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Team
Total 

Participants

Claimed 

CM 

Residency

Verified CM 

Residency

Costa Mesa 

Residency Percent 

Verified

American Youth Soccer League 97 1,268 644 644 100%

American Youth Soccer League 120 750 638 638 100%

Costa Mesa Pony 88 45 36 80%

Costa Mesa Pop Warner 143 69 69 100%

Costa Mesa American Little League 76 70 61 87%

Costa Mesa National Little League 60 59 59 100%

California Youth Soccer League 215 181 134 74%

International Soccer League 440 340 326 96%

Newport Beach Womens Soccer 123 67 23 34%

Newport Harbor Basebal Association 133 44 44 100%

Newport Mesa Friday Night Lights 1,005 505 410 81%

Newport Mesa Girls Softball 71 17 3 18%

Newport Mesa Soccer Club 360 107 107 100%

SoCal Elite Flag Football 444 36 36 100%

World Adult Kickball Association 89 35 16 46%

City of Costa Mesa Residency - Fall 2015 Audit
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CITY OF COSTA MESA 
PENSION OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE 

DATE: August 6, 2014 

TO: City Council 

COPY: Tom Hatch, CEO 
Steve Dunivent, Interim Finance Director 
Lance Nakamoto, Human Resources Manager 

FROM: Pension Oversight Committee (POC) 

SUBJECT: Recommend Safety Employees Increase Pension Cost-Sharing to 14% 

Recommendation 
The Pension Oversight Committee (POC) recommends (by a vote of 6 to 0) that the City Council 
negotiate increased pension cost-sharing from Safety Employees (14% if possible). 

Executive Summary 
Since 2002, Costa Mesa’s pension costs have doubled, and as we presented to the Council earlier 
in the year, we expect pension costs to double again by fiscal 2022/23.  Further, based upon the 
latest data provided by CalPERS, Costa Mesa’s annual pension costs are forecasted to continue 
to increase into the 2030’s!   

Given the above increases, as a way for the City to mitigate its increasing pension costs the 
Pension Oversight Committee recommends the City negotiate for employees to increase their 
contributions to the fullest extent permitted by Costa Mesa’s existing agreement with CalPERS.  
The Pension Oversight Committee is aware that the City has just reached a tentative agreement 
with the Costa Mesa City Employees Association representing ‘Miscellaneous’ employees.  
Therefore this recommendation addresses pensions for Safety employees (Fire and Police). 

The Safety Pension Challenge 
Several times since year 2000, the City has increased pension benefits for Safety employees and 
they have gained significantly from these benefit improvements.  Yet Safety employees 
contribute a relatively small portion towards the cost of their pensions.  Most rank and file Fire 
and Police employees contribute 5.0% of their payroll towards pension costs (a few employees 
contribute more) while the City contributes the balance.  It is worth noting that Miscellaneous 
employees contribute a larger percentage to their pensions than Safety employees and yet on 
average Miscellaneous salaries are less than Safety employees. 

Pension Costs as a Percent of General Fund 
$ Millions 
Fiscal Year 2002/03 2007/08 2012/13 2017/18 2022/23 

Gen'l Fund $ 82 103 103 119 138 
Pension Cost $ 8 14 15 24 30 
Percent of 
Gen'l Fund 9.8% 13.6% 14.6% 20.2% 21.7% 
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In the five years between fiscal2013114 and fiscal 2018/19, the POC forecasts Costa Mesa's 
Safety pension costs will increase $4.7M, and given the existing City/Safety employee 
contribution split, employees will pay only $135k or 2.9% ofthat increase. 

City I Safety Employee Pension Contribution Split 

$Thousands 

Fiscal Year 2013/14 2018/19 Increase Percent 

Pension Cost Increase $ 14,773 19,449 4,676 100.0% 

Employee Contribution Increase$ 1,477 1,612 135 2.9% 

City Contribution Increase$ 13,296 17,837 4,541 97.1% 

In lieu of a detailed financial analysis, which is difficult outside of actual negotiations, we have 
used several cost sharing scenarios for Fire and Police to illustrate potential savings (see attached 
Contribution Rate Analysis). Having said this, the POC urges the City to negotiate the largest 
amount of cost sharing currently permitted within existing agreements which allow for Safety 
employees to contribute 14.0%. This will provide the greatest savings to Costa Mesa, of about 
$2.7M annually. Other scenarios shown in the analysis use reduced cost sharing and provide 
annual savings of$1.8M and $0.9M. 

The Opportunity 
Very soon the City will be negotiating new contracts with Fire and Police employees. Now is 
the opportune time to negotiate increased cost sharing to obtain reductions in Costa Mesa's 
pension costs and obtain a little more balance between City and Safety employee pension 
contributions. And it is a chance for Safety employees to help the City remain financially 
healthy and increase the security of their pensions. 

The current Amendment to Contract between the CalPERS Board of Administration and the City 
incorporates Section 20516 of the Public Employee Retirement Law allowing for employees to 
contribute up to 14% of their payroll to their pensions. Additional employee contributions/cost 
sharing can be increased through the meet and confer process. 

If implemented, this recommendation will require increased payments by Safety employees. The 
Council could propose a multiple year implementation period with employees paying more each 
year until the negotiated cost sharing percentages are reached. 

Conclusion 
The Pension Oversight Committee recommends the City include in upcoming negotiated labor 
contracts increased employee cost sharing and urges the City to negotiate the highest levels 
cwTently allowed. If the highest levels cannot be achieved and recognizing that many items have 
to be factored together when negotiating a contract, the POC urges the highest levels possible be 
negotiated. 

The POC hopes our recommendation will be helpful to the City Council. 

9#~ 
Jeff Arthur, Chair 
Pension Oversight Committee 
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Analysis based upon CalPERS
Annual Valuations dated 
October 2013
covering FY 2014/15

Current
Contribution

Rates of 
Payroll

Estimated
Current
Annual

Contribution
Amounts

Employees
Paying

Max per
Current

Cost
Sharing

Estimated
Revised

Contribution
Amounts

Employees
Paying
Percent
Shown
Below

Estimated
Revised

Contribution
Amounts

Employees
Paying
Percent
Shown
Below

Estimated
Revised

Contribution
Amounts

Fire Department Employees (73 heads)
Total Employer & Employee 54.618% $5,935,060 54.618% $5,935,060 54.618% $5,935,060 54.618% $5,935,060

Total Employer 49.618% $5,391,735 40.618% $4,413,751 43.618% $4,739,746 46.618% $5,065,741

Total All Employees 5.000% $543,325 14.000% $1,521,309 11.000% $1,195,314 8.000% $869,319
Avg Annual Cost by City per Employee $73,859 $60,462 $64,928 $69,394
Average Annual Cost per Employee $7,443 $20,840 $16,374 $11,908
City's Cost Savings (increase in Employee Contributions $977,984 $651,989 $325,995
Police Department Employees (136 heads)
Total Employer & Employee 47.542% $9,149,375 47.542% $9,149,375 47.542% $9,149,375 47.542% $9,149,375

Total Employer 42.542% $8,187,134 33.542% $6,455,099 36.542% $7,032,444 39.542% $7,609,789

Total All Employees 5.000% $962,241 14.000% $2,694,276 11.000% $2,116,931 8.000% $1,539,586
Avg Annual Cost by City per Employee $60,200 $47,464 $51,709 $55,954
Average Annual Cost per Employee $7,075 $19,811 $15,566 $11,320
City's Cost Savings (increase in Employee Contributions $1,732,034 $1,154,690 $577,345
Total City Cost Savings (increase in Employee Contributions $2,710,018 $1,806,679 $903,339
Notes:
Used pension formulas with highest number of employees Headcount provided by HR 5/14/14 except authorized Police staffing of 136
Fire employees CMFA & CMFAMA 3% @ 50 Contribution Rates based on City schedule dated 7/2/13
Police employees 3% @ 50

R Taboada
updated 8/6/14

Current Employees Paying Additional Contributions
Contribution Rate Analysis
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MCCRAY PROPERTIES ,  LLC 
2 9 2 5  C O L L E G E  A V E N U E ,  U N I T  B 6 •  C O S T A  M E S A , C A •  9 2 6 2 6 - 3 9 0 5  

P H O N E :  7 1 4 - 5 4 0 - 4 0 5 8  •  F A X :  7 1 4 - 5 4 0 - 2 2 3 5  

March 10, 2016 

Costa Mesa City Council 
City of Costa Mesa 
77 Fair Drive 
Costa Mesa, CA 92626 

RE: 3184-J Airway Avenue, Costa Mesa; CUP Application for parking 

Dear Costa Mesa City Council Members: 

I am writing to request that the City Council uphold the Planning Commission’s original decision and 
reject the appeal of the CUP for additional parking at 3184-J Airway Avenue, Costa Mesa.  The 
usage being requested overtaxes the parking requirements for the area and will have a direct 
negative effect on our building located at 3184-C Airway Avenue. 

There have been several church and/or religious tenants that have moved into the complex over 
the past 5+ years, making parking very difficult.  By allowing yet another CUP, the undesirable 
situation will surely worsen for existing tenants and owners. 

My family owns four (4) buildings in the Koll Irvine Industrial Center (3199-A Airport Loop Drive, 
3199-C Airport Loop Drive, 3199-D Airport Loop Drive, and 3184-C Airway Drive).  We purchased the 
first building in 1985 and the last one in 1997.  Needless to say, we have seen much change in the 
center over the past thirty years, however nothing has negatively impacted the area as much as the 
lack of parking.   

We experienced first-hand the difficulty of finding a parking space, when our office was located on 
Airport Loop Drive across from a religious center.  Every day during normal business hours, dozens 
of cars were parked throughout the complex and along Airport Loop Drive.  Many people would run 
out from between cars, and across the street, resulting in an extremely dangerous situation.  
Eventually, we moved from the area, but our tenants continue to experience a problem with 
parking. 

Again, I am respectfully requesting you deny the appeal for the CUP of additional parking at 3184-J 
Airway Avenue.  Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Anne McCray Pauley 
McCray Properties, LLC 
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GALILEO CAPRI, LLC

3184 Airway Ave Ste G  voice: 714-884-4990 
Costa Mesa, CA 92626  fax: 949-682-4876 

jlotz@galileocapri.com

March , 2016 

Members of the City Council 
City of Costa Mesa
77 Fair Drive 
Costa Mesa, CA 92626 

Re: Opposition to Appeal of Denial of Application for Conditional Use 
Permit No. ZA-15-38

Dear Councilmembers: 

This letter is written by and on behalf of the undersigned building owners and 
occupants of the 3184 Airway Avenue corridor (“Building Owners”) to express opposition to 
the appeal of the Planning Commission’s denial of the application for minor conditional use 
permit no. ZA-15-38 (“MCUP”), that has been submitted by Mr. Salim Rahemtulla
(“Applicant”).  The Building Owners respectfully request that the City Council uphold the 
Planning Commission’s decision in order to preserve the Building Owners’ property rights. 

As you know, on February 8, 2016, the Planning Commission held a public hearing 
wherein several of the Building Owners spoke to oppose the approval of the MCUP.  At that 
hearing, the Building Owners presented evidence to support their position that approval of 
the MCUP would significantly and adversely impact the current parking situation with 
respect to all building owners and occupants located within the 3184 Airway Avenue 
corridor.  The Planning reversed the Zoning Administrator’s approval of the application, 
recognizing that having two conditional use permit parking exceptions within the same 3184 
Airway Avenue corridor was impractical and would be over burdensome on the adjacent 
occupants. Subsequently, the Applicant appealed the decision and a hearing is scheduled for 
March 15, 2016. 

The Building Owners reiterate their strong opposition to the MCUP.  Approval 
of the MCUP will cause overcrowding of the 3184, 3168 and 3188 Airway Avenue block 
parking lot and will force the Building Owners and their visitors to utilize either street 
parking or adjacent lots that are at least 1000 feet from their building.  The Building Owners 
are each entitled to a certain number of parking spaces within the lot, and approving the 
MCUP will deprive the Building Owners of their parking rights.  Specifically, the following 
issues support the Building Owners’ request that the denial of the MCUP be upheld: 

While the Zoning Administrator’s review of the application noted a total of 435
spaces in the entire Airway Avenue block, in fact the 3184 Airway Avenue corridor
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March , 2016
Letter to City Council of Costa Mesa
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(i.e., the lot that will be specifically affected by the proposed MCUP) contains only 
84 spaces (Exhibit A).  The Applicant proposes it will need a maximum of 150
spaces1, a use that requires more parking than is available in the 3184 Airway 
Avenue corridor. Further, even if we used the total Airway parking of 435 spaces, 
approval of a second MCUP uses almost half of the entire Airway block parking. 
With this in mind, there is no feasible way to support the required parking spaces for 
the other 30 buildings that also exist within the entire Airway block. Allowing the 
Applicant’s desired parking use would not only deprive current owners and 
occupants in the immediate area of ANY parking, but it will also severely 
impact all other building owners and occupants parking. 

A conditional use permit for 109 parking spaces already exists in the 3184 Airway
Avenue corridor. The Berean Community Church, already has a conditional use
permit for 109 parking spaces and operates the same days/times as the Applicant.
Thus, approval of the MCUP would result in two conditional use permits within the
same 3184 Airway Avenue corridor, causing a direct conflict with an already
approved conditional use permit and completely saturating the parking.
Consequently, if the application is approved, the Berean Community Church and the
Applicant would be entitled to over 200 spaces during the same days/times, despite
the fact that the parking lot only contains 84 parking spaces. Thus, if a Building
Owner and/or occupant of a building within the 3184 Airway Avenue corridor
wanted to use their premises during the suggested hours, it would be forced to utilize
adjacent parking lots and street parking.2 If we applied this rationale to the 435 total
spaces, granting the MCUP to the Applicant would allow for nearly 50% of the total
435 spaces to be occupied.

The Berean Community Church’s conditional use permit for 109 parking spaces runs
with the land.  Regardless of whether the church is relocating, the existing
conditional use permit remains with the property giving a successor occupant
the right to 109 parking spaces in the 3184 Airway Avenue corridor. Therefore,
the potential relocation of the church should not be taken into consideration at this
time.

The Applicant’s proposed approach to “direct members to the 3186 entrance where
more than 145 parking spaces are available” is unsound. Even if the 3186 occupants
and building owners agree to such a use, this proposed solution is not forward
thinking – what happens when new occupants and/or building owners come in and
no longer agree to such an arrangement? This approach is not only poor public policy
shifting the 3184 Airway Avenue corridor parking issue to its neighbor, but also does
not contemplate a method of enforcement. Although the Applicant insists that its

1 Subsequent to the Zoning Administrator’s approval of a maximum of 150 spaces, the Applicant has stated that 
its parking use maximum is 80 parking spaces.

2 While the Berean Community Church has expressed its intent to find a new location to the extent that the 
Berean Community Church does in fact relocate, the relocation process is expected to take anywhere from 1 to 
2 years.  
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“trained uniformed parking volunteers” will monitor and enforce the parking, there is 
no actual authority to effectively police parking or implement any consequences for 
those that do not adhere to the designated parking.  

The 3184 Airway Avenue corridor was monitored on a Sunday between the hours of
10am and 2pm.  During this time, the parking lot was 100% full, and the street
parking was fully utilized3. Thus it would be unreasonable for the City to allow
another conditional use permit when there is clearly insufficient parking available.

It is patently unreasonable to assume that the Building Owners, their tenants, and/or
their visitors will not be accessing the premises during specified hours or that they
will not be impacted by being forced to park in adjacent lots or on streets.  Decades
ago standard business hours were from 8am to 5pm. However, the world doesn’t
work this way anymore. Business hours no longer compartmentalize into neat and
tidy time frames and have emerged into 24 hour a day/7 days a week business
models.  Thus, there exists no “offset” hours to justify the approval of the
Applicant’s MCUP.

The parking study submitted with the Applicant’s MCUP request is clearly wrong.
As Commissioner McCarthy astutely recognized when supporting the denial of the
application, the parking reports accompanying the conditional use permit
applications “always says [the parking] is roses, and then I get pictures from the
businesses over there that it’s not, and receive testimony that says otherwise...I tend
to give more weight to that.”  Evidently, parking studies contemplate the best-case
scenario and do not take into consideration the actual situation and therefore are
worthless to support the Applicant’s desired parking use.

The Building Owners are each entitled to approximately 4 parking spaces per 1,000
square feet of building (assuming the use current use of each is “office”). As
discussed at the hearing, the parking study indicates that to fully utilize parking
under the Applicant’s use would require the Building Owners to park and walk 1,000
feet to their buildings.  It would be absurd to position these parking spaces some
1,000 feet away from each building.  Not only is this impractical, but it also violates
the rights of the adjacent property owners who have a right to their parking spaces.
It follows that granting the MCUP would cause an interference with the Building
Owners’ rights to the use of their buildings and other property owners’ rights to
parking and building use, in addition to being detrimental to the safety of the public
for all those who have to walk a far distance to get to the buildings.

Finally, not only have the Building Owners raised concerns with the MCUP, but the
Koll Irvine Community Association (the “Association”), the organization that is

3 It should be noted that regardless of whether the Berean Community Church is in compliance with its 
conditional use permit or not, it has the right to 109 spaces.  At this time there is no evidence to support the 
argument that the Berean Community Church is in violation of its permit. The full parking lot indicates that in 
addition to the Berean Community Church, other building owners and occupants utilize their premises’ Monday 
through Sunday at various times. Thus, the full parking lot evidences that there is no room to allow for 
additional spaces to be allotted to a single building owner.
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responsible for policing the common areas and parking, has also raised concerns.  
Upon the Applicant’s initial application filing, the Association raised concerns 
demanding more studies and investigations.  However, the Association’s concerns are 
not limited to third party studies.  The Association’s CC&R’s govern the common 
areas at Airway.  Consequently, the Association will be responsible for policing the 
parking situation. Further, the Costa Mesa Police Department will also need to be 
involved. Currently, the Airway Avenue block contains open parking and 
therefore, approval of the second conflicting MCUP without the support and 
involvement of the Association and/or Costa Mesa Police Department, leaves 
Building Owners with NO ability to enforce compliance.

Based on the foregoing, the Building Owners request that the City Council uphold the 
decision of the Planning Commission and deny the MCUP.   

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely,

Building Owners 

Signature:_________________________ Signature:_________________________

Date: Date:

Name: Name: 

Company: Company: 

Title: Title:

Address: 3184 Airway Ave., Bldg. Address: 3184 Airway Ave., Bldg.

Signature:_________________________

Date:

Name:

Company:

Title: 

Address: 3184 Airway Ave., Bldg. 

Signature:_________________________ 

Date:

Name:

Company: 

Title:

Address: 318  Airway Ave., Bldg.  

March 8, 2016 March 8, 2016

John M. Lotz Michael A. Howard

Galileo Capri HBC

Owner President

G&H L

March 8, 2016 March 9, 2016

Mark Lim Susan Hanna Garcia

Berean Community Church SJH Airway LLC

Pastor Owner

A K
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Signature:_________________________ Signature:_________________________

Date: Date:

Name: Name: 

Company: Company: 

Title: Title:

Address: 3184 Airway Ave., Bldg. Address: 3184 Airway Ave., Bldg.

Signature:_________________________

Date:

Name:

Company:

Title: 

Signature:________________________

Date:

Name:

Company: 

Title:  

Address: 3184 Airway Ave., Bldg. Address: 3184 Airway Ave., Bldg.

March 8, 2016 March 9, 2016

Ed BrownAl Hensling

UAMC Heli-Mart, Inc

President Owner

D F

March 10, 2016

Delia Delgado

Owner

March 11, 2016

Annie McCray Pauley

McCray ALB4 Partnership

General Partner

B C
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The Neighborhood Agency with Powerful Connections 
2970 Harbor Blvd., Ste. 215, Costa Mesa, CA 92626            License #0811959 
Tel: (714) 979-6543    Fax: (714) 549-2943 

March 11, 2016 

City of Costa Mesa 
Attn: Brenda Green, City Clerk (bgreen@costamesa.ca.gov) 
77 Fair Drive 
Costa Mesa, CA 92627 

Re:  Request to Study Impacts of No Growth Initiative 

Dear Honorable Mayor and City Council; 

As you are no doubt aware, before you is a very important decision -- that is whether to (a) adopt the 
No Growth Initiative circulated by Costa Mesa First; (b) set it for election; or (c) call for a study of its 
impacts on the City.   

We support the Costa Mesa Chamber of Commerce in strongly encouraging the City Council to take 
the time to thoroughly study the measure's impacts pursuant to Elections Code 9212 before taking 
any action in support of or against the Initiative.  In particular, this Initiative, if adopted could have 
tremendous effects on the City's ability to attract and retain business and employment, as well as 
other negative impacts on traffic, parks, open space, city finances, public safety, and city services.  
Taking 30 days to study these potential impacts, as well as other matters that could have a 
tremendous affect on the health and welfare of our community, could only be of assistamce to the 
City Council, as well as the public, in making a well informed decision in whether to support or 
oppose the measure.   

The City of Costa Mesa has a long history of having a successful business and residential 
community.  We hope you, our elected leaders, continue that tradition by making well informed 
decisions that are supported by an ample factual basis.   

Timothy F. Wigmore 
President 
Wigmore Insurance Agency, Inc. 
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March 11, 2016 

City of Costa Mesa 
Attn: Brenda Green, City Clerk (bgreen@costamesa.ca.gov) 
77 Fair Drive 
Costa Mesa, CA 92627 

Re:  Request to Study Impacts of No Growth Initiative 

Dear Honorable Mayor and City Council: 

As you are no doubt aware, before you tonight is a very important decision -- that is whether to (a) 
adopt the No Growth Initiative circulated by Costa Mesa First; (b) set it for election; or (c) call for a 
study of its impacts on the City.   

We support the Costa Mesa Chamber of Commerce in strongly encouraging the City Council to take 
the time to thoroughly study the measure's impacts pursuant to Elections Code 9212 before taking 
any action in support of or against the Initiative.  In particular, this Initiative, if adopted could have 
tremendous effects on the City's ability to attract and retain business and employment, as well as 
other negative impacts on traffic, parks, open space, city finances, public safety, and city services.  
Taking 30 days to study these potential impacts, as well as other matters that could have a 
tremendous effect on the health and welfare of our community, could only be assist the City Council, 
as well as the public, in making a well informed decision in whether to support or oppose the 
measure.   

The City of Costa Mesa has a long history of having a successful business and residential 
community.  We hope you, our elected leaders, continue that tradition by making well informed 
decisions that are supported by an ample factual basis.   

Ethan Temianka 
Vice President 
Mesa Water District 
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