $.1J9-;ru---- -U99,IU----S3O,I79,i46 

_2' 
ICtIO 

SO 
SO 
SO 
SO 
SO 
SO 
$0 

sn 
sn 
SO 

SO 
SO 
SO 
SO 

$0 
$0 

SO 
$0 
SO 

so 
so 
SO 
$CI 

sn 
So 
SO 
SO 
so 
so 

so 



DOWNTOWN SAN DIEGO HOTEL PRO'(OTYPE 
FUL!--SERVIC& .HOTEL.PROFORMA (USINC NON·UNION LAIIOR) 
LnDn;SQl1\lllaJ)' 

i 
\ 

i 
I 
~ , 
~ 

Yair 
.orbS 

cppqllFtiop Lo! . .. ' ... rx 
Colllt .... liaii"t ...... o .. w 
Co_lion \.oM 1n1e ... 1 

~ 

so 
SO 
SO 
SO 
SO 

2011 
f'eriod 1 PcrIodl Pcrlodl 

SO 55.661.940 S 10,964.928 
$0 SO $92.007 
SO SO SO 
$0 $0 $0 
SO S5.661.940 SI6.718.&1S 

Perlod{-- 1012 
Pcrtocl.5 hrtod6 Period 7 PorIod3 

SI0.964.928 510.964.918 SII.385.338 SI) SO 
$271,681 $454,277 5639,839 S835,248 5833,)18 

SO SO $0 (5953,364) ($9S3.364) 
$0 so SO SO $0 

S21,9B.AlIS S39,374,69O SSI,399.867 $SI,281.751 SSI.161.1IS 



DOWNTOWN SAN DIEGO HOTEL PROTOTYPE 
IlULtJ..sERV1CE HOTEL I'ROFORM~ (USING NON-UNION LABOR) 
LOMSllmmary 

Yaar 
P",locI 

CgmIrpst"p Loa ... SUID!!!!!] 

Consl~tiDII Loan PII'" 

21113 
Period' 

SO 
SI3I,31I 
(S~l,364) 

SO 
$51.039,729 

PeriOd 10 Period n 

SO SO 
5829,396 5827,381 

($953,364) (SI.19I,528) 
SO SO 

SSO,m,76\ SSO,mL61J 

Period 111 
1014 

PerloClll 

SO SO 
$821,464 5815,4SO 

($1.191.528) ($ 1.1910528) 
SO $0 

5SO.I3I.S49 $49.805.411 

Ptrlod 14 

SO 
S809,ll9 

($1,191,528) 
SO 

549.423,282 

l'arlod IS 

so 
SO 
SO 
$0 

SO 



DO~I'ITO~~ SAN DIEGO HOTEL PROTOTYPE 
I'Uu,sERVICE HQtEL I'ROIIORMA (USING NON-UNION LABOR) 
Con~lion COIl fO~DSI 

YelOJ' L::11 lOU 
P.riod ~ P.riodl Perlool.l Period) 

Period 41 rt.lod!i 'oriod6 Period 1 

Infla/Jon .ICOIUI",,,,,,,, Costs __ ~ ___ l,fJOO 1 .. lJDIJ 1,000 1,0(10 I.OtI(} 1.(JQ() 
, li1!l 

i:!pendlll!m 19Iol.lgleml) 

Sr·4!90·OOO Lon4 S9.000.ooo SO $0 SO $0 SO SO SO 

DImICetI. 
$311.520,000 B"lIdl!-a wi Sil. wort. (i!I<dudm& t.e.r) SO $5,086.667 S5,016,667 S5,086.667 5',016,667 $$,08'-667 SS.0&6,6lil SO 
513.010,000 Bl!i1c!ina tnd Sire Work (l.abGr Oftll), 50 $1,180.000 52,1 RO,GDO 52,I80.0DO 5~,180,OOO S2,IIO,COO $2,180.000 SO 
$8,400,000 FI'AE SO 51.400.000 51.400.000 51,400.1lOO 51,400,000 SI,~oo,OOO ~1"'OO,OOO SO 

~ 
$2,169,406 Arthileclllrc &. Iin&inccrin& $0 $361.568 5361,561 5361,568 S361.,68 $361,568 5361,56& SO 
~657.J96 ~in, SO U09_~66 $109,566 SU19,S66 5109,566 SI09,566 SI~J66 SO 

52,629.5&3 Ptmtil1ing F ... $0 $4)8.264 $438,264 5438,264 $438,264 5438,264 5438.264 SO 
$328.698 Lepl & AcCOll1lunc $0 $54.783 554.713 S54.183 SS4.1&3 S54,7&J SS4,1&3 $0 

$657.396 Propel\Y T." .. SO SI09.566 $109,566 $109,566 $109.566 $109.566 $109J66 SO 
$191,219 OtCDniulion II. AilininisI",llon SO $32.&70 $32,170 Sl2.810 Sl2,870 532,870 532,S70 $0 

51,912,181 D .... F~ SO $)18,698 S328,698 5328,693 S328,698 Sl28,698 S3l&,69& SO 
SPS1,l12 Sol\ Cost Gcncr,llI.lJCrve SO $197,219 $197,219 $197.219 $197.219 $191,119 S197.219 SO 
S·I,972.187 Pn'OpeninJl, SO 5328,698 $328,69& 5328,69. S328,69S $328,69& $328.698 SO 
$i.m,I81 COftlinpn'Y SO $)1a,69a 5328,698 $321.69& 5328.698 5328,698 5321,698 SO 

flg.orlnR: Colt! (Slsh 'P'natl 
5420,410 £II"","-d Loeft 1'", .7S~ \\ftcWdill& BroIler Foo. wi CIo.ln, COlli) SO SO SO SO SO SO $420,4,0 ·so 
$'0.000 InspccIQr Fe .. SO S8.33) $&,333 58,333 S8.3ll $8,333 SB,3lJ SO 

n5,109~ 'hlal t:.ptDIIl\1ll'n. n~~ooo.GOO $1l!.'64~18 S10,964,9lt SIl!,964,918 _SlD.L~9lII_ · 51!1.9~918 SU~"38 SO 



, 

DOWNTOWN SAN DIEGO HOTEL PROTOTYPE 
I'\Ju,sEIlVICE ItOTtL PROFORMA (USING NOI'I-UNION LABOR) 
c.m, Flo.", F,,;''''''' 

Voar 
l'orIad 

IIIII\JI[ - --z01t I 1011 I lGU 
o 1 23. S 6 7 , , 

~JoC\NOl 
lMs., ConslnleliDI\ l.ooa Paydown 
La" ~""yl:leb'JH,"'i .. (I'e ...... Loon) 

Total 01'" ~O/W Bcfoh: Tua 

so 
SO 
SO 
so 

so 
SO 
$0 
$. 

so 
$0 
SO 
50 

so 
SO 
SO 
so 

so 
$0 
SO 
sa 

~~~~ $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
~~~ SO SO $0 $0 SO 
lASs: c....iItIICI\un Loan R"""ymon\ SO SO so.. ... _._ .. JL .. . . SO. 

Net Rc~ 'ra.c:cdo SO SO SO $0 $0 

Crop Pragods FrO!!! Dlsmlyll 
S:\\eP~ ! SO SO $0 SO SO 

lets, Loori 11_ $0 SO SO SO SO 
lMs; Cost' .fSaIe SO SO SO SO SO 

Net Sale P* ...... SO S- $0 SO $0 

ITcibolPfolCCi~Mtl~- - --. -.--.. SO $0 SO SO $0 

so S9S1.364 S953,364 S953,364 
SO ($953,364) (S9S3,364) (S9Sl,364) 
so 50 SO SO 
SO SD SO SO 

SO Sf SO SO 
SO SO SO $D 
SO SO SO SO 
SO $0 58 SO 

$0 SO SO SO 
SO SO $0 SO 
SO SO SO SO 
$0 SO $0 $0 

SO SO 58 SO 



DOWNT~WN SAN DiEGO HOTEL I'ROTOTYPE 
FUL .... SERVICE ROTEL PROFORMA (USING NON-UNION l. ... BOR) 
Cub FI"w Pfn~"" 

Year 
.erlvd 

----- I~ _ - --I~ ___ --__ -_~~r-~:~--= -~:- 15_ 1'\ 28ts 
17 18 

l'1'oj~1 NOI $953')64 SI,191 .528 SI.191 .52& 51.191,523 S1.191 .S2lI 51.543.152 SI,54).7S2 $1,s43.152 $1.543,752 
Lccs; C.m.uu.li.m Laan Pa~wn ($953,364) (SI,191.SU) ($1,191 ,528) (SI,19I ,52&) ($1,191;528) (51 ,543,752) $0 SO SO 
Less;Q~yDcb.S.rvice(Penn.Laan) SO sO SO SO SO $0 (SI.254,S44) (SI,~.S44) ($I.2S4,S44) 

Total CII$Ii FI ..... Before Tnn $8 SO $8 SO SO SO SlI9.208 S289,208 $189,208 
} 

Gross .~ rrDIII ltefm_. SO SO $0 SO $0 S66, 160,1100 S4I SO SO 
Less: LoOn 1'_ SO SO SO SO so (S33O,804) so SO $0 
Lon; Co';'.nIC.ion Laan Ropozmonl SO SO SO SO SO' (S48,682,658) SO SO SO 
~ RdIIuUoc. Pr..... SO SO SO SO SO $17.147,338 se $0 SO 

t 
£!oo ftoSsw Ettm !illlSl!!!l!l 
SalcPricc 1 SO SO SO $0 SO so SO SO SO 
l..ou~lA'" a.~ So so SO SO so so SO so SO 
Len: ~ ... rsol. so SO SO $0 so so $0 so SO 

Net Sal. ProotOlis SO $. 50 SO SO $8 $0 SO SO 
I 

!t0l11 Pro1e.tCCllb .,...-;;---- SO SO SO $0 SO $17.147,331 $18'.208 S2lI'JDI 5189,101 



DOWN'roWN SAN DIEGO HOTEL PROTOTYPE 
Fl!u,s£Rvic£ HOUL PROF~RMA (USII'IC I'ION-PNION LABOR) 

ellSl. Flo'" F.'~""'t 

V .. r 
Period 19 

11016 I 
201 lL 12 %l %4 

1017 
1$ l~ 17 18 

l'ro~NO~ SI ,fiOS.502 51.605,502 51.605,502 SI.60S.502 $1.65),661 SI,653.667 51.653,667 51.653,661 SG SG 
u.: C""lINcliOl> Loan r.ydown SG SO $0 SO SO SO SO S' SG $0 
Lea; <eh.r1y Delli Smlice ('.ml Loan) ($1 ,2504,544) (SI,254,5044) ($ 1,254,544) (SI.2504,S44) (51,254,5044) (51,254,544) . ($1,254,544) (51,254.544) $0 SO 

TOhIl Caob'FlowWorcT__ $.158,9SI S35e,!1S8 $.150,'51 Sl5e,9S1 Sm,llJ 5399,113 $199,113 53",113 SO SO 

I Cran , ....... frIIIII RcIiJIan.. SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SG 
I .. ",; Lo.~ I'oes SO SU SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Less: Con~n..I"" L" ... ROJ!IY!!!O!I! SO SO SO SO SO $0 SO SO SO SO 

Net Ikll1laiD P .... cab SO SO It SO SIt SO SO SO SO SO 
. ! 

e,m Pn!!sth frMD D1'",""n 
Sale Prica i 

Lea: Loan Balance 
Len; COJI or Sale 

Net S.k P"",,"", 
I 

SO 
SO 
SO 
so 

so 
$0 
SO 
so 

$0 
SO 
SO 
SO 

so 
so 
so 
SO 

so 
SO 
so 
so 

sn 
$0 
so 
SO 

so 
SO 
so 
SO 

594,495,265 
($64,006,021) 

($708.7\4) 
S19,7'o,s:u 

11',,-uIP!oJtCtc.lh~~ ________ ~o,~. ___ 535G,!J5i' 1350,951' Sl5~---_~3'9,Ul-- -S39!J,lD_ Sl",I13 530,179,646 

SO 
SO 
SO 
SIll 

so 

so 
SO 
SO 
$8 

so 



DOWNTOWN SAN DIEGO IIOnl, l'ROTOTYPE 
FULl,,'ERVICE IiOTEL PROFOIUIM (USING I'ION.llI'IION LAIOII} 
",,"/~ 

...... vr",~' .. 'Un.;p 

'\ 
I ROTEL ROOMS 

'roT AI. !lOOMS A'll I.U.AIILE' 
'1tOOMSOCCUl'IED 

300 
109,300 

OCCUPANCY RATE (%) 
! AVEllAGEDAlLYAAl" 
'\ ADR INfl.A nON 
. REVENUE PER A v AlLADLE ROOM 

DEPAR1MENTAL RMNUf. 
ROOMS' . 
fOOD i 
Bllvl!RAGES 
onlE1t FOOD.t. BEVERAGE 
TELEcOMMUNICATlOHS 
mIla OtERAlm O\!l'AR'NEN'(S 
RI!H1Al:S A OTHER iJ.ItOIoIl! 
~. 
101' AI. kEVENUF. . .) 

ru;r.uthtENTAI. t:XbN$ES 
RooM$\ . 
FooD .. :DEVWG'ES 
T\lLI!C~MW'I\¢ATIOHS 
PnlEB i>PEMTED DEns & IIF.tfTAa.:; 
TOTAL txnNsES . r 

< 
PEtARIMINTALPRQflT 
TQTAl.?EP1 P1\~IT 

UNRIS~!tJTIiR EXP&NSi;S 
"OlIllIlol1S1RATlVEA GENERAL 
MARkEi1NG . 
irriLITY CoSTS 
tIlJlWl'a OPWTiONS " MNI"'U\!MIiNT 
lP'AtVND~RmUTEDEX~~F~ 

i 
CROSS Ol'ERATlI'IG PROFIT . ~ '. 

\ 
OTH'R 'EXnNsr;& 
PRO'EIlTY TAXES 
f1UiNctilSF. FI!I!S(IIOY "tTY) 
INSURANcl! 
MAIV.G£ME.'IT f£ES BASro 
MNI,wEMEHT nES liAS!! 
TOTAL OTHER. EXPENSI!S 

11'Ic;:OMt; BEfOllE IIUf.RVU 

Rp,PLAegM!!NT R1!SERYES ill 
1'401 . 

i 
0""""; lIo_dYR 5 
YR6 , 
Ylt7 
YR. 
YR9 

lY.RIO 
YR \I 

4S,1OO 
6ft.O'~ 
Sl9S 

SI11.00 

\2,111,500 
3,63~,R91 

,»,551 
993,140 
119,177 
8'3,116 
391.2S6 
'194" 

19.141,191 

MI1.no 
4.lU.619 

173.621 
764,50 

&;101,1)62 

ll.pl.7l9 

1.60.611 
1,916.&91 

854.100 
913.68' 

S.343.0" 

5,111.638 

6]S.609 
111,'1&5 
2~8.1j] 

lvi.m. 
117 942 

1.567.n6' 

-6..110,?U 
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J.al 456 

NO 
) .0'. 
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S1.I117.502 
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_ S1.S9I.l6O 
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. 300 
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610"i. 
$2OS-
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':1<~ :19;33 2.056.395 R~~. 
4.3% 13,00 1.016,319 9~ 
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300' )00 300 
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IJ.6J 1.192.751 -1,3,. 1 • .33 I.2CO.461 4.3% 14.91 1.111.614 U% IUS 
14..40 127S9~ 4.~"" IUl l.J21,OQC 4.6% 1S.9S I 366.IIS 4.6'" 16.42 
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UI 332.161 Il% 4.00 346,171 1.2'110 4.16 "6.S6O 1.2% 03 
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DOWNT(:>WN SAN DIEGO HOTEL PROTOTYPE, 
FULL-SERVICE HOttL PROFORMA (lISING NON-UNION LABOR) 
,TOT & TIlX:R""",," Tnclting 

I 
'Vear 
Period 

Fint5Y~n 
ot QAmtion~ ROO!! Bsysnv 

$83,720;"72 \loom Ro~1I\IC 
18,790;650 10~ TOT (City) 
SJ .674140!1 2.~ Touri1m Markclin& Dis'"", A-' 

AMiD." RncBUs 
$46,078;710 ' AricillalY RcYCIIIIC 
S34,s59,032 75.0~ Taxable ADcil .. 1Y Income 

S3,023,!l15 H.75%'Salct Tax 
S34S~S90 1.00% Salcs Tax \0 tbe City 

SolD'co: CA 8Dard ofBqualizalion 

le.itlall 1011--~~ -- r -~iou I 
o J 1 ~ 4 _$ 6 7 8 

so SO SO SO SO SO 5),202,875 $3,202,Sn 
$0 SO SO SO $0 SO S336,302 S336,302 
SO SO SO SO SO SO S64,058 $64,058 

SO SO $0 SO SO $0 SI,762,823 51.762,823 
SO 50 SO SO SO SO SI,322,1\7 SI,322,1I7 
SO SO SO SO so SO S lIS ,685 S\l5,685 
$0 SO SO SO SO SO $1),221 $13,221 

lOU 
9 

S3.202,m 
$336,302 

$64,058 

$1,762.823 
51,322,1\7 

1115,685 
$13,221 



DOWNtoWN SAN DIEGO HOTEL PROTOTYPE 
FVLL-SERVICE HO'rl!:L PROfORMA (USING NON-lINION UBOR) 
TOT & 1'-f R~",,~ TNI~11lK ... . . 

i 
! Year 
i. Period 

J!in! SYSDr!' 
of operation; Bae BevUM' 

583,720,472 koom Reve_ 
S8,790,65O 1050,-. TOT (Cily) 
SI,67+,409 2.00% Touriml Markc:dng Dislric:t A&scasnlcnt 

. ADFiUlry R"""Rye 
S46,o7i,710 Ancillary Rcvcl\IIC 
S34,S5~,032 7$,~ Taxable Aac:i1Ia., Income 

S3,02.3.91 S 8.,7S~ Salel Tax 
S34~,S90 I,O~ S~lcs Tax to the Cily 

i Source: CA Board of Equalization 

! 
; 

10 

53,202,175 
S336.302 

S64,058 

SI.761.823 
51,322.117 

511S.68S 
513,221 

121 
2014 

U 13 

53,811.421 $3,811,421 $3,811,421 
S400.199 5400,199 $400,199 

576,228 S76,228 . $76)28 

52,097,159 52,097.759 52.097.759 
51,513.319 SI,573,319 SI,s73.lI9 

5137.665 5137,665 SI37,665 
SIS,133 SIS,733 SIS.733 

1~----] :t015 
14 n 1& 19 

SJ,8I1.421 54,472.815 54,472.815 54.472,815 54.472,1115 $4,651,728 
$400.199 $469.646 1469,646 5469,646 5469.646 54&8,431 
$76,228 $89.456 589,456 $39,456 $39,456 593,035 

$2.097.759 $2,461.732 $1,461,782 $2,461,782 52,461,782 :U,s60.253 
51,513.319 51,846.336 51,846,336 51,846,336 51,846.336 51,920,190 

SIl7.66S 5161,554 $161.554 $161.S504 $161.S54 5168.011 
SIS,733 518.463 518,463 518,463 518,463 519.202 
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DOWNTOWN SAN DIEGO HOTEL PROTOTYPE 
FULL-SERVlCE IlOTEL PROfORMA (USINC NON-UNION LABOR) 
TOT&: T4I¥R .... " •• TrlJcklntJ 

r 
! Year 
I PeriDd 

flrst5 Yeap 
0(0,,...'100; Room Rcvl!nue 

S83,120,4 72 Room Rewnuc 
$8,190,650 16.50% TOT (City) 
$1,614,111)9 2.0O'Y. TOlirism MlrkCli!lg District Assessm. ... 1 

j "' 
\ Ansi\gn Rov.naR 

546,078,710 Ancillal)'\tc_ 
534,559,032 75.00% Taxable AntillaI)' IIICOIIIC 
S3,O~3,915 8.75'Y.-8a1cs Tax 
S345,~'J0 1.00",4 Sa1c5 Tax to 1IIc City 

Soun:c: CA Boord ofEqllalizaticm 

101 

54,651,728 
S4&8,431 
S91,03S 

52,560,253 
SI,920,I90 

SI68,011 
$19,202 

-21)16 
11 11 

$4,651,728 S4,65I,128 
548&,431 5488,431 
593,03S S93,o3S 

S2,560,2S3 $2,560,253 
SI,920,I90 $1,920,190 

SI68,OI7 $16&,011 
519.202 S19.202 

-J. 1017 
13 lS 16 17 18 

S4,79\,279 54,791.279 $4,191.219 54,791,279 54,935,013 14,935,018 
$503,084 S503,084 SS03,084 S503,084 SS 1.8,1 77 S518.m 
595,826 S9S,826 S95,826 $95,826 598,700 59&,700 

52,6]7,061 52,637,061 S2,637,061 $2,637,061 51,815,101 $I,81S,701 
SI,917,796 51,917,796 51,977,196 51,977,796 S1,361,181 SI,36I,1&1 

$173,057 SI13,OS1 $113,OS7 $113,057 SII9,I56 S119,156 
SI9,118 519,718 519,778 $19,118 $13,618 S13,61& 
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SrattY,u' 
Investment Timcft.am, 

rW1JfC I Ill' 1·\11, 

Hotel· 
A'VuaiC'RoOm Siz!: 
Building Bfficiency 
Gross 'Buildin Are. 

YIIIIIH . ll ' 1IHO\ IUlI,\ •• 

ColUfrpdiorr 199rr SMfI"'prv 
Project Start Peiiod 
Total Colfsnuctioit'COSII 
Loan 10 CoS! 
Interest Rite 
J..oanAmQunt 
I~ired £quiJY_for CoDStnlctioll 

DOWNTOWN SAN DIEGO HOTEL PROTOTYPE 
FULL-S&R.\:lCE HOTEl:. 'PROFORMA (\iSING lJNlON U80R), 

As$W'll lions & Resuils 

0:50% 

300 Rooms 
326S:F. 

SO% 
195600S.I'. 

!) 

SB6, 118;923 
70"10 

6.50% 
S6O,;182,728 
S2S 836195 . 

CODllrVetiog IIgda! ' 
Land Acquisition 
Direct COSIs 
SoftCo,u 
Finam;ing Costs lEx,l. Ini!!lesll 
Subtotal 

Construction Loau InlUCSI 
T~ICbftd~ODCO"1 

~IJ\"\ \In 01 ~ol RC[~ 

Egultv!l!rnmary 

CasbEquilY 
Developer's Equi!)' 
lll\le&tor 
AdditiOllal: Required 
Eq\l!ty Durflll COlUlnICtfOIl 
A44hio!l!!I'A!!IV 
Total EQvtfy 'JlrQulred 

Loan SWJI!II!!'Y 
Canslniclion Loan 
Co!t~l!!crio!l1&il! I!!"ml 
Total Comlradion Loall 

Total FUDds 

1\\~:-'nlt\1 rl.t<HJo,,, "'_1 

Initial 
2011' 
2012 
2013 
2014 
2015 
2016 
2017 
2018 
2019 
2atO 
2021 
lO22 
2023 
2024 
2025 
2026 
Total Prafit 
DiSCOtlnl Rate 
NPVOfProfit 
Anlllla1iud Inte"",1 RIIte of Re11lrA (lRR) 
IouiCY MUltiDle 

Holding Period (Qtrs) 
IOrr ofSiIe 
Pnluc 'Valutioll @Dlspltlol! 

Project Sale Price 
l.e$$: 10AA Balance 
Lgs: C'olj(ofSa!e 
Net Proemts Fntm Sale 

C!!!l!g!!~"1! 
-34.8". 
-65.2% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

·11.2% 
3.6% 
4.3% 
87.00/. 
0.0% 
0.0")0 
0.0%' 
0.00.4 
O.OY. 
0.0% 
O:OY. 
0.0% 
0:0")0 

7.0'Y0Cap 

$9,000,000 
m,308,000 
Sl4,08S,m 

HW..Il 
S76,87l,U5 
S9,246.03? 

$86118923 

$0 
SO 

525.836.195 
21 

$15,836.)95 

m 
$2$.136195 

$51,036,690 
~ 

561).182,718 
$86JJU13 

Net Cu!rEm 
($9,000,000) . 

($16,836.19S) 
SO 
SO 

(S4,44I,004) . 
S94I,281 

$1,102.900 
$22.481.093 

SO 
SO 
$0 
$0 
SO 
SO , 
SO 
$0 . 
SO 

($5.751.'23) 
10% 

($ISJOI,nl 
-4% 
III. 

20 
26 

S69,47 1.628 
(S41,O~6.357) 

.cmwzr 
$21 894,233' . 



DOWNTQWN SAN QIEQO 1l0TEL PROTOT¥Pll: 
FUtiL-SERVlCE HOTEL PROFORMA (USING UNION LABOR) 
Proj~ct Constrm;tion Costs . 

! ___ ~ .~__ Square Feet Rooms 
Gross BuUding Area I . . 195,600 300 

IAnnual Iliflation Riltes.: Qonst Co~ts__--' ~-'-~-- ---. o.oooic;] 
! . - . ~~r.oject 'Starts 'ln , Qti-·O"·. 

I 
"" 

Total Pbase Cost Per Cost Per Project Cost Schedule 
\ Cost Bld2S.F. Room StartOtr Duration 

Land Costs 
Land 59000,000 $46 $3PO()O 0 ... . 
Tota~ Land Costs $',000,000 $46 530,000 

DirecS Costs 
Building and Site Work (Excluding Labor) $30,520,000 $156 S101,733 1 6 
Building jUld Site Wock (Labor Only) $14,388,000 $74 $47,960 1 6 , . 
FF&"B $8,400,000 $43 $28,000 1 6 
Totaf l>lnet Costs S53,308,000 S273 5177,693 

~ , 
j 

§oftCosts 
i Arc.h'iec~re ~ Engineerin~ 3.3% $2,223,975 $11 $~.413 1 6 
I 

Mar~eting 1.0% $673,932 $3 $2,246 1 6 
P.crmltting Fees 4.0% $2,695,727 514 $8,986 1 6 

I 

1 · 
0.5% $336,966 Lega! & Accounting $2 S1,123 1 6 

Prop~Taxes 1.0% S673,932 $3 $2,246 ! 6 
Orgahization & Administration 0.3% $202,180 $1 $674 1 6 , 

$2.02J,795 Developer Fee 3.O"k $10 $6,739 1 6 
Soft Cost General Reserve . 1.8% $1,213,077 $6 $4,044 1 6 
P~e-Qpening 3.0% $2,021,795 S10 $6,739 1 6 
Contin.,Kency 3,0% $2,021795 510 $6,73.9 1 6 

"" 

Total Soft Costs $14,085,1"13 
! 

572 $4(;,951 

Finalcing Costs.(excl. Interest) 
Esti1rlated Loap Fees .75.~ (fncluqing Broke~ Fees and Closing Costs) $429,112 52.20 $1,432 .(~ I 
Inspehtor Fees . $50000 $0.26 $167 r 6-
Total Financiug Costs (excl. Inter!!st) 5479711 51 $1.599 

4 • • • 

l'iotafProjectCosts
U

- __ m~ - S~88S $39~ S2@43 I 
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DOWNTOWN SAN DIEGO HOTEL PROTOTYPE 
fV1..JJnIlVIClt lIonL PROrollMA (USING lJ:oIIO~ UDOR) 
C.plI,llrarioo 
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i ,.,.. 
i 
f If'jfMiow _/c.""".c,"'" ~' .. " 

T..,.I 
S7i,I!YH T.' .. C_ .... _C .... 
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I mdn. .. SIO"' ......... C...,IElld . .... 1 
"0.5I2,SS9 """"'IICullAow 
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r 'pltrs"rsp 

SlS.Il&.I9S E.,tty C--..;., (C_ ........ ) 
I. SO e .... (M!G1 .... n 

SlSlI"" 11 ' ...... 1u 
~ 

.. 
j. Sarm 'ID,,,.1 

~IU" ~w!Jol>lcCmPioW 
$51.016,690 C_,I ... t ... D_ 
U':II16.I05 &oil .. 1_ 

Jl67.lIS..4U T_Coio1l.14na.blo 

, By ••• ;(Ctplbl 
S60,112.7H C __ l.<eall ... ,.-jltod. "" .... '£_1 
IIO;14S.'S1 ............ '- R","~ (koo1.1_ S._) 
S14(11J.I" a ... _I .. I!qui<, 

,~Ul 616 holillliootri""';" I" alianflUl 
'--~~ 'r.'j"I!! •• r4~U"'''C''~ 

CiaIIln 
N"R.-.. 
I!quIIy COInri"I"" 
,C-..aion L..-0-
I .... Cu~lft 

C .. bO .. a.w. 
~C .... 
CIOIIIIIIf.\I\ioI ..... R""'1I- (locl. ~ ..... Ex ....... ) 
_ .. LobR __ (ftI. I_I!>_.) 

..... m ~ Eqto", .. " ......... DIsio;bo."", 
ProfIIIlb......,.... (01 shanld) 
T ... I!;!!I!!bL! 

\E<nl" C., P ..... 

AL£ltIIa& 

",!!!!!.IOO 
SO 
SO 
SO 
SO 

{".C'I!lO.OOOl 
SO 

S9,1IClC),OOO 
SO 59.0 .. _ 

m 
S9ot1OotIO 
59.000.000 

$II 
SO 
S1) 

SO 
D 

SII 
".000.I'l00 

JD 
",DOto!!! 

59.000._ 
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s. 
SO 
SII 

It-!.!!! 

1"'-0C!I.1OO) 

2011 ,.,..1 

111~2' 
SO 
SO 
SO 
$0 

(SII.240.5291 
SO 

$11.1411.»9 
SO 

'111 ... 52. 

10 
SO 

SIU405l9 
S 1.3 .. .519 

SII 
SO 
SO 
SO 
$I 

SII 
SlI.Z4O,m 

JD 
1!I~m 

SIl.lAII..I:l9 
so 
SO 
SO 
SO 

SlI.!~!.!2t 

1I11,2~m --

,.rIo42 
_1 

./lOIl 1.-

!11.!42.!l' Slld4!!am l!1.!~ 
SO $0 SO 
SO SO SO 
SO SO SO 

$$.~.161 SIl.14O)1' 5Iu·n.'29 
1$11 240.519) . !l1l.1~J.lfi (llllAClll~ 

$II $0 SO 

s,.S".~ SO SO 
SO SO 

S5.5'''''' SO $0 

SO SO SO 
5S.6oI4,afl SII,24D.s2t $IU40.Sl9 
Si S91.W SO SO 

"U40.519 " 1.2411.n9 >11.140.519 

sn SO SO 
18 SO SO 
sO SO SO 
SO SO SO 
II! I!! SO 

$0 SO SO 
SS.S!I~.'" SO SO 
SS.~.W SII.1040..S29 SII.240,519 

ilbt.i!.&2 IJI~~! Illd"~! 

SI\,lo4O..Sl'9 SII.140.519 SI\.~.S19 
SO SO SO 
SO SO SO 
se .so SO 
SO $II SO 

11,.!40.!;!! !l1~.m $II,14!!s$19 

-'"""'~----~- • 

2012 
,.....5 

I.DrIII 

III,UY19 
SO 
sn 
III 

SIl.24O.m 
ISII .240.n'l 

SO 

sn 
SO 
$0 

SO 
~11 .240.Sl. 

SO 
S 1.140.119 

SII 
SO 
$0 

~O 

,....., 
I.DrIII 

SI1,u!.242 
$0 
SO 
SO 

511.6711.240 
!SII 11'10.240\ 

$0 

SO 
. S!! 

SO 

SO 
$11.1170,240 

$(I 

511-'70.240 

SO 
SO 
sn 
SO 

10 ____ . __ I!I 

$I $f 
se SO 

511.140..119 IIU7O,14O 
$U.!40~l9 $II,.71.!40 

SII.Hl.U9 1.11.511).240 
SO it 
SO SII 
SO SO 
StI SO 

~'!,140;n' t l!,"O.t40 

SO SII 

-

r .... cn hIIoI8 

t/lOll 1 POll 

SO ~ _ .HI _.941 
SO SO 
SO SO 
$0 SO 

..1!t SO 
.19,Na -.'" 

SO SO 
-~ .tII . 

SO SO 

$6(09.,.1 _ .HI 
$0 SO 

. SO SO· 
_941 _HI 

5669.941 -.... 
SO SO 
SO S1) 

to SO 
__ ~.!, .. .t ~ .... 

SM'.HI SCM .... 
SO sn 
SO SO 

-,'" "', .... 
SO SO 

SO~9.,.1 $669.'41 
SO S6 
SO SO 
SO SO 

sa','" -.'" ,,_ so. 



no"'t.'TOWN SAN DI~OO HOTEL PROTOTYPE 
f1l1L.~f.RVIC::~II(rri:1. PIIOrotlM" \US~ Ul<ION 1.".lIM) 
(tllll; "".II1IM · , 

, YeU 

...-
¥-.... "'''-'''''''''''c.... 

14III!! 

516,112,115 ToI"'C~loeC"" 
SIO,UI,OU tI .. Opaotia,l_ 
S4~."1,)14 Onou~F_IWI ..... 
SlI.I9UU Onou __ r .... I'Njocts. .. 
SSI.DJ6,"" C_tionLoo.OJow 
In' 17111S1 o..r",",- C .... ',",<la.l 
S9a.sn,5S9 A~" c ..... 1ow 

£gHIaStmg 
Sl$,BJA.It! firMly c-"'li ... (C~) . sn eWitY C ___ 'MoI_1l 

SlS.1J6.ltS !!!!L~mM 

Stama .r'gKtI 
. Sta.J11-''' ".lIil1bItCaollt,.., 
·Uj.DlU9A C_ .... L_DAw 
US 1~19S llwiIY 1 __ 

sn It~)ToIdCdkdA.~ 

8_nncnt .'C,pH" 
~2.nl C_ .... Ltoon ...... ,-(M . ........ Eo_) 
519.145)51 ............ Ltoon~,.-(iod.l"""'~) 
U4.7l7.1» JI..,.-, .ollfr,tily 
-$4 6$' 616 r.VIii bUlribut ... Ie. _r.1h 
$90.51:.55t T ... I u •• r A .... bJ. c •• ~ 

:Cukloo 
INd~ 

llqoIilyc..*IbIlI .... 
CODIInIC •• L-. lll'dlw 

· ... IC .. ~ln .. 

lOll 
1UIa., 

,-
_______ W· 

S669,94I 
SO 
SO 
SO 
10 

$116',941 

so 
<0 
so 

5669.'HI 
$4) 

!D 
-"":941 

tli.t.MI 
so 
$0 
so 

-.'" 
~.!MI 

SD 
so 

e,~' 

so 
S66J.MI 

so 
SO 
so 

liM.'" 

_10 1'tlIo411 

I.DOIl I./IGO 

SO .- ID 

W'.941 $ls..w Sls.,21i3 
$' ID $0 
SO SO SO 
SO SO $/) 

$0 so so 
",,941 SlS4,J6l SlS4.lQ 

so SO SO 
<II SO 10 
so SO III 

$66'.'HI 1114.26) W4,l6) 
SO SO so 

-..a I. $0 so 
lfttl61 _-:1.., 

$6(19,"1 sas.,21i3 "'U61 
$0 SO so 

:: : SO 
so ,,,,,' .. ~.JU "",16J 

566'."' sUU61 SI~ 
$D so 50 
$0 sa so 

_,Mi ltS4.l" - .. ~,,$4,l51 

sa $II sa 
S6lU41 SU4,16) SU4,16l 

so SD so 
so SO $0 
SO sn so 

S'.",4. 1U4.~ _ ~SfJ61 

1014 
,,,104 U 

1.1/00 

SO 
SI5f,16) 

50 
SO 
SO 
SII 

SISC,w 

so 
'lD 
·10 

11,.,161 
10 
$0 

--..uw · 

58S4,W 
so 
!jI 
so 

IlJo1.l61 

n)4,16l 
SO 
SA 

".H3 

SO 
S"4,161 

so 
so 
so 

Pmodl4 

.GIIII 

S! 
Sls.,l'l 

SO 
SO 
SO 
so 

Ja$4,163 

so 
sn 
so 

SIS4,lQ 
so 
so 

1154 61 

1114.163 
so 
~ 
so 

SIS4,J@ 

$U4,261 
so 
so 

1154.lU 

.11\ 
'SlO$4,261 

SO 
so 
SO 

SlS4.z61 _ _ JIS4.l6.1 

PuladiS 

IJIIIG 

10 
$I,Il4,94S 

$41.l97.114 
·SO 
SO 
J!! 

S4t.S32,1S9 

SO 
10 
II 

S4',sl2.:219 
so 
$I! 

UJ.5JU'lt 

SW.IU,aS 
SO 
so 

~5Dm 
if!,p~2S' 

$o4',.I)2,lSJ 
so 
$D 

S49,S3U59 

so 
U4.1I$.&lS 

SO 
$0 

44,~I,Iol' 

,t<Iad 16 

IGIIII 

$! 
$1.114.90 

SO 
SO 
50 

III 
$I,',.,!M5 

10 
S!I 
a 

'1.\)4,94$ 
$0 

su 
1.)4 

sa 
,,22,123 
mUll 

so 
UJl4,f45 

SUM.MoI 
so 
SO 

SJ 

so 
so 

$'lUll 
5212,611 

so 

1015 
hr!o4' l7 

lodII 

SO 
Si.II48'S 

SO 
SO 
SO 

III 
SIJ)4,!MS 

SO 
so 
$II 

11,134.945 
so 
So 

SUU·94S 

$0 
S922,l2l 
UIUll 

so 
n.~5_ 

SI.134,9U 
SD 
SO 

SO 
5D 

$911JU 
S2ll.~ 

so 

IrJiiiiiycaoll!'1ow! ------ - so.. '-slfSo" - --so - H so iSijSM161 ulun pnAn 



DOWNTOWN SAN DIEGO HOTEl. PROTOTYPE 
.lJLL-5ElIVl(E; "OTiL PROFORMA (\ISI~G UNIO:-f LABOR) 
Coq>llAll7..... • 
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T~ 
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191Ull S92Z.lU Stll.11l 
$2$8.020 3291.4)0 $293.410 

SO SO SO 
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sn $II 
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$0 SO 
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SO SO 
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SO SO 
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DO~NTOWN SAN DIEGO HOTEL PRO'(OTVPE 
.. UeL-SERVICE IIOTE!.: PROFORMA (USINC UNION LABOR) 
t.oo.:.SummIlT)' 

I 

1 
t, 

Year 
Period 

ConsnsUgn LoIn" Syrmp" 

~ 
1011 

Petioli 1 

so so 
50 SO 

so so 
so so 
so SO 

rcdadZ 

S5,~,86l 

so 
so 
so 

$$.644.863 

Perlad 3 l'trlocl4 
1011 

PoriodS Paiod6 Porlad 7 PerIod. 

$11,240.319 S 11.240,S19 SII,l4O,s'19 $1I,670,140 so $0 
$91,119 S273,&7& S46l.0l0 5653,202 SB3l,4j1l SlS6.440 

so so so 50 ($669,943) (S66U48) 
$0 so so so so so 

516.917.120 S28.<493.szt __ ~!I,!~7.O'lq .ID,520,siL_ _m.N4.0~ $52.390,522 



DO'YN'I'OWN SAN DIEGO HOTEL PROTOTYPE 
FULlrS£RVICF. HOT~L ,PROFORMA (USI!'IG UNION LABOR) 
LOlIISu"u",ry 

I 
! y- 1013 

pCriadal 
2814 

Period P .. 1ecI9 P.rI""IO rmadl1 Pm0413 Period 14 Pulad 15 Perlad 16 

!dDdnJCltgD l.al.l-ltI!!IlIII!!!l 
CoI1lI~ion ~Dta." SO SO SO SO SO SO $0 SO 
C .... lnlc:lion Loan Interest $859.471 5162.551 Ssr.S,681 $865,866 $866,055 $866,1.6 SI66 ..... 1 SO 
COIISInItlion IAan Roplymcnl (From NOI) ($669.948) (5669.948) ($&54,263) ($854,263) (SSS4,263) (S854.263) (SI.134.945) $0 
CoMlllK'lion Loan Illpaymonl {lneL InItn:51l I!! SO SO SO SO SO !S53,05O,9391 $0 
ConslnlClinn 1 ... 011 Bo1anoe S53.oaO.045 Sll.ln.648 S53.284,066 S53.295.669 _ 553.307,461 $53.319.4+4 SO $0 



t 

DOWNTOWN SAN DIEGO HO'rEL PROTO'rYPE 
FV':WERVICE HOTEL r.ROFORMA (USI~ UNION LABOR) 
Conll'lldion COsI I'ortc~~ ... . . " 

't Yoor 1011 lOll 
, •• locI AWDID& PmocIl P •• 1od 1 Perlodl Pe,kod 5 l'.riod6 P"rlocI1 

III &71"", 0 Cowslftlcliolt CQlSt'7 I,ODD II1t1O 1,I1t1O },(Jon ~fN1I! Lt1Q4 
. : IR!!l 

EIII!IllllblW /.Qsl.IOImIIl 
~,ooo,ooo L ... d $9,000,000 SO SO SO $0 SO SO SO 

{ 
PkCS! CosI1 

S30JlO.OOO BwiJdma and Silo WDrk (Ilxolooins l.abo!) SO SS,08d,667 S5,o86,661 S1,086,661 SS,086,661 S5,086,667 S5,086,661 SO 
Si4,lHH,OOO 8l1i1dinlond SIlo Wod< (1..>1>'" Only) ~ $l,l9.,OOO Sl,)9i,ooo $1,398,000 &2,398,000 $2,398,000 $1,39.,000 SO 
$1,400,000 FI'AP. SO SI,400,ooo 51,400,000 51 ,400,000 51,400,000 SI,4oo,ooo 51,400.000 SO 

~ 
$2.223,915 ARllil_ & l!JIp.e.rmi SO Sl70,661 5370,662 5370,662 Sl10,661 5310,662 Sl70,66l SO 
$673,932 Mlfke«ina SO S\I2,322 Sli2,321 SIl2,3l2 5112.311 $111,322 S112J2Z SO 
S2.69~,727 I'ennitli'n, f'ces SO 54<19,288 S449;"" $4<19,288 S449,188 S449,288 544~,2RB SO 
S:m,966 l.cpl " AIlcounlin& $0 $56,161 $56;161 $56,161 556,161 S56,161 S56,161 SO 
5673,932 Propcn,Tua $0 $112,322 SII2J12 5112,322 SIl2.321 SII2.122 SI11.3ll SO 
J202,\80 Orpiliulion " Admini.ltliuoo SO 533,697 $31,697 5)3,691 533,697 Sll,691 $3),691 SO 

Sl,OZI.795 DevelDper Fee SO 5336,966 $336,966 S)~ti,966 $336,966 S336,966 5336,966 SO 
$,1,213,01.1 Soli Cost GtnenI R....". SO 5201,180 $202,180 SlO2.lBO S2G2,11IO S202,180 5202,IBO SO 
12,OlI,79$ J',c-Opcriina SO Sllti,966 5336,966 5336,966 5336,966 5336,966 5336,966 SO 
S;Z,OlI ,79S ContinL"'lloy SO S316,966 5336,966 5336.966 Ul6,966 $336,966 5336,966 So , 
I fj!!e!!Sll: ~2ID le"l. Inll:wll 
~2".112 EoI\MOlcd Lab 1'_ .7S%- (lnolildifta Broker F .... 1IId CIo'inS CDS") SO SO SO SO $0 SO S429,7.12 SO 
;;S50,OOO 
1 

1"",,,,01 .. 1'_ SO S8,J31 5&,333 5Ull S8,)ll 5.,333 SI,)33 SO 

57§,(7~~ _'I'otII/'E.i>eaditar .. 
--.~-. 

__ S9,1!!!!1.~~_UJ~~ _ SI',Z4@.~~ S11J4!1~~ ~I t.l4(),519 S11.Z40,5l9 511,''''0.240 SO 



DOWNTOWN SAN DIECO HOTEL PROTOTYPE 
FULL-SERViCE HOTE\. PROFORMA (USING UNION LABOR) 
C.Jli Flow P~tt .. , 

V ... r 
Period 

Project NOI' 
f..uI: ClIlIaruclion ....... PaydllW11 
Las: QII~rterIy Debl ~i~ (I'~ Loanl 

Tolill Cullllow lIe1ill:" Tau. 

i 
Gross Proriodlfloftl R.1iutoce 

LOIS: Loa\. Fe .. 
Len: c...is\nlCUon loan Rep:lymcnl 

No( R.II ... ~re Pracetds 

GnP' Prpus!ld' ...... DIsJl9ll!Ion 
SaIo Price 

Lo.s: ....... 8,lOI\ce 
I.e.~: coSt or Sllc 

N"Sa1tP~ 

JlIitI'r-~--litf-----l -)---- --:1 10i~ 6 7 .1 101: 

$0 SO SO SO SO SO S669.941 $669.943 5669,943 
SO SO SO SO SO so (S669.94I) (5669.941) (5669,948) 
$0 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 

SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
SO SO 50 50 SO SO SO SO SO 
SO 50 SO SO SO SO so so SO 
SO SO SO so SO SO SO 511 SO 

SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
SO SO SO SO $0 SO SO SO SO 
SO SO SO $0 SO SO SO SO SO 

/TOfaTJ'r'O¥cisbFJOws ----- SO SO $0 so SO SO SO SO SO 



DOWNTo,WN SAN DlEGO .. HOTEL PROTOnPE 
FUI.VSERV-ICE HOTEL PROFORMA (USING UNION I..ABOR) C •. ch FI_ Ff- . 
" .. , 
Poriod 

r 1Il1. I 10t5 
10 11 1% 13 I. IS 16 11 IS 

Project NOl S669,948 5&54,263 5854.26) 585<1.263 S&~4.263 51.134,945 SI.I34,945 SI,I34.94S SI,1l4.94j 
u..: C. novuo'ion Loon Paydown ($669.948) (S&S<I.16l) (5854.263) (S8S4,16J) (S854.163) (S1.1H.94S) $0 SO SO 
las: q,l.!I!dy Deb! S<:mcc (Pe ..... Loon) SO $9 SO SO SO SO ($922,321) (S912.3U) (Sm,321} 

Tot.1 Cub Flow .. ~ Taus $0 $0 SO SO $0 SO $112,611 5211.6%1 Sl12,'l1 
I 

C ...... Pr~ fl'9lll R.lhaallCc SO $0 $0 SO 58 $48,64o,s16 $I SO $0 
less: LOan Fees SO SO SO So SO (S243.203) SO $0 SO 
Less: CrIn'INClian LOlli nCP2)1!111!1lI SO $0 SO $0 SO (SS3,OsO,93!1) SO SO SO 

"'.1 RellAiDet! Pr....... $0 $0 SO $0 $0 (S4,6SJ,6Z6) SO SO SO 
I 

Cna. I'!oks Frpm PIa'P$I9n 
Sale Prj"" I' SO $0 10 SO SO SO so SO SO 

Loss: Lola Balance SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Loss, C.lsl of SIaIo SO SO SO 50 SO $0 SO $0 SO 

Nee SIlk Ptoeceds SO SO SI $0 SO SjI SO. so SO 

ITolai ProlM 01110 f\Dws $0 SO' SO SO SG ($4.653,626) 5211,611 5111,611 Slll,61: 



DOWNTOWN SAN DIEGO HOTEL PROTOTYPE 
FULL-SERVICE HOTEl. PROFORMA (USING UNION LABOR) 
Ctnlt FIt1w Fk." 

Va. 
Period 

, 

I 

19 2oL __ 18!~ 11 =~-13 _ 141 lGI1 
15 16 17 18 

ProjcdNOI 51,180.343 51,180,343 SI,IBO,J43 SI,1I0,343 51)15,7'3 SI,215,753 51,215,153 51,2U,7S3 SO SO 
Less: C"""lnICtion Loon Pa~Dwn $0 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO $0 SO 
Lou: Quaner!y Dcbl Sen;'. (Perm. Loon) (5922,313) 1$921.Jl3) ($922,323) IS922,323) (S921,313) (5922,323) ($922,323) (5922,313) SO $0 

TotJI Cub ,1IIow ReCore Taus $158,010 $158,021 5258,010 1158,020 S293,4311 5293,430 Sl93,430 $293,430 sa so 

en.s. P .. coeds rr- R.fiAaacc $0 SI 50 SO so so so $0 SO $0 

Lou: L";' Fees $0 SO so SO SO SO $0 $0 
Lou: COtlsll1lClian looI> R5!!Xmcnt SO SO SO 50 SO SO 50 SO 

SO SO 
SO $0 

Net RcfIna"" ....... 1II SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 50 

(" ....... l'rpcSg!a from Dlqt!I!1pp 
Sol. Pric. ~ SO SO SO $0 $0 so SO 569,411.628 SO SO 

SO SO 
$0 SO 

Len: Loan Ba .... "" $0 SO SO $0 SO SO SO ($47,1156.3:11) 
Lcss:Cos"ofSDIe ____ _ ~___~ _ ~O __ $_0_ $j) SO SO ($521,037) 

Net Sale Pr~ SO sa SO SO SO sO SO - $11,894,133 
I 

sa SO 

lrgi~PrOleCICu1!~' . ~___ _ _____ -il5l,~-------:-s15i;G1I 5258,020- SlS8AlO----jl93,4:lO- $293,430 $193,430 SZ1,187.663 SG $i. 



DOWl'lTOWN SAN D1EGQ HOTEL PROTOTVPE 
fUUMRVICt: MOTEL lBOFOltMA (USING UNION LABOR) 
H"'I~;;' , 

, 
• HOTEL l!.OOMS 

TOTAL 1l0oMS)lV AIl:ABLI! 

I 

M ROOMS OCCUPlI!D 
OCC\J'AI~C'i'M:nN: 
"~OA1I;YIlATE 

ADII.I1IfLATION 
RJ;VEl!YE PEll ... V Ati..t.B1.£ ROOM 

PE'ARTMINTALBEyENUE 
ItCiOMs ~ 
1'()()D ' 

tlEVUAGES . 
OTKERI'OOD A BI!VERAGE 
TliLECOMI.MnCATIONS 
OT1l6R OPruTEP WAilTM£NTS 
RENTAlS;' OTIIEi INCOME 
CAlfCFJ.YDOH PUS 
TOTAL UVIlNUP. 

1 
DE'AIlTMRlIAL gnNSES 
ROOMS I . 
fOODf<IllIVERAGES 
TIlLECOMMUliIICATIONS 
OTHER OPERATED' DEnS" RENW.S 
TOTAL E'XI'EN.~ES 

!' 

DEPAB~.r8(NOT 
TOTALDUrPIIOfIT . t 
IlNPlSTBJl!ITlD ElIUNSlQ'! 
AtlMmlS'tlAT1\IE I:tilNtRAL 
loi ..... K6TtNG . 
UTILITY cOSTs 
!'!\OnA'tiQrEkAlIOJ:IS'tilAHAljEMe!I 
IOTi\L'UNil1mtiButEDllX~ . ! 
GR05S OlIlJIATlNG PBOFIT 

own EXrWSllS 
PROI'EIITYT.tJCEli . 
l'KANCHlsE.Fl!ES(ROYALTy) 
INSURANCE 

. MAHAGEMI.'NT F&;S BASE 
~AHAGIlMI;m 1'£f.S BASE 
TOTAL 0rtI1!Il P.xl'EJoIS1!S 

I 

INCOME .~roRE IlESt:RVES . .~ 

Blil'LACEMENT IWSE&VES III 
1'101 

1 

a-h Bcyont YlI.' 
YR6 i YR 7 j 
YRI 
YR9 : 
YRIO 
YRII 

YB 1 07EBA'11ONS 
3110 

10Moo 
~POQ 
600". 
S19~ 

SI17.00 

I~'II,SOO 
1.6)4.a~1 

931.5$1 
m .t40 
1l9~1n 
t9}.m 

391;V6 
1'HSI 

IU62.791 

4.099.610 
4,111.94.5 

11l.621 
7'4543 

9.,acJ.nt . 

9.9S3,OO2 

1.641.611 
1.916.'91 

154.100 
91HII 
~~,091 

4,609,9\ 1 

6lMII9 
m,TU 
UI,)'l 
397,1;0 
Il.sao 

Ull.l64 

3,on,OC1 

~91.lS6 

1.6'''9% 

1'101 
) .0% 

$$,001,904 
$$."9,111 
$S)13.941 
S5"1l.~ 
SS.617.J66 
$S.ao6."1 

% . I'M__ YR 1 OPERATIONS 
lC!O 

10'.s00 
74.460 

6&.0% 
no.! 
~.tm 

St39.l) 

64.S~ I9.S.00 IS.14S,61S 
I~.l% $S.l; A.llS.no 
4.'1% 14.21 1.IIM26 
,.~$ U.U 1.111;836 
0.6'1'0 1.11 141,120 
4,~' 13.60 IJI6l.652 
2.~ 6.¢ 4'12.7]4 
OA~ l.ll f4.sn 

100.0% 30U1 23,6~m 

n .O% 62.40 4.726.161 
81:~ '14.15 5.797.615 
!~S.7% 1.64 '191,304 

1.A% II.'" 141413 
49.~ 150.13 U.sS7.494 

$0.1%" .. ·lS' .• 9 . Il.O"':ll7 . 

IO~ ;zs.~ 1.9'I.MI 
9;N · 19jj 2.CU6.3% 
4.j,~ 1·3.00 l.oI6.m 
4.6' lui 1017).., 

26,9% 1~.91 6,tll.911 

l.U'r_ 5.%1.116 

l.~ 9.67 756,375 
o,~ PI 212.730 
1,1% l.63 . 113.641 
loOk 6.OS ·"'.7301 
0 .• % 1.26 .. IO,Ml 
7.1% ll'» . U31.161 

\s.s% 4.126,153 

to" 709101 
13.!1~' 3,411051 

R()om Rcwnuc 
Aacl~j 
R_ 

"):0% ) .0'0> 
S19,74Q,071 S7.16U19 : 
$10;)31.2'7] ; 57.48C1.7I4 i 

S2D,"'1,2~1 S7.1OS.U6 · 
S1'.51O)09 S1.9l6.l90 
S12JI7.614 S.,114,371 
$u.~.Ui · sa.419 610 

'" pnJloMt YRlOnBATiONS 
lOG 

10'.500 
83.120 
16.0\', 
SlU 
S.O% 

516339 

64.5'" 204.7S 17.191.260 
11.3". ".09 s,076;US 
4.1% 14.92 1.301.704 
s,0% 15.37 1.316.919 
0.6% 1.90 16t,430 
4.5% lUI 1.248.227 
1.0% 6.35 5S4.768 
0.4% 1.27 110954 

100.0% 117.44 17,111.)&7 

31.0% 63.47 3,)67.371 
87.'-'" 17.16 6.10).672 

11<1.'1% 2.57 207.171 
3.6% 11.31 915)67 

.... % I5S.U 11.294,211 

SI.I% 162.12 14.444.099 

"3~ 26,35 2.302,21& 
! 11~ 1l.61 l .asl ,41l 
.J~ 13.6S 1,192.7SI 
4.6% 14.60 I 27S.t66 

1$:9% 12.12 6,61M7S 

l5.l% ',11'-625 

3.1% 10.16 181.628 
O.9'A 2.86 249,645 
1.1% 3.11 m,8.1 
2.0% 6.3' "4.~6a 
01% 1.42 140406 
7.1% 14j, 1,16SJ08 

n..s% 5,649.117 

U%. I 100J35 
loU% ~.sJ"n 

% 1' •• _ )]l_40PEItAnONS .Yo. , .. RMIII YRSOnBATIONS .r.. .frI:.B!2!Il 
300 . lOG 

109.500 109,500 
SJ.lZO S3,110 

7 •. 0% 1M)'" 
$ll" SU.O 
40~~ 3.c% 

.169.93 $/7S.0l 

64.5% 114.99 18.606,910 604.S'' WJ9 19.165,117 604.5% l~O.19. · 

11.3% 61.00 ),279.170 II,rn 63;1. $.4)7"..$ l83-h 6S.34 
4.7% 15." 1,3$J.U2 4.1~ 16.29 1,396.528 4.'1% 16.71 

'.11% 16.6? 1.441:396 ' .0% 1733 1.415.661 S.O''' 17.1S 
0.6% 2.00 . 1n,DI1 0.6% 2.08 178,280 0.6% 1.14 
4.5% IS.OO 1,191.157 4.",- IMO l.ll1.101 4,5% 16.07 
l .O% 6.67 57MS' ~.1IIi 6.93 5M,l67 1.0% 7.14 

0 ... " 1.3) 115,391: 0 .• " 1.39 "8I5l O~ i.41 
lOoJl'h )3l.l1 11,1.'.913 100.0% 346.65 2'.713.}6O 100.0% ]'7M 

)0.0% 601.$0 5.51l.013 10.CW, 67.05 S.7~9."5 lO.Il'A 69,1)9 

87.,% 11 .76 1,075.818 "''''. 85.0J 7.288.093 87.6'10 .1$11 
124.9% 2.50 116,186 124.",- 2.0\1 222.672 114.9'4 1.61 

).lor, 11.00 911981 3.)"- . 11 .44 9105.1 l.l% 11,18 
A1.9% ISUS 1],8l6.059 AT,9¥. 166:14 14,140".1 .,."" 171 .. \1 

$:1.1% 17)'s1 15;0l1.,~) 52.1% I~.sl 15,472,$19 Sl.l~ 1IS,91. 

'3,. 17.67 u~.n. UI~ 28.77 1,46t.109 13"- 29.63 
fi .1'" lUl 1,932.111 6.~'" 2l:21 1.990.19~ 6.,", n .n 
.u§ 14.13 1,240.#1 4.3~" 14,9.1 1.117.674 4.3~ 15.J'. 
4.6% 15.33 l)nO\lo! 4.6%. 15." 1366.815 4~ 16.42 

n.'" 79.66 U9A.6~ 1)'9'%. IUS 7.101",.9) 23.9% IS,)) 

18.1'/\ 1,111,110 U.I¥, 1,311;1116 11.10,1. 

l.l% 10.67 9l1.U4 3.2% 11.09 ·950,828 ].2% 11,43 
O.9'A 3.00 n9,631 o.9'Ao 3.11 267,420 0.9% 3.21 
1.1% 4.00 M6.I'S 1.2% 4.16 3S6.~ 1.:1''' 4.2' 
I.Q% 6.67 176.951 2.0% . 6.93 594,267 2.Q% 7.14 
0.'% 1.69 146012 O.S" 1.7.! 150.402 0.$% hI! 
7.11% 16,02 · l;15I.920 '1.8"- 1~.06 ·1,319.4'7t ' 7.,", VA" 

:1.11.4% 5,\115.290 1004% 6.0",541 la.4"-

4.0,". IUHI7 4.a% 1 11&534 4.0.% 
16,4'/\ 4JlI~l 16ott'. . 4163,014 . 1'4% .. . .. ""' 



Tax l.itcrement Schedule 

~~~,..~;;;;: ~ 
~~7 ?r. 

.. .. RDA -Share 81)% . -- ,- -

Incremental- S'tatutory Max Debt 
Assessed Incremental Pass: Inerement Inerement Se.rvice Present CwiltIlative 

Year Assessed Value VliIue Levy 'I'hivogh Houslng' (CashFlo~) (CoveI'1lRe) Vaiue Debfiever 
2% AimUalliJerease' 1.125% 20%" 2t)O~· . .. 6!l% 135% ~%. .. 

0 $7,500,000 
1 $84,073.896 $76,573,896 $86J,456 · $l72,29i $172,291 $516,874 $382,869 $364,638 $364,638 
2 S8S,755.374 $78~255,3'j4' $880,373. · $176,07$ $116,Q75 $52$.,224 $391,277 $354,900' $7J9,531 
3 " $88,214.400' S80~714>4()(): $908,031 · Si:81,,60i $.181,607 $544,822 $403,572 $348,621, S1;068,158 , 
4 $89,918~68~' S82;478,688' $927,885. : $i&5,577 . $UiS,S7.7 $556;731 $412,393 $339,277 $1,407;435 
5 $91,778,261 S84,278,161 $'948, pO $'189;626: . S'i89,626 $S68,~18 $421,391 $330,171 $1,731,606 
6 $93,613,827 S86,1 1.3,821 $968 .. 78.1 $193,156 $193,756 SS81,268 $430,569 S321,297 $2,058,903 
7- $95;486,103- $87,986, t03 $989,844, .' $197,969 $197,969 .$593,906 $439,931 $312,650 $2,371,554 
8 $97,395,825 $89;~95 ;82.5 $1,011,328 $202;266 $202,266 $606,797 $449,479 $304,225 $2,675,779 
9 $99;343,742 $91';&43,142 $1 ,03'3,242 5206,648' $206,{)48 $6J.9,945 $459,219 $296,016 $2,971;795' 
10 $UH,330,617 ~93,~30,611 $1,055,594 $2U,n9' $211.119 $633,357 $469,153 $288,019 $3,259,&15 
11 $103,357,229 S95,t!S7,2t9: $-J,078;394 $215,619 5215,679 $647,036 $479,286 $280,229 $3,540,043 
12 $105,424,373' S97,924,~73 $1,101,649 $220,330' $220,,330 5660;990 $4811,622 $272,640 $3,812.683 
13' $107,532,861 $100,032;861 $1,12S',~70 $225,074 $225,074 $675,222 $500,164 5265,248 $4,077,931 
14 $1'09;683;518 SI02,183,5-1-8 $1,1~,S6:S' $229,913 S229,913 $689,139 .$510,918 $258,048 $4,335,979 
15 5I1 1,871.189 $104,377,1'89 $:1,174,243- ' $234,849 $234,849 57Q4~S~ $521;886 $25'1,036 54,587,015 
16 $11.:4,114,732: $tOti,614,732 $1,.199,:416' : $239,883 $239,8.83: $719,649 $533,074 $244,207 $4;831,222 
1,· $11'6,397,027 $108;891.;021 $.1.225,092 ~ :£245,018 : $145,0.8 $735',055, $544;485 $231~55T 5s,068;719 
18 $1 t.8;724,967 SfU',274,!!67 $1,251,281 $2~O.lS6: : $250'256 $750,769 $556,115 5231;081 $5,299,861 

Sll3599467 $255;599' 
: • " :10 , 

$766;79~ $224,776 19 $1-21';09,9,467 
:I, ' . 

$1,277,994 :$2~S;5~~ $567,99.7 $5;S24;637 
20 ~123,52.i;4S6 SIT6,Gil ;456' $1,305,241 ~:i.61,04g . $iiii.Q48, $78l~145 $580,107 $218;636' ,$5\ 74~,27.3 
21 $l2S,991,8~S' $i.l 8,491 ,8:85' <$( 33'3.034' $266,607 $2666Cl1' $.199,820 S592.459 $212,6-59 $5,95$;932 " . 
22 $128,"5II,n3· $12'1;<>11',723 $1;36i,;382 , $272,276 $272;276 .$~16,829 . $605;'059 $206,839 S6,162;171 
23 S13i',081,957 $123,581,957 $1,390,297 :$278;059 $278,059' $8 .. 34,178 5611,9.10 $201,,174 $6,3'63;945-
24' 0$I33~ 103;591 $126).03,597 $~419,790 $283-;958 $283,958: S8-5'i,8,74' $631;018 $19S,658 56,559,603 
25 S136,317.669 $i28,8'77,-669 $1,449.8:74 $2&~,975 : $289,9,7$ $869.924- $644,388 $190,290- $6,749,893 
26. $l39,I:OS,2.2l: $131,605,222- $·1 ,48Q.5S9 $296~H2: . $296,112 $888~3)5' $658,026 $185,064 $6;93<1:,957 
27' $l4i :881,326- S:134,J37;326 S1\511,857 . $~f)2;31.t $:3.01.311 $90-?;1J4' $671,,937 ~~19,9n $7.I i4;934 
28 Sl44,725,Q73· $'137 .i2S.~073, S},543,782 . $3~/156 S308~756' $'926,269 $686,115 $175,026' $7,~89,1160 
29 $147;6:V),574 $1M>~n9,574 $1,576,345 S31S,26~ 

: 
$jtS",2~~' $945,'807 $700~S98 S170,208: ,S1,460,1'6$ 

30 $150,57.1.966' $143;071,966'· ~i.609,560 $321.\912 S32i,9t2 $965,736 ~715.360· $1,65,51'8: S7.62S,686 ' 
'(otals: ..... ......... .. .536;149395. $7%%9,879 .. 57,229,879' , 511,689;637 516,066,398 s1;~Z5'686 

. ... 
I AIlo ••• cdT", lnc:remelif iDcludcs·(I.) 20%.lncrem .. " HollSin.slnd(2) 60\.1O,lncrcmen\·C.sb Flaw 
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CONTACT INFORMATION 

This economic impact study was prepared by The London Group Realty Advisors and was 
commissioned by the Downtown San Diego Partnership. 

Research f-or this' project was completed in May 2010. Conclusions and recommendations are 
strictly those of The London Group Realty Advisors. Users of this information should recognize 
that assumptions and projections contained in this report will vary from the actual experience in 
the marketplace. Therefore, The London Group Realty Advisors is not responsible for tbe actions 
taken or any limitations, fmancial or . otherwise, of property owners, investors, developers, 
lenders, public agencies, operators or tenants. 

This assignment was completed by the' staff of The London Group Realty Advisors. Nathan 
Moeder, Principal, served as project director. Chris White, Investment Analyst, conducted 
analysis and prepared the exbibits in this report. Gary London, President, provided strategic 
consultation and recommendations. For further information or questions contact us at: 

The London GrOllI' Realty Advisors 
El Cortez Building 

702 West Ash, Suite 101 
San Diego, CA 92101 
Phone: 619-269-4010 

www.londongroup.com 

... .--.. -:-_.---,.-.... _-_ .... -. . ... _ --'.- .~-.~-.'--..,.. ... --.. ---.---...... _. __ ..... _._------_ ..... -_ .. --...... _--
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I. £. ~ ,,~ Centre City 
I.~~~'" 
I.. £.. "" ... ~ Development 
1,..L. ... t..l- . • 
LLLLL CorporatIOn 

ATTACHM:ENT J 

Downtown Hotel Economic Benefit and Job Creation 

Estimated Annual Ben~fit to the City 

Transient Occupancy Tax (TQT) 
Sales Tax 
Property Tax 
Totalfstlmated Annual Benefit to the City 

Estimated Emplovment Impact 
Constructlon4 

Direct 
Indirect 
Induced 

Total 

Operations 
DIrects 

Rooms: 
Average Daily Rate,: 

Occupam:Y1: 

I. Translent Occupancy Tax 
Room Revenue: 
TOT (10.5%): 

II. Sales Tax 
Hotel Food & Beverage Revenue (38.7% of Room Re~enue2); 
Annual Sales Tax Generation (1.% of Gross Salesz): 

III. Tax lntrement 
Total Development Cost Per Unit3: 
Total Project Costa! 

2~Q Room Hotel l t QOQ Room Hotel 

$ 
$ 
S 
$ 

$ 

$ 
$ 

$ 
$ 

1,060,746 
39,096 

1,570,000 
2,669,842 

1,083 
283 
518 

1,884 

148 

$ 
$ 
S 
$ 

250 
174 $ 
64% 

10,102,342 $ 
1,060,746 $ 

3,909,606 $ 
39,096 $ 

4,242,984 

156,384 
2,75Q,OOO 
7,149,368 

1,898 
495 
908 

3,300 

590 

1,000 

174 
64% 

40,409,369 
4,242,984 

15,638,426 
156,384 

Hotel Indigo Hilton Hotel 

$ 157,000 275,000 
$ 157,000,000 $ 275,000,000 

INet New Tal( Increment 1$ 1,570,000 1$ 2,750,000 I 
I Based on Smith Travel Resei)rch Trend Report dated May 2.7, 2009 
2 Based on Information proVided by Keyser Marston and Associates· April 2009 
s Based on County's assessed value • 
• Based on information provided by SANOAG. 
58ased on Industry standards provided by Hotel Motel AssocIation. 

3/10/2010 

401 B Street, Suite 400 I San Diego, CA 92101-4298 I Phone 619-235-2200 I Fax 619-236-9148 J www.croc.com ... 
o I'rIr.I;~ on l<Cft!lrtlFflPtr 



September 14, 2010 

Honorable Ben Hueso 
Council President 
San Diego City Council 
City of San Diego 
202 C Street, 10th Floor 
San Diego, CA 92101 

The Trusted Voice of San Diego Real Estate 

RE: Proposed Amendments to the CCDC Approval Process for Hotel Projects 

Dear President Hueso and Members of the City Council: 

The San Diego Association ofREALTORS® (SDAR) represents over 11,000 REALTORS® doing 
business in San Diego. On behalf of our membership and the real estate industry, we have 
significant concern with the proposed amendments to the CCDC approval process for hotel 
projects. The proposed amendments create high levels of uncertainty for future projects, 
putting at risk future economic growth downtown and ultimately the fiscal health of the City. 

The land use approval process should be limited to the design of the project, the CEQA 
analysis, and the project's consistency with the Downtown Community Plan and Planned 
District Ordinance. Issues such as wages and union labor contracts have no place in this 
approval process. 

CCDC was created to remove the politics from the land use process. '!'he proposed 
amendments will subject hotel projects to appeals by the City Council, on any basis, even if 
they are fully consistent with the existing Community Plan and PD~, thus opening up the 
process to ambiguity, uncertainty, and politicizing the land use process. Investors, lenders and 
developers will be averse to assuming this unquantifiable risk. 

On behalf of SDAR, I strongly encoul'age you to oppose the proposed amendments to the CCDC 
approval process. 

Very truly yours, 

Mark Marquez 
President 

Leller - Hucso 

Michael Mel'curio 
Chief Executive Officer 

4845. Ronson Court, San Diego, CA 92111 • Phone: (858) 715-8000· Fax: (858) 715-8088 0 Toll Free: (800) 525-2102 • www.sdar.com 



September 10,2010 

Honorable President Ben Hueso & 
Members of the City Council 
202 C Street, 12th Floor 
San Diego, CA 92101 

CITIZENS COORDINATE FOR 
CENTURY 3 

5252 Balboa Ave 
Suite 207 

San Diego, CA 92117 

Phone: 858-277-0900 
E-mail : 

c3sandiego@sbcglobal.net 
http:// c3sandiego.org 

Twitter: CitizenSanDiego 

Re: Proposed Centre City Planned District Ordinance Amendments Concerning Hotel Development 

Dear Council President Hueso & Members of the Council, 

We are writing in support of moving forward and initiating the proposed ordinance that would provide you, our 
elected leaders, with a voice in the development process for new hotels in downtown San Diego. Downtown be­
longs to everyone in San Diego, and development there impacts people throughout our city. We believe it is im­
portant that our elected representatives have an opportunity to consider the regional benefits and impacts of 
growth in our third largest economic sector, the tourism industry, in the area where that industry is most concen­
trated_ 

According to the San Diego Convention and Visitors Bureau, tourism in San Diego had a total economic impact on 
the regional economy of nearly $15 billion in 2009. The Downtown Community Plan calls for over 11,000 new ho­
tel rooms, which would result in more than 6 million square feet of additional hotel development and thousands of 
new jobs. 

Downtown hotel growth will generate economic, environmental, and social impacts which will be felt throughout 
the region. If current trends persist, a significant majority of future hotel employee households are likely to be 
classified as low income or below, and perhaps half of new hotel workers will not have affordable health insurance 
or will be forced to rely upon government programs for their care. Most future tourism industry employees will 
not live downtown, but will be scattered in diverse communities throughout San Diego. 

Future visitors and employees alike will be forced to rely on the City's already strained public transportation sys­
tem, which may no longer be able to provide service at certain early, late, and weekend times when hotel workers 
will need it. Alternatively, they may utilize our already congested network of roads and freeways, contributing to 
global warming and increasing the need for public maintenance. 

Everyone in San Diego has a stake in the future of downtown and in the continued success of the visitor serving 
industry. Responsible growth of this key industry in the heart of our city requires the vision, leadership, and active 
involvement of the people's elected representatives. We urge the City Council to initiate the proposed ordinance 
and assure a regional approach to investment in the tourism industry downtown that benefits residents in every 
council district. 

Sincerely, 

Stephen M. Haase, AICP, President of Citizens Coordinate for Century 3 
on behalf of the Board of Directors 
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Chairman Todd Gloria 
Land Use and Housing Committee 
City of San Diego 
202 C Street 
San Diego, Ca 921 OS 

Re; Proposed Centre City Planned District Ordinance Amendments Concerning Hotel 
Development. 

Dear Chairman Gloria, 

March 5,2010 

Every two weeks, the City Council declares a state of emergency due to the severe shortage of affordable 
housing. The City's own analysis shows that the shortage of housing occurs for those who eam less than 
$35,000 per year. (please see page 4 of the Executive Summary of the current Consolidated Plan). 

California Government Code Section 8558(c) gives the City the right to declare a state of emergency 
when there exists"conditions of disaster or of extreme peril to the safety of persons and property" within 
the City. But having declared such an emergency, the City is expected to "promulgate orders and 
regulations necessary to provide for the protection of life and property." 

It is extremely important to acknowledge the nexus between economic prosperity and land use decisions. 

It has been shown that hotels in downtown provide average incomes below the $35,000 level at which 
persons are unable to find housing that is affordable to them. The severe crisis the City is facing is made 
worse each time ajob is created that forces another family into that kind of poverty and homelessness. 

Yet, the City Council has delegated decision-making powers to an Wlelected group. This group is not 
obligated in any way to consider the deleterious effects their decisions may have on the City as a whole, 
or on the ability to lessen the crisis it is facing. That is the sole responsibility of the City Council and 
actions need to be taken to ensure that the Council gets to weigh the needs of the City and take actions 
necessary to provide for the protection of life and property created by the severe shortage of affordable 
housing. 

The Affordable Housing Coalition of San Diego County requests that the Land Use & Housing 
Committee pass this ordinance on to the full council with the recommendation that it be adopted. 

Sincerely, 

Theresa Quiroz 
Co-Chair 
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4265 FAIRMOUNT AVENUE · SUITE 210 SAN DIEGO · CALIFORNIA · 92105 

May 11,2010 

Land Use & Housing Committee 
City of San Diego 
201 C Street 
San Diego, CA 92101 

RE: In favor of the Proposed Centre City Planned District Ordinance Amendments 
Concerning Hotel Development 

Dear Chair Gloria and Members of the Committee, 

I am writing you as the Founding Director of the Employee Rights Center, a non-profit 
program of Labor's Community Alliance, a local S01c3 organization, which provides 
legal education and advocacy to all workers and immigrants, especially the 
disadvantaged, in the San Diego area. 

Many of the thousands of workers we serve work downtown. They regularly need help 
with unpaid wage claims, workplace complaints to government agencies, unemployment 
and state disability claims, arid workplace safety, to include their injuries at work. Our 
current focus is on improving health access for San Diego's large and diverse immigrant 
worker population. 

I strongly support Council President Hueso's and Councilmember Frye's proposal to 
have final Council approval over large hotel projects downtown as outlined in these 
amendments. 

From our Center's 11 years' experience I can tell you that our current reliance upon low­
wage, unrepresented employees in our service industry jobs often undercuts our City's 
long-term economic interests. These jobs create poorly paid workers who cannot afford 
expensive health benefits, are reluctant to report workplace injuries and unsafe working 
conditions, and who do not have the money or means to defend and advocate on their 
own behalf. The Center helps them address workplace issues because they have no voice 
on the job and nowhere else to tum to. 

PHONE: (619) 521-1ERC/1372 • FAX: (619) 283-7998 

·SAN DIEGO LABOR EDUCATION FUND· 
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F or example, studies have documented that hotel housekeepers, for example, suffer 40% 
more workplace injuries than other service workers. Without unions to assist them, many 
of those injuries go untreated and the workplace causes go uncorrected. The Center is 
currently working with the National Institute of Occupational Safety & Health (NIOSH) 
and others in California studying these issues and can report back to you about them in 
the future if you so wish. 

While CCDC is limited to design, planning and development, our City Council can and 
should take a broad approach to development that considers job quality, safety and health 
standards, and economic development that includes our immigrant workers downtown. 
These workers can then become more stable contributors to our local economy and more 
infrequent users of our social safety nets that too often are their only means to survive the 
job turbulence they face each day. 

Sincerely, . ') () r~ 

~t~~~ __ ~ 
Peter Zschiesch 
Director 

PHONE : (619) 521-1ERC/1372 - FAX: (619) 283-7998 

-SAN DIEGO LABOR EDUCATION FUND-
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May 17,2010 

By Email and Hand Delivery 

Honorable Chair Todd Gloria and 
Members of the Land Use & Housing Committee 
202 C Street, 12th Floor .., 
San Diego, CA 92101 

Affiliated with ... 

State Federation of labor 
State Culinary Alliance 
San Diego Central labor Council 
Union label & Service Trades Council 

Re: Proposed Centre City Planned District Ordinance Amendments Concerning 
Hotel Development 

Honorable Chair Gloria and Committee members, 

I am writing you on behalf of approximately 5,000 workers in the tourism, food­
service and hospitality industries in San Diego County to express our support for the 
proposed amendments to the Centre City Planned District Ordinance ("CCPDO") regarding 
hotel development. 

It is important that our elected representatives have an opportunity to consider the 
benefits and impacts of growth in our third largest economic sector in the downtown area.1 

Transferring discretionary authority from the Centre City Development Corporation 
("CCDC") Board to the City Council for some downtown hotel development is appropriate 
for four central reasons. First, unlike other types of commercial development, new hotel 
projects create thousands of permanent, low-wage jobs that can be considered at the time of 
discretionary review. Second, strategic growth of the tourism industry is essential to the 
City's economic development strategy and overall fiscal health. Third, downtown is the 
heart of the tourism industry in San Diego and the economic and employment center for the 
region. Finally, including the City Council in the review process for new downtown hotels 

1 City of San Diego General Plan, Economic Prosperity Element, p. EP-28, March 10, 2008. 
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will further adherence to the City's land-use plans, which recognize the unique role visitor­
serving industries play in San Diego's development. All of the above warrant the direct 
involvement of our elected officials in the review process for downtown hotels. 

I. New Hotels Downtown will Create Thousands of Permanent Low-Wage 
Jobs with Regional Impacts 

Unlike other types of commercial and residential development, new hotel projects 
create thousands of pennanent, low-wage jobs that should be considered at the time of 
discretionary review. For example, office buildings, condo towers, affordable housing 
projects, education facilities and religious establishments do not create pennanent jobs 
accountable to one primary employer on same scale as new hotels. The City's General Plan 
acknowledges that "The tourism and visitor sectors of the economy provide many of the 
lower wage jobs. There are relatively few middle income jobs resulting increasingly in an 
hourglass economy." Maids and housekeepers ranked number one of the top ten low­
income occupations downtown, earning an annual wage ofless than $20,000. At build out 
of the Downtown Community Plan ("DCP"), hotels will account for almost 13,000, or nearly 
30 percent, of the estimated 48,000 low-income jobs downtown.2 

Much is at stake for the City and the thousands of San Diegans who depend on the 
tourism industry downtown for their livelihood. If current trends persist, estimates are 
that approximately 80% offuture hotel employee households will be low-income or below, 
and over 50% of new hotel workers will not have health insurance or will rely on 
government programs.3,4 An explicit goal of the Economic Prosperity Element of the 
General Plan is to "[support] the creation of higher quality jobs in low-paying industries." 
For hotel workers, assuring that new hotel developments proposed downtown are consistent 
with City plans is essential to staying above the poverty line. 

The challenges that come with lopsided economic development of the tourism 
industry downtown are felt city-wide. Research shows-that 90 percent of downtown 
employees live outside the city center and are forced to drive or rely on public 
transportation to get to work.5 The problem is multiplied for the majority of hotel workers 
who are considered low-income or below. Downtown housing prices are out of reach for 
most hotel employees and over 90 percent of downtown's affordable housing units are 
studios or one-bedrooms, unworkable for a family.6 Affordable housing, transportation 
impacts and economic development are all addressed in the City's land use plans and 
should be taken into account by the people's elected representatives during the review 
process. 

~ Center on Policy Initiatives, Downtown for Everybody? February, 2006. 
:l Ibid. 
4 Center on Policy Initiatives, The Working Uninsured, July, 2007. 
5 Center on Policy Initiatives, Left Behind, December 2004. 
Ii City -of San Diego Downtown Community Plan, Land Use and Housing, p. 3-31, March, 2006. 
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ll. Strategic Growth of the Tourism Industry Downtown is Crucial to San 
Diego's Economic Development and Fiscal Recovery 

The cDntinued success Df the visitDr-serving industry is central to' the City Df San 
DiegD's eCDnDmic future. AccDrding to' the San Diego. CDnventiDn and VisitDrs Bureau, Dr 
CDn Vis, tourism had a total eCDnDmic impact Dn the regiDnal eCDnDmy Df nearly $15 billiDn 
in 2009.7 In March, 2010, the MaYDr's Office DfEcDnDmic GrDwth Services ("EGS") 
identified tDurism as Dne DffDur base sectDr industries, alDng with the military, 
manufacturing, and internatiDnal trade and IDgiStiCS. EGS nDtes, "Because they bring 
Dutside dDllars into the cDmmunity, base sector industries are the engines of the econDmy. 
WithDut healthy base sectDr iridustries, the rest Dfthe eCDnDmy cannDt prDsper."B The EGS 
report gDes Dn to acknDwledge that tDurism and the Dther three base sectors will cDntinue to' 

lead the way fDr San Diego's eCDnDmic future. 

Strategic grDWth Df the tDurism industry is alSo. crucial fDr San DiegD's fiscal health. 
The Office Df the Independent Budget Analyst issued a repDrt in April Df this year 
describing the City's rigDroUS prDcess to' reduce Df a tDtal budget gap Df $207.2 milliDn fDr 
Fiscal Year 2011.9 A strDng rebDund in the tDurism industry will need to playa crucial part 
Dfthe City's eCDnDmic recDvery' The accDmmDdatiDn sectDr accDunted fDr 33 percent Dfthe 
100 largest taxpayers fDr 2009, Dr nearly $55 milliDn in tax revenue. lO And the City's 2010 
budget identifies transient Dccupancy tax ("TOT") as Dne Df the fDur majDr General Fund 
revenue sDurces, prDjected to bring in a total Df$144.9 milliDn in the Fiscal Year 2010 
Annual Budget.ll 

TDurism in San Diego. has been hit hard by the eCDnDmic recessiDn. CDn Vis reported 
an apprDximately 15 percent decrease in TOT revenues frDm FY 08 to' FY 09. In January 
2010, the City witnessed year Dver year (''YaY'') drDPS in revenue per average rDDm 
("RevPAR") Df 12.5 percent and average daily rates ("ADR") Df almDst 13 percent. 
DDwntown suffered the secDnd largest yay drDP in occupancy, RevPAR and ADR Dfthe 
seven San Diego. CDunty sub-areas tracked by Smith Travel Research. As demand fell, the 
center city alSo. experienced the greatest increase in number Df available rDoms.12 

On the bright side, TDurism ECDnDmics fDrecasts a strDnger recovery fDr San Diego. 
cDmpared to' the rest Dfthe cDuntry, and PKF HDspitality Research is predicting dDuble-

7 San Diego Convention & Visitors Bureau, San Diego County Visitors Industry Summary (1/09-12109). 
8 Mayor's Office of Economic Growth Services Presentation to The City Council- Rules Committee, March 24, 
2010. 
9 Analysis of the Office of the Independent Budget Analyst, Review of the Fiscal Year 2011 Proposed Budget, 
IBA Report 10-37, April 29, 2010. 
lIJ Mayor's Office of Economic Growth Services Presentation to The City Council- Rules Committee, March 24, 
2010. 
11 City of San Diego, Fiscal Year 2010 Annual Budget, p. 89. 
I~ San Diego Convention and Visitors Bureau, Monthly Tourism Industry Report, March 2010. 
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digit revenue growth by 2012 for U.S. hotels. Keeping the local industry on pace to. lead the 
nation out of the recession and expand its role as a base economic sector will require the 
regional perspective and leadership of the City Council. 

ill. Downtown is the Heart of the Tourism Industry and the Regional 
Economic and Employment Center 

Downtown is the center of the tourism industry in San Diego and crucial to the 
industry's continued success. Nearly half of the over 37,000 hotel rooms available in the 
City of San Diego are located within the center city.13 Between 2005 and 2010, downtown 
added 3,500 new hotel rooms or 70 percent of all additions in the county.I4 The DPC calls 
for over 11,000 new hotel rooms, which would result in more than 6 million square feet of 
additional hotel development and thousands of new jobs.15 The plan also sets the goal of 
creating "165,000 quality jobs." 16 Many of these new positions will be in hotels and to what 
extent they will be quality employment will depend heavily on the review process. Council 
participation in decisions r~garding hotel development will help expand downtown as the 
economic center for the region and further the economic development goals outlined in the 
Economic Prosperity Element of the General Plan. 

IV. City Council Review will Help Assure the Comprehensive Analysis 
Intended by the City's Land Use Plans 

City plans acknowledge the importance of the tourism industry in San Diego as a 
key economic sector. The plans also acknowledge tourism as a leader in the creation oflow­
wage employment resulting in an hourglass economy, which is quickly becoming tear­
shaped. The current review process should be amended to provide for the comprehensive 
analysis intended in the planning documents. 

The City Council is better positioned than the CCDC Board to understand the far­
reaching economic impacts of land use-decisions downtown. As outlined in the CCPDO, 

A Centre City Development Permit may be granted if the project decision-maker 
finds that the· development, as submitted or modified, is consistent with the 
Downtown Community Plan, Centre City Redevelopment Plan, Centre City Planned 
District Ordinance, CCDC Land Development Manual, San Diego Municipal Code, 
all other adopted plans or policies of the City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency 
pertaining to the Centre City Planned District. 

l3 San Diego Convention and Visitors BW'eau, Research Analyst, May 11, 2010. 
14 "Site Selection and Feasibility Report for a Hostel Facility on Port Of San Diego Property," Sullivan Group 
Real Estate Advisors, LLC, December 18, 2009, p15. 
15 City of San Diego Downtown Community Plan, Land Use and Housing, p. 3-27, March, 2006. 
Hi City of San Diego Downtown Community Plan, Land Use and Housing, p. 3-2, March, 2006. 
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Council oversight will help ensure thorough review of the impacts and benefits of downtown 
hotel development as identified and considered in the policies and plans above. 

Currently, the CCDC Board exercises decision-making authority for new hotel 
development through the design review process. As defined, 

Design Review means the formal review of a proposed development through the 
established process relevant to the size and nature of the proposed development. 

Design review is focused on project aesthetics. The 2009 Performance Audit of CCDC found 
that "CCDC differs from the City of San Diego's Redevelopment Division and SEDC, which 
both appear to acknowledge the intrinsic and important relationship of economic 
development and redevelopment. "16 The audit also found that "CCDC was not engaged in 
economic development activities as were other peer redevelopment organizations ... " 
Transferring discretionary approval of a Centre City Permit for some hotels from the CCDC 
board to the City Council will promote the complete review intended by the City's plans. 

v. Conclusion 

For the reasons above, we believe that providing a voice for the City Council in the 
review of downtown hotels is in the best interest of all San Diegans. Downtown hotels 
create thousands of permanent, low-wage jobs which bring regional costs and benefits. 
Tourism is one of four base sector industries and crucial to San Diego's economic future. 
And downtown is the regional employment center and heart of the visitor-serving industry. 
We respectfully urge the Land Use and Housing Committee to approve the proposed 
ordinance to the benefit of residents in every council district. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

/! 

'/, ~ 
....J..~~B-t.-ro· wning ~ 

President '1... ......... / 

UNITE HERE Local 30 

16 Office of the City Auditor, Performance Audit of the Centre City Development Corporation, July 10, 2010. 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: May 18,2010 

TO; Land-Use Committee City Council, City of San Diego 

FROM: Murtaza H. Boxaalusa. Center on Policy Initiatives 

SUBJECT: Revic:w process for downtown hotel developments 

REceiVED 

MAY I g 2010 

OFFICE OF 
COUNCILMEMBER TODD GLORIA 

The appl'oval of hug~ projects in downtown needs che~k-and-balances to ascertain 
accountability of Ilpprovals by ceoc President and Board. City Cowlcill'eview of 
dowmown hotel projects will ensure auequate public input alld further citywid~ ecollollli,: 
development goals. 

There are four reasons lor supporting the proposed actioll. 

I. LlADdwUse Power Vests with the Council in the Entire City 

[t is important to recogni~c that zoning and land-use authority are vested with the legi:ilative 
body (City Council) through the police power of the state. CCDC does not have any inherent 
autholity except that which is explicitly granted through the Land Development Code and the 
Operating Agreement. In addition to land-use, eeoc also serves to implement 
redevelopment, by detennining the expenditure of over S100 million in tax increment each 
year. Where as the Redevelopment Agency (City Council) approves all major redevell)pment 
decisions, such as developm~llt agreements. and eminent domain, it does not have the liame 
control over major land· use decisions_ Currently. the City Council does not have the S;lm~ 
powers over development projects in downtown, as it does Over projects of a similar st:all! in 
other neighborhoods of the city. This is a significant anomaly in the Land Development 
Code. 

U. Increased Accountability of Large Project Approvals 

The Centre City Planned Disb-ict Ordinance approv~d under the leadership ofCCDC 
President NanCy Graham in 2006 did not incorporate adeqyate checks-and-balances on the 
authority of CeDC in development decisions. This plall significandy increased 'he 

1 
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downtown FAR, empowering CCDC with great'er leeway in dev~lopment decisions. 
Attached is a memorandum sLlbmitted by Centl:r on Policy Initiatives on November 3, 2005 
highlighting the jncr~ased land.lIse aut'hority of CeDC. This memo expressed concern that. 
the role of the City CounciJ would be seriously curtailed by the approval of th~ revised 
Centre City Planned District' Ord·inancc. 

III. Does N'ot Introduce !loy New Subje(tivity 

The (;um~l1t design. review process for large projects over 100,0000 square feet in dovm!!)wn 
is discretionarx. The plans and ordinances are ambiguous on a number of issues (e.g., 
materials, colors), and the CeDC Board frequently uses subjective criteria in its decisions on 
Ihl1 Centre City Development ·Pel·mit. Therefore, the transfer of this subjective authority to 

the City Council, 011ly supersedes the decision of one body over another, and does nO'1 
introduce new criteria. 

There have been several misconstrued claims that the proposal requires labor agrceml:nt!i. 
Decisions regarding large hotel projects are not new to the council. As a legislative body, 
council approves or denies large projects continually, considering economic impacts tiuch as 
TOT and employment, and balancing th~ merits of the project with the needs of diven!! I:ity. 
wide interests. 

IV. Hotels !are a spedaliliod-use category separatt!ly regulated 

Land-usc decisions di1'ectly atlect the kinds of jobs we create, but the decisions on ho·lel~. are 
especially pertinent for review on city-wide impact. There have be~n over 10,000 hotel 
rooms approved in the City of San Diego since 2000, most of thcnl in downtown. Leisul'e 
and Hospitality is one of the fastest growing industries in San Diego, with employment over 
150,000, and that industry has the lowest annual wage ($21,632) and the lowest rate of 
employer-provided h~alth insurance (20%). For every 100 jobs in hotels, almost SO will not 
pay a living wage. These workers impact city-wide services, especially housing and 
transportation. 

The review of hotels is also central to the purpose ofredevelopment, especially since l;he city 
has invested almost a billion dollars in redevelop'ing downtown. Hotels generate employment 
opportunities tor the local workforce. Community Redevelopment Law emphasizes the 
importance of providing employment opportunities (Health & Safety Code Sec. 33070) and 
identifies as one of its fundamental purpolles the expansion of employment opportunities far 
wlemployed, underemployed and low-income persons, as well as the economic growth aJdd 
well-being of persons (Health & Safety Code Sec. 33071). 

Creating quality employment opportunities is also a specific goal of our planning documlmts. 
The Economic Prosperity Element of the General Plan aims to create "a higher standa:rd I)f 
living through self-sufficient wages and an increase in citywide real median income pl~r 
capita," (p. EP·20) and the Downtown ComlnWlity Plan sets the goal of creating "165,000 
quality jobs" at build aut. 

:2 
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Th~ Economic Prosperity Element singles Oul hotels industry as om: that creates low~wa~e 
jobs: 

Vi:>ilor-~crvic:es illdustdes Iln: I:xpected 10 conlinue to genemte cmploynu:nt growth. 
Ba~ed on past experience, employment growth in these industries is not expected to 
generate a high proportion of middle-income jobs for San Diego residents. Currently. 
the average annual salary for employees in the visitor service industry is hal(ofthe 
regional average wag~, ranking it among the lowest of all of the k.ey indu6trie~: in the 
San Die~o region. (Economic Prosperity Element, EP-28) 

City Council review will help ensure that large hotel projects will benefit from high~r 
accountability. The proposal does not introdu~c ncw ~ubjective criteria, but. transfers 
responsibility of addl~essing city-wide impacts oflarge hotels to a city-wide el~cted body. 

Sincerely, 

~f\\' 
Murran:a H. Baxamus8. Ph.D. AIC» 

Attachments: 

CPI Memorandum "Downtown ApP"oval Process", dated November 3, 2005. 

!:iB/EB 39'Jd Id8 8PL!:ip8!:iG19 
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ME~~N.DUM 

To: Interested Parties 
From: Murtaza H. B axamusa, AICP 
Subject: 
Date: 

Downtown Development Approval Process 
November 3, 2005 

City Counc.ill·eview of major development projects provides opportunity for elected 
officials (0 provide input into projects that could potentially impact the entire city. Such 
review also acconunodulCIi decisions and reques~ that ore driven by public policy goals 
rather than narrow interpretation of statute. With new rules going into effeci in 
downtown. this memo demonstrates that City COWlcil input in maj01' development 
decisions is going to be seriously curtailed. 

The development ~pproval process in downtown is regulated by the Centre City Planned 
District Ordimmce (PDO). CCDC hat; been granted land-use authority by the City 
Council to ensure compliance with devdopment regulations ~pel)ed out in the PDO and 
other Design Guidelines Ildopted by the Council. 

There nrc thl'ce instuccs pl'Ojects go befol-e Council: 
(1) Projects which require legislative action Or policy direction such as Community 

Plan Amendments, zoning changes, Disposition and Development Agreements, 
and Panicipatioll Agreements; 

(2) Projects which are required to go to Council because me PDO explicitly rcquire~; 
a DeY'elopment Permit that would need Council approval. There is no threshold i:n 
the Municipal code that requires any large development in the city to go to City 
Council without an appeal: il is individual PDOs dlat carry this requirement. ThE: 
special cases de$cribed in the pl"Oposed Centre City PD~ only apply to incentives 
and agJ:eemen16. 

(3) Projects that contain us~s that have city-wide impacts (such as airports and 
stadiums) for which the Municipal Code requu'es a Conditional Use Permit to ge· 
to City Council anywhere in the city. 

Building permits are minisleriall'Cviews (they are not discretionary) meaning that they 
are stafHevel reviews that only address compliance with local and state building 
constl'Uction r~gulations. The Cily"lIi Development Services Department cannot 
unreasonably withhold building permits if the development has been approved. 

Id8 8t7LSt78S6t9 



The Pl'oposed Centre City POD does the following: 
(0) Increases FAR; 
(b) Creates tlexible ~oning; 
(c) Gives authority to the eeoc President to approve all projects less than 100,000 

I),]uare feet without pu'blic hearing: §l03.1916(a)(2)(A); 
(d) Gives authority to the CeDe Board to approve all projects over 100,000 square 

feet with input from CCAC: §103.1916(a)(2)(B); the only exception is when tllere 
is Agency review requil'ed in the form of agreement or assistance: 
§103.1916(a)(2)(C); . 

(e) Gives authority to the CCDC President to transfer FARs: §103.1907(e)(6)(B); 
(0 Gives authority to the CeDe President to appl'ove ~ception:i to the code; see 

§103.1911(f), §103.1911{k) etc. 

We understand the objective of CeDC in streamlining routine development approvals, 
However by expanding development entitlements and giving the CeDC vU1ually 
complete authol"ity to issue Development Pelmit6, we believe m~y have the following 
uJlincended consequences: 

I. Large development projects will no 'Ionger need zoning, FAR changts 01' 

development agreements; 
II. [f major projects do not need land (or funding) from the Agency, they willlbe 

exclusively private projects thClt will not legally accommodate any public 
policy input beyond the underlying code. For example, hotels and condo 
towers (l'cgardleli5 of the size) that use existing entitlements (PAR) are 
perm;lI~d by right in most areas in downtown: meaning that c1'lle.ria nOl 
explicitly written ill the PD~ ClllUlot be imposed on such developments, 

III, Cen'tre City Developm~t Permits wilt go to City Council only when paired 
with policy approvals (see 1 above) Of conditional uses (see 3 above) either of 
which would occur ra(ely. 

We believe this n~w PD~ allows me Council very little oversight and involvement in 
major development decisions in downtown. 

Therefore. to ensure that lcu'ge development projects receive adequate public policy itlf'Ul, 
we are PI'oposing that aU Centre City Development Pennits having 500.000 square feel or 
250 units or 250 hotel rooms be liubject to City Council review, 

Sincerely, 

~~ B.xamus. A1CP . 
Di(eClOr of Research and Policy, 
Center on Policy Initiatives. 
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ATTACHMENTD 

Land Development Code 
Code Monitoring Team (CMT) Meeting Minutes 

Wednesday· November 10,2010 ·2:00 to 4:00 pm 
Development Services Center (DSD) . 4th Floor Training Room 

CMT MEMBERS: 
Sean Cardenas 0' Guy Preuss 0 Vacant 
Assoc. of Environmental Planners Community Member - CPC American Society of Landscape 

Architects 
0' John Ziebarth 0' Claude-Anthony Marengo 0 Vacant 

0' 

0' 

0 

0' 

. American Inst. of Architecture Community Member At-Large Business Owner at-Large 

Dan Wery 0' Steve Silverman 0 Vacant 
American Planning Assoc. Council of Design Professionals Historic Resources 

John Leppert 0 Scott Molloy 0 Vacant 
American Society of Civil S.D. Assoc. of Realtors League of Women Voters 
Engineers 
Matt Adams 0 Rebecca Michael 0 Vacant 
Building Industry Assoc. S.D. Bar Association Sierra Club 

Neil Hyytinen 0 Alan Pentico 0 Vacant 
Chamber of Commerce SD County Apartment Assoc. Small Business 

DSD Staff: Kelly Broughton, Amanda Lee 

ITEMS: 
1. Non Agenda Public Comment-

• A copy of Ordinance (0-18451), which references the original goals for the Land 
Development Code as adopted by the City Council, was made available in 
response to previous inquiries regarding the role of the Code Monitoring Team. 

• Neil Hyytinen requested that a policy be established to fonnalize the role of the 
Code Monitoring Team and similar advisory groups (i.e. Technical Advisory 
Committee) that provide recommendations to the City Council on proposed code 
amendments. 

• Sean Cardenas will be switching to the Historic Resources representative seat 
beginning in December, which will open a vacancy on CMT for anyone interested 
in serving as the Association of Environmental Planners representative. 

2. Amendments to Planned District Review Processes for Downtown Hotel Projects -
Presentation by Brad Richter and Lucy Contreras (CCDC). 

CMT Motion - (passed by a vote of 8-0) 

When establishing the Land Development Code, City Ordinance 0-18451 identified six goals of 
the Zoning Code Update Project. The Code Monitoring Team uses those goals in its review of 
draft regulations. 

On this basis, the Code Monitoring Team is unable to support the draft ordinance to amend the 
Planned District Review Process for Downtown Hotel Projects because the ordinance fails to 
comply with the six goals identified in City Ordinance 0-18451. Specifically: 
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• LDC Goal #1 Simplicity - The draft ordinance adds complexity to the code because it singles 
out one use (hotels) in one location (Downtown) and makes it subject to a special review 
process. Hotels along with other commercial and visitor commercial uses are already subject 
to detailed review. 

• LDC Goal #2 Objectivity - The draft ordinance lacks both a statement of intent and the 
establishment of criteria to be used in the review of hotel development applications. Without 
those elements, the draft ordinance fails to provide clarity, transparency and objectivity. 

• LDC Goal #3 Adaptability -It is unclear how the draft ordinance increases the adaptability 
of the Code. 

• LDC Goal #4 Eliminate Redundancy/Contradiction - The draft ordinance is redundant given 
that established regulations stipulate the process and criteria by which Downtown hotel 
projects are reviewed. Moreover, without an intent statement and without criteria for the 
review of Downtown hotels, the draft ordinance establishes an absence of precision. This 
contradicts the principal reason for undertaking the Code update. 

• LDC Goal #5 Maintain a Standardized Framework - The draft ordinance makes an exception 
to the standardized framework for regulating hotel development by creating an exceptional 
process for a single use in a single location. Consequently, the draft ordinance is seen as 
damaging to the establishment of a standardized framework. 

• LDC Goal #6 Predictability - The draft ordinance creates a less predictable outcome for 
applicants because of the absence of a statement of intent and the failure to establish review 
criteria. 

3. 7th Update to the Land Development Code - Presentation by Amanda Lee. 

CMT Motion - Recommend approval of the 7th Update to the Land Development Code 
with modifications to Issues #1 EasementlPublic Right of Way Vacations, Issue #9 
Expiration of Tentative Maps/Map Waivers and Associate Development Permits, and 
Issue #32 Initiation Process in Planned Districts (passed by a vote of 8-0). 

• Issue #1 Easement/Public Right of Way Vacations - Evaluate whether references 
to Subdivision Map Act sections should be referred to generally instead of 
providing specific SMA code section references. 

• Issue #9 Expiration of Tentative Maps/Map Waivers and Associate Development 
Permits - Remove the phrase "whichever is first" from the proposed language in 
Section 125.0461 for consistency with the Subdivision Map Act. 

• Issue #32 Initiation Process in Planned Districts - Remove the existing 
requirement to initiate a zoning/rezoning action from the PDOs and from Land 
Development Code Section 123.0103 which applies citywide. 

Page 2 of2 



I. '- ... "' .... Centre City 
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L. .. '-' ~'" Development 
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L L L L L Corporation 

ATTACHMENTE 

NOTICE OF RE-SCHEDULED 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

PUBLIC HEARING 

As a nearby property owner, tenant, or person who has requested notice, you should know that 
the City of San Diego Planning Commission will hold a public hearing to consider proposed 
amendments to the Centre City, Marina, and Gaslamp Quarter planned district ordinances 
(PDOs) to amend the review processes for hotel and motel projects located within the Downtown 
.Community Planning area. Specifically, the proposed amendments will require the following 
revIew processes: 

HotelslMotels between 100 and 200 rooms: Site Development Pennit Process 4, which will 
require a public hearing before the Centre City Development Corporation (CCDC) Board of 
Directors. The decision of the CCDC Board of Directors may be appealed to the City Council. 
HotelslMotels over 200 rooms: Site Development Permit Process 5, which will require public 
hearings before the CCDC Board of Directors and the City Council. 

PROJECT NAME: 

PROJECT APPLICANT: 
COMMUNITY PLAN AREA: 
COUNCIL DISTRICT: 

PROJECT MANAGER: 
MAILING ADDRESS: 
PHONE NUMBER: 
E-MAIL ADDRESS: 

DATE OF HEARING: 

TIME OF HEARING: 

LOCATION OF HEARING: 

Amendments to the Centre City, Marina, and Gaslamp 
Quarter Planned District Ordinances for the Review 
Processes of Hotel Projects within the Downtown 
Community Plan Area 
Initiated by the City of San Diego City Council 
Downtown 
Districts 2 and 8 

Brad Richter, CCDe Asst. Vice President, Planning 
401 "B" Street, Suite 400, San Diego, CA 92101 
(619) 533-7115 
richter@ccdc.com 

THURSDAY, DECEMBER 16, 2010 
(previously noticed date was November 18,2010) 

9:00 a.m. (please note that this is the time that the 
meeting starts, but there is no fixed time for this specific 
hearing). 
City Council Chambers, 12'h Floor, City Administration 
Building, 202 e Street, San Diego, CA 92101 

401 B Street, Suite 400 I San Diego, CA 92101-4298 I Phone 619-235-2200 I Fax 619-236-9148 I www.ccdc.coll1 



Notice of Planning Commission Re-Scheduled Public Hearing 
Page Two 

The Planning Commission will make a recommendation to the City Council, who will consider 
the amendments at a later public hearing. You will receive additional notice of the City Council 
hearing once it has been scheduled. 

The proposed amendments to the PDOs in the Downtown Community Plan area have been 
determined to be exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15061 (b)(3), which states that "CEQA applies only to projects 
which have the potential for causing a significant effect on the environment." The proposed 
amendments to the regulations for the review of downtown hotel projects would alter the 
entitlement review process for hotel projects but would not amend where hotels are permitted nor 
the development standards for hotel projects. Therefore, the proposed amendments do not have 
the potential to significantly impact the environment. 

The public is invited to attend this public hearing. Copies of the staff report and proposed 
amendments will be available for public review in the offices of CCDC located at 401 "B" 
Street, Suite 400, San Diego, CA 92101 or on the City of San Diego website beginning on 
Friday, December 10,2010. If you have any questions after reviewing this notice, you can call 
the Project Manager listed above. 

If you wish to challenge the City's action on the above proceedings in court, you may be limited 
to addressing only those issues you or someone else have raised at the public hearing described in 
this notice, or written correspondence to CCDC or the City Planning Commission at or before the 
public hearing. 

This information will be made available in alternative formats upon request. To request an 
agenda in alternative format or to request a sign language or oral interpreter for the meeting, call 
the Disability Services Program Coordinator at 236-5679, at least five working days prior to the 
meeting to ensure availability. Assistive Listening Devices (ALD's) are available for the meeting 
upon request. 




