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October 4, 2010 
 
To: Commissioners and Interested Persons 
 
From: California Coastal Commission 
 San Diego Staff 
 
Subject: Addendum to Item 8 a & b, Coastal Commission Permit Application  
 #A-6-COR-08-98 & 99 (Hotel Del Partners), for the Commission 

Meeting of October 15, 2010. 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Staff recommends the following changes be made to the above-referenced staff report: 
 
At the bottom of page 17, the following change shall be made to Special Condition #14:  
 
 14.  As-Built Plans. WITHIN 60 DAYS FOLLOWING COMPLETION of the 
improvements to the Paseo del Mar beachfront walkway project, the applicant shall submit 
for review and written approval of the Executive Director, as-built plans of the approved 
walkway and revetment, including a formal legal description and graphic depiction of the 
development, showing the footprint of the revetment and the elevation of the revetment 
referenced to NGVD (National Geodetic Vertical Datum).   
 
The as-built plans shall specifically indicate the following:  
 
 a. The location of the toe of the as-built revetment.   
 
 b. The maximum elevation of the top of the as-built revetment. 
 
Said plans shall also include certification by a registered engineer, with measurements 
taken on the site, that the project has been built consistent with the approved plans 
required by Special Condition #5 of this permit. 
 
In addition, WITHIN 60 DAYS FOLLOWING COMPLETION of the conference center, 
final as-built foundation plans shall be submitted for review and written approval of the 
Executive Director. 
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F8 a&b 
 49th Day: Waived 
 Staff: Diana Lilly-SD 
  Staff Report: September 28, 2010 
 Hearing Date: October 13-15, 2010 
 
 

STAFF REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION ON APPEAL
 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT:  City of Coronado 
 
DECISION:  Approval with Conditions 
 
APPEAL NO.:  A-6-COR-08-98 & A-6-COR-08-99 
 
APPLICANT:  Hotel Del Partners, LP 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  Revisions to the approved master plan to include relocation 

of the proposed conference center and south beach guest rooms, relocation of the 
on-site bus staging area from adjacent to R.H. Dana Place to Orange Avenue, the 
addition of surface parking adjacent to the entry garden and R.H. Dana Place; 
retention of the laundry facility; and the repositioning of the southerly end of the 
Paseo del Mar public easement to connect to the public easement/walkway 
adjoining the Coronado Shores development.  Conversion of all 144 new hotel 
rooms previously approved to condo-hotel ownership.  These multiple room suites, 
referred to as the south beach guest rooms, would have 144 rooms available for 
rent, subdivided as 85 limited term occupancy condominium hotel units and 30 
resort/hotel managed commercial units (non-habitable management condominium 
units, e.g. lobby and maintenance closets).  

 
PROJECT LOCATION:  1500 Orange Avenue, Coronado (San Diego County) 

APN 537-630-35 
 
APPELLANTS:  Coastal Commissioners Patrick Kruer and Sara Wan; Concerned 

Citizens for Keeping the Hotel Del Beautiful 
              
 
STAFF NOTES: 
 
At its June 9, 2010 hearing, the Commission found Substantial Issue exists with respect 
to the grounds on which the appeal was filed.  This report represents the de novo staff 
recommendation.   
 
SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends the Commission APPROVE the de novo permit.  The primary issues 
raised by the subject development relate to the Coastal Act and LCP requirements that 
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new development be designed in such a way as to minimize geologic hazard and to 
provide and promote lower cost, overnight visitor serving facilities.  The proposed project 
is a redesign of a previously approved hotel expansion and renovation project resulting 
from the discovery of an earthquake fault line running through the southern portion of the 
site, approximately 200 feet north of Avenida del Sol (see Exhibit #3).   
 
Thus, the original master plan was redesigned to avoid the placement of new structures 
within 20 feet on either side of a 10-foot wide fault zone, for a total 50 foot wide buffer 
or “no-build zone” through the site.  However, the appropriate size of the no-build zone 
has been a matter of contention, and the project has gone through several different 
redesigns to accommodate varying fault zone widths.  Most recently, at the June 2010 
hearing, the Commission’s geologist recommended to the Commission that the no-build 
zone be expanded 11 feet to 26 feet larger than was proposed by the applicant at that 
time.  The item was postponed to allow the applicant further time to examine project 
alternatives that would accommodate the no-build zone recommended by Commission 
staff. 
 
Since that time, the applicant has revised the project to conform to the recommended no-
build zone.  Accommodating this no-build zone required a redesign to the northern side 
of the proposed new conference center/guestroom/underground parking garage to reduce 
the total square footage proposed by approximately 26,000 sq.ft.  The conference center 
has been revised to reduce its size from approximately 55,000 sq.ft. to approximately 
50,000 sq.ft., the underground parking garage was reduced by approximately 17,000 
sq.ft., and the guestroom space was reduce from approximately 90,600 sq.ft. to 
approximately 86,000 sq.ft. 
 
Thus, as revised, the development has now been designed to meet the LCP requirement to 
assure the stability and structural integrity of the proposed development, and to minimize 
risks to life and property. 
 
Another concern raised by the proposed development is the impact the proposed new 
high-end condo hotel rooms have on the availability of affordable overnight 
accommodations and public access and recreation.  Ideally, development on such a prime 
visitor-serving oceanfront lot would be for high-priority visitor-serving uses, such as 
traditional hotel rooms, restaurants, or public recreational facilities, rather than low-
priority condo-hotels.  But condo-hotels, if conditioned to ensure that owner occupancy is 
strictly limited and monitored, do provide additional overnight accommodations for the 
public--just not as many as if the site were developed with a traditional hotel with the 
same number of hotel units.  Special Conditions have been added that will ensure the 
condo-hotels operate as visitor-serving uses. 
 
In addition, the room rates at the new condo-hotel will be very high end.  The Coastal Act 
and the certified LCP promote the development of lower-cost visitor and recreational 
facilities.  New overnight accommodations in prime visitor-serving locations should 
serve people with a range of incomes, either directly on site or indirectly through 
contribution of a fee towards the construction of lower cost overnight accommodations.   
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The project includes a number of public benefits in its design, however, the various 
improvements and dedications do not mitigate for the loss of land area that could 
otherwise have been used for affordable accommodations, or address the growing 
inability of much of the public to enjoy overnight visits to the coast because of the lack of 
affordable accommodations.  In past actions, this problem has been addressed through 
special conditions or suggested modifications.  For the City of Oceanside LCPA #1-07, 
the Commission required payment of a fee of $30,000 for 50% of the number of new 
high-cost units being developed when the proposal also involves the loss of existing 
hotel/motel units.  This provision is designed to mitigate the loss of oceanfront land that 
could otherwise have been available to develop with lower-cost facilities, and was 
intended to encourage rehabilitation of existing hotel/motel inventory.  For the high-end 
hotel in the Port of San Diego at Lane Field, the Commission required that the applicant 
fund a program, in partnership with the Port District, for construction of a non-profit 
hostel in the downtown area providing a minimum of 400 beds, or pay a mitigation fee of 
$30,000 for 25% of the approximately 800 higher cost units constructed (approximately 
$6,000,000).   
 
Similarly, in the case of the proposed project, a special condition requires that a fee of 
$30,000 be assessed for 25% of the 144 proposed luxury units (36 units), for a total fee of 
$1,080,000, to be used for the construction of lower cost overnight visitor serving 
facilities in the area.   
 
Project opponents have also raised the potential for significant impacts to public views 
and the visual aesthetics of the area.  However, the project’s impacts on views from 
surrounding public areas is expected to be minimal and consistent with surrounding 
development.  The proposed development will not block any existing significant public 
views, and views from the proposed relocated public walkway should be substantially 
improved.  Special conditions on the project will ensure that landscaping is limited where 
public views are available. 
 
Other issues raised by the project include the potential for flooding, shoreline stability, 
and impacts to public access and recreation from the proposed relocation of the public 
walkway.  These issues have been addressed through special conditions requiring 
flooding mitigation measures and prohibiting any development from encroaching further 
seaward than existing development.   
 
Although the City approved the proposed building construction and the condo-hotel 
conversion as separate coastal development permits, both permits describe the 144 new 
rooms as condo-hotel units, and thus, the conversion to condo-hotels must be considered 
part of both the Master Plan permit and the condo-conversion permit.  Therefore, both 
City permits are the subject of this report.   
 
Standard of Review:  The certified City of Coronado LCP and public access policies of 
the Coastal Act.  
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SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS:  Appeal Applications by Commissioners Kruer 
and Wan dated 10/27/08; Appeal from Concerned Citizens for Keeping the Hotel Del 
Beautiful dated 10/23/08; Appeal from UNITE HERE Local 30 dated 10/27/08 (since 
withdrawn); Coronado Resolution #10-08 & #8315; Certified City of Coronado Local 
Coastal Program (LCP).   
              
 
I. PRELIMINARY STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The staff recommends the Commission adopt the following resolutions: 
 
1. MOTION: I move that the Commission approve Coastal Development Permit 

No. A-6-COR-08-098 pursuant to the staff recommendation. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL: 
 
Staff recommends a YES vote.  Passage of this motion will result in approval of the permit as 
conditioned and adoption of the following resolution and findings.  The motion passes only by 
affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners present. 
 
RESOLUTION TO APPROVE THE PERMIT: 
 
The Commission hereby approves a coastal development permit for the proposed development 
and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that the development as conditioned will be in 
conformity with the policies of the certified LCP and the public access policies of Chapter 3 of the 
Coastal Act.  Approval of the permit complies with the California Environmental Quality Act 
because either 1) feasible mitigation measures and/or alternatives have been incorporated to 
substantially lessen any significant adverse effects of the development on the environment, or 2) 
there are no further feasible mitigation measures or alternatives that would substantially lessen 
any significant adverse impacts of the development on the environment. 
 
2. MOTION: I move that the Commission approve Coastal Development Permit 

No. A-6-COR-08-099 pursuant to the staff recommendation. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL: 
 
Staff recommends a YES vote.  Passage of this motion will result in approval of the permit as 
conditioned and adoption of the following resolution and findings.  The motion passes only by 
affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners present. 
 
RESOLUTION TO APPROVE THE PERMIT: 
 
The Commission hereby approves a coastal development permit for the proposed development 
and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that the development as conditioned will be in 
conformity with the policies of the certified LCP and the public access policies of Chapter 3 of the 
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Coastal Act.  Approval of the permit complies with the California Environmental Quality Act 
because either 1) feasible mitigation measures and/or alternatives have been incorporated to 
substantially lessen any significant adverse effects of the development on the environment, or 2) 
there are no further feasible mitigation measures or alternatives that would substantially lessen 
any significant adverse impacts of the development on the environment. 
 
II. Standard Conditions. 
 
 See attached page. 
 
III. Special Conditions. 
 
       The permit is subject to the following special conditions: 
 
 1. Lower Cost Overnight Accommodations Mitigation Fee.  PRIOR TO 
ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall 
provide evidence, in a form and content acceptable to the Executive Director, that a fee of 
$30,000 per room for 25% (36 units) of the total number of luxury overnight visitor 
accommodations (144 units) in the approved project for a total fee of $1,080,000, has 
been paid in lieu of providing lower cost accommodations on-site. 
   
The required in-lieu fee of $1,080,000 shall be deposited into an interest-bearing account, 
to be established and managed by one of the following entities approved by the Executive 
Director of the Coastal Commission:  City of Coronado, Hostelling International, 
California Coastal Conservancy (Conservancy), California Department of Parks and 
Recreation or a similar entity.  The purpose of the account shall be to establish lower cost 
overnight visitor accommodations, such as new hostel beds, tent campsites, cabins or 
campground units, at appropriate locations within the coastal area of Coronado or South 
San Diego County.  All development funded by this account will require review and 
approval by the Executive Director of the Coastal Commission and a coastal development 
permit if in the coastal zone.  If any portion of the fee remains five years after it is 
deposited into the interest-bearing account required by this condition, the Executive 
Director may require that the funds be transferred to another entity that will provide 
lower cost visitor amenities in a Southern California coastal zone jurisdiction..   
 
PRIOR TO EXPENDITURE OF ANY FUNDS CONTAINED IN THIS ACCOUNT, 
the Executive Director shall review and approve, in writing, the proposed use of the funds 
as being consistent with the intent and purpose of this condition.  In addition, any entity, 
other than the Conservancy, accepting the in-lieu fee funds required by this condition 
shall enter into a memorandum of understanding (MOU) with the Commission, which 
shall include, but not be limited to, the following:  (1) a description of how the funds will 
be used to create or enhance lower cost accommodations in the Coastal Zone; (2) a 
requirement that the entity accepting the funds must preserve these newly created lower 
cost accommodations in perpetuity; and (3) an agreement that the entity accepting the 
funds will obtain all necessary regulatory permits and approvals, including but not limited 
to, a coastal development permit for development of the lower cost accommodations 
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required by this condition. If the funds are provided to the Conservancy, they must be 
used in accordance with the terms of an MOU entered into between the Commission and 
the Conservancy related to the use of in lieu fee mitigation funds. 
 
 2. Condominium Hotel Operations.  The approved development is subject to the 
following conditions/restrictions: 
 
 a) Definitions applicable to this Section: 
   

i. Condominium Hotel is defined as the 144 guestrooms that are the subject 
of this coastal development permit (identified as Lot 3 on the Tentative 
Map dated August 2010 where ownership is in the form of separate 
condominium interests, as defined in California Civil Code Section 
1351(f)).  The primary function of the Condominium Hotel is to provide 
overnight transient visitor accommodations on a daily basis year round, 
providing both general public availability and limited owner occupancy of 
these guestrooms/units that are in the form of separate condominium 
ownership interests.  

ii.  Guestroom is defined as an individual room made available to the general 
public for hotel rental. Unit is defined as a condominium unit as described 
in Civil Code Section 1351(f), which may consist of one or more 
guestrooms, and which is subject to individual ownership with limited 
owner occupancy.  

iii. Hotel Operator is defined as the entity that operates the traditional 
guestrooms at the Hotel del Coronado, and that manages the 
Condominium Hotel guestrooms/units as provided herein. 

iv. Hotel Owner is defined as the fee owner of the Hotel del Coronado and/or 
its affiliated ownership entities. 

 
 b) A maximum of 226 guestrooms in the facility as a whole (i.e., the Hotel del 

Coronado) may be configured as condominium hotel units and sold for 
individual ownership.  

 
 c) The Hotel Owner and/or Hotel Operator shall retain control through ownership, 

lease, easements, or other legal means, of all recreational amenities, meeting 
space, restaurants, “back of house” and other non-guest unit facilities.  The Hotel 
Operator must be the same entity for both the traditional hotel guestrooms and 
the Condominium Hotel guestrooms/units.  

 
 d) The Hotel del Coronado, including the Condominium Hotel facility, shall have 

an on-site Hotel Operator to manage booking of all guestrooms/units (both 
traditional and Condominium Hotel guestrooms/units).  Whenever any 
individually owned Condominium Hotel guestroom/unit is not occupied by its 
owner(s), that guestroom/unit shall be available for hotel rental by the general 
public, through the Hotel Operator or a rental agent other than the Hotel 
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Operator, or through the owner directly, on the same basis as a traditional hotel 
room.   

 
  As used in this Section, the term “ to book” or “booking” shall mean the 

confirmation of a reservation request for use of a Condominium Hotel 
guestroom/unit by either the owner of the guestroom/unit, the owner’s permitted 
user or by a member of the public, and the entry of such confirmation in the 
Hotel Operator’s reservation data base.   

 
  Each owner of a Condominium Hotel unit shall have the right, in his or her sole 

discretion, to engage either the Hotel Operator or a rental agent of his or her 
choice to serve as the rental agent for his or her guestroom/unit, or to rent his or 
her guestroom/unit directly, but any engagement of a rental agent other than the 
Hotel Operator shall be on a non-exclusive basis.  The Hotel Operator shall have 
the right and obligation to offer for public rental all time periods not reserved by 
a Condominium Hotel unit owner for his or her personal use, or for the use of an 
owner’s permitted user, or reserved for use by a public renter procured by an 
owner or by an owner’s rental agent who is not the Hotel Operator.  Whether or 
not the Hotel Operator is selected as an owner’s exclusive rental agent, the Hotel 
Operator shall manage the booking and the reservation of all guestrooms/units in 
the Condominium Hotel.  All Condominium Hotel unit owners, and their rental 
agents, must comply with the following restrictions:   

 
i. Condominium Hotel unit owners shall not discourage rental of 

their guestrooms/units or create disincentives meant to discourage 
rental of their guestrooms/units; 

 
ii. As more fully described in Section (r), below, Condominium Hotel 

unit owners shall report and certify the rental rate and terms of any 
rental of the owner’s guestroom/unit made independently of the 
Hotel Operator, and the Hotel Operator shall book all 
guestroom/unit reservations in the Hotel Operator's reservation 
database, a service for which the Hotel Operator may charge the 
Condominium Hotel unit owner a reasonable fee; 

 
 e) Based on its own rentals and also those certified by those owners who have 

reported rentals made by them directly or by another rental agent they have 
selected, the Hotel Operator shall maintain records of usage for all 
guestrooms/units and the rental terms of such usage, and shall be responsible for 
reporting Transient Occupancy Taxes for all guestrooms/units, services for 
which the Hotel Operator may charge the Condominium Hotel unit owner a 
reasonable fee. 

 
 f) The Hotel Operator shall market all rooms to the general public.  Owners of 

individually owned Condominium Hotel units may also independently market 
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their guestrooms/units, but all booking of reservations shall be made by and 
through the Hotel Operator. 

 
 g) The Hotel Operator shall manage all guestrooms/units of the Condominium 

Hotel as part of the hotel inventory of the facility as a whole (i.e. the Hotel del 
Coronado), which management will include the booking of reservations, 
mandatory front desk check-in and check-out, maintenance, cleaning services 
and preparing guestrooms/units for use by guests/owners, a service for which the 
Hotel Operator may charge the unit owner a reasonable fee. 

 
 h) If the Hotel Operator is not serving as the exclusive rental agent for an 

individually owned Condominium Hotel unit, then the Hotel Operator shall 
nevertheless have the right, working through the individually owned units’ 
owners or their designated agents, to book any unoccupied room to fulfill public 
demand. The owner or an owner’s rental agent may not withhold 
guestrooms/units from use, unless they have already been reserved for use by the 
owner, consistent with the owner’s maximum use right, as set forth in Section (l), 
below.  In all circumstances, the Hotel Operator shall have full access to the 
guestroom/unit’s reservation and booking schedule so that the Hotel Operator 
can fulfill its booking and management obligations hereunder.   

 
 i) All guestroom/unit keys shall be electronic and created by the Hotel Operator 

upon each new occupancy to control the use of the individually owned 
Condominium Hotel guestrooms/units. 

 
 j) All individually owned Condominium Hotel guestrooms/units shall be rented at a 

rate similar to that charged by the Hotel Operator for traditional hotel rooms of a 
similar class or amenity level. 

 
 k) The Hotel Operator shall maintain records of usage by owners and guests and 

rates charged for all Condominium Hotel guestrooms/units.  
 

 l) Each individually owned Condominium Hotel unit shall be used by its owner(s) 
(no matter how many owners there are) or their guests for not more than 90 days 
per calendar year with a maximum of 25 days of use during any immediately 
preceding 50 day time period. 

 
 m) The occupancy limitations identified in Section (l) above, shall be unaffected by 

multiple owners of an individually owned Condominium Hotel unit or the sale of 
a unit to a new owner during the calendar year, meaning that all such owners of 
any given unit shall be collectively subject to the occupancy restriction as if they 
were a single, continuous owner. 

 
 n) No portion of the Condominium Hotel may be converted to full-time occupancy 

of a condominium or other use that differs from the approved Condominium 



A-6-COR-08-98 & 99 
Page 9 

 
 

 
Hotel, except that Condominium Hotel guestrooms/units may be converted to 
traditional hotel guestrooms, with approval of an amendment to this CDP. 

 
 o) The Hotel Owner  shall be required to submit, PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF 

THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, for the review and written 
approval of the Executive Director of the Coastal Commission (“Executive 
Director”), a Declaration of Restrictions or CC&Rs (Covenants, Conditions & 
Restrictions) approved by the City of Coronado, which shall include: 

 
i. All the specific restrictions listed in Sections (b) through (n) above; 
ii. Acknowledgement that these same restrictions are independently 

imposed as condition requirements of the coastal development 
permit; 

iii. A statement that provisions of the CC&Rs (Declaration of 
Restrictions) that reflect the requirements of Sections (b) through 
(n) above, cannot be changed without a coastal development 
permit amendment.  However, minor changes that do not conflict 
with Sections (a) through n) above may be processed as an 
amendment to the coastal development permit, unless it is 
determined by the Executive Director that an amendment is not 
legally required.  If there is a section of the CC&Rs (Declaration of 
Restrictions) related to amendments, and the statement provided 
pursuant to this paragraph is not in that section, then the section on 
amendments shall cross-reference this statement and clearly 
indicate that it controls over any contradictory statements in the 
section of the CC&Rs (Declaration of Restrictions) on 
amendments. 

 
 p) The CC&Rs (Declaration of Restrictions) described above shall be recorded 

against all individual property titles prior to the close of the first escrow for the 
Condominium Hotel units. 

 
 q) The Hotel Owner and Hotel Operator or any successors-in-interest shall maintain 

the legal ability to ensure compliance with the terms and conditions stated above 
at all times in perpetuity and shall be responsible in all respects for ensuring that 
all parties subject to these restrictions comply with the restrictions.  Each owner 
of an individual Condominium Hotel unit is jointly and severally liable with the 
Hotel Owner and Hotel Operator for any and all violations of the terms and 
conditions imposed by the special conditions of the coastal development permit 
with respect to the use of that owner’s guestroom/unit.  Violations of the coastal 
development permit can result in penalties pursuant to Public Resources Code 
Section 30820. 

 
 r) All documents related to the marketing and sale of the condominium interests, 

including marketing materials, sales contracts, deeds, CC&Rs and similar 
documents, shall notify buyers of the following: 
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i. Each owner of any individual Condominium Hotel unit is jointly 
and severally liable with the Hotel Owner and Hotel Operator for 
any violations of the terms and conditions of the coastal 
development permit with respect to the use of that owner’s 
guestroom/unit; and   

ii. The occupancy of a Condominium Hotel unit by its owner(s) and 
their guests is restricted to 90 days per calendar year with a 
maximum of 25 days of use during any immediately preceding 50 
day time period, and when not in use by the owner, the 
guestroom/unit shall be made available for rental by the Hotel 
Operator to the general public pursuant to the terms of the coastal 
development permit and that the coastal development permit 
contains additional restrictions on use and occupancy; and 

iii. Each owner of a Condominium Hotel unit who does not retain the 
Hotel Operator as his or her rental agent shall be obligated by the 
governing documents of the Condominium Hotel to truthfully 
report to the Hotel Operator (and to certify each such report) on an 
annual basis each effort, if any, he or she has made to rent his or 
her guestroom/unit to a member of the public, and the terms and 
conditions of any such offer, and the terms and conditions of each 
rental offer which has been accepted by a member of the public. 

 
 s) The Hotel Owner and any successor-in-interest Hotel Owner, and each future 

individual Condominium Hotel unit owner shall obtain, prior to the sale of 
individual Condominium Hotel units, a written acknowledgement from the buyer 
that occupancy by the owner is limited to 90 days per calendar year with a 
maximum of 25 days of use during any immediately preceding 50 day time 
period, that the guestroom/unit must be available for rental  to the general public 
when not occupied by the owner, and that there are further restrictions on use and 
occupancy in the coastal development permit and the CC&Rs (Declaration of 
Restrictions). 

 
 t) The Hotel Operator and any successor-in-interest Hotel Operator shall monitor 

and record Condominium Hotel occupancy and use by the general public and the 
owners of individual Condominium Hotel units throughout each year.  The 
monitoring and record keeping shall include specific accounting of owner usage 
for each individual Condominium Hotel unit.  The records shall be sufficient to 
demonstrate compliance with the restrictions set forth in Sections (b) through (n) 
above.  The Hotel Operator shall also maintain documentation of rates paid for 
Condominium Hotel occupancy and of its advertising and marketing efforts.  All 
such records shall be maintained for ten years and shall be made available to the 
Executive Director and to any auditor required by Section (u) below.  Within 30 
days of commencing Condominium Hotel operations, the Hotel Operator shall 
submit notice to the Executive Director of commencement of Condominium 
Hotel operations. 
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 u) Within 120 days of the end of the first calendar year of Condominium Hotel 
operations, the Hotel Operator shall retain an independent auditing company, 
approved by the Executive Director to perform an audit to evaluate compliance 
with the special conditions of the coastal development permit which are required 
by this Section regarding occupancy restrictions, notice, recordkeeping, and 
monitoring of the Hotel Operator.  The Hotel Operator shall instruct the auditor 
to prepare a report identifying the auditor’s findings, conclusions and the 
evidence relied upon, and such report shall be submitted to the Executive 
Director, within six months after the conclusion of the first year of Condominium 
Hotel operations.  

 
  Within 120 days of the end of each succeeding calendar year, the Hotel Operator 

shall submit a report regarding compliance with the special conditions of the 
coastal development permit which are required by this Section regarding 
occupancy restrictions, notice, recordkeeping, and monitoring of the 
Condominium Hotel to the Executive Director.  The audit required after the first 
year of operations and all subsequent reports shall evaluate compliance by the 
Hotel Operator and owners of individual Condominium Hotel units during the 
prior one-year period.  After the initial five calendar years, the one-year reporting 
period may be extended to two years upon written approval of the Executive 
Director.  The Executive Director may grant such approval if each of the 
previous reports revealed compliance with all restrictions imposed above.  The 
Executive Director may, by written notice to the Hotel Operator, require a third 
party audit regarding the subject matter of the reports required in this section for 
the prior three (3) or fewer calendar years if he or she reasonably believes that 
the foregoing submitted reports are materially inaccurate.  The governing 
documents for the Condominium Hotel shall require the Hotel Operator and each 
owner of a Condominium Hotel unit to fully cooperate with and to promptly 
produce any existing documents and records which the auditor may reasonably 
request.  The expense of any such audit shall be payable by the owner’s 
association for the Condominium Hotel project. 

 
 v) If the Hotel Owner and the Hotel Operator are or at any point become separate 

entities, the Hotel Owner and the Hotel Operator shall be jointly and severally 
responsible for ensuring compliance with the requirements identified above, and 
for reporting material non-compliance to the Executive Director.  If the Hotel 
Owner and Hotel Operator are or become separate entities, they shall be jointly 
and severally liable for violations of the terms and conditions (restrictions) 
identified above. 

 
 3. Surveyed Revetment Plans.  PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE 
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT the applicant shall submit to the Executive 
Director for review and written approval, a survey of the existing revetment, prepared by 
a licensed surveyor.  The plans shall identify permanent benchmarks from the property 
line or another fixed reference point from which the elevation and seaward limit of the 
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revetment can be referenced for measurements in the future, and shall specifically 
indicate the following:  
 
 a. The location of the toe of the existing revetment.   
 
 b. The maximum elevation of the top of the revetment. 
 
 4.  Final Building Plans.  PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit for review and written approval 
of the Executive Director, final site, floor, foundation, and elevation plans for the on-site 
development, that have been approved by the City of Coronado, in substantial 
conformance with the plans attached to the approved Coronado Coastal Permit (CP 6-08), 
except as modified in the Amended Master Plan dated August 2010.   
 
The applicant shall undertake the development in accordance with the approved project.  
Any proposed changes to the approved project shall be reported to the Executive 
Director.  No change to the project shall occur without a Commission-approved 
amendment to the permit unless the Executive Director determines that no such 
amendment is required. 
 
 5.  Final Beachfront Walkway Plans.  PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE 
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit for review and 
written approval of the Executive Director, final plans for the Paseo del Mar beachfront 
walkway, that have been approved by the City of Coronado, in substantial conformance 
with the plans prepared by Hale Engineering dated 5/12/09, that show the revetment 
modifications.  Said plans shall explicitly indicate that the location of the toe of the 
revetment and the maximum elevation of the top of the revetment is no further seaward 
or higher in elevation than shown in the measurements done per Special Condition #3 of 
this permit, except as shown modified in the 5/12/09 Hale Engineering plans, where new 
rock will be placed at an existing gap in the revetment at the northwest limits of the 
proposed walkway improvements. 
 
Notes on said plans shall state the following: 
 

 1.  during construction of the approved development, disturbance to sand and 
intertidal areas shall be minimized to the maximum extent feasible.  All excavated 
beach sand shall be redeposited on the beach.  Local sand, cobbles or shoreline rocks 
shall not be used for backfill or for any other purpose as construction material.   

 
The applicant shall undertake the development in accordance with the approved plans.  
Any proposed changes to the approved project shall be reported to the Executive 
Director.  No changes to the plans shall occur without a Commission-approved 
amendment to the permit unless the Executive Director determines that no such 
amendment is required. 
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 6.  Long-Term Monitoring Program.  PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE 
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit for review and 
written approval of the Executive Director, a long-term monitoring plan for the modified 
revetment approved herein.  The purpose of the plan is to monitor and identify 
damage/changes to the revetment such that repair and maintenance is completed in a 
timely manner to avoid further encroachment of the revetment on the beach.  The 
monitoring plan shall incorporate, but not be limited to the following:   
 
 a. An evaluation of the current condition and performance of the revetment, 

addressing any migration or movement of rock which may have occurred on the 
site and any significant weathering or damage to the revetment that may 
adversely impact its future performance. 

 
 b. Measurements taken from the benchmarks established in the as-built survey as 

required in Special Condition #14 of CDP #A-6-COR-08-98 & 99 to determine 
settling or seaward movement of the revetment.  Changes in the beach profile 
fronting the site shall be noted and the potential impact of these changes on the 
effectiveness of the revetment evaluated. 

  
 c. Recommendations on any necessary maintenance needs, changes or 

modifications to the revetment to assure its continued function and to assure no 
encroachment beyond the permitted toe. 

 
 d. The above-cited monitoring information shall be summarized in a report 

prepared by a licensed engineer familiar with shoreline processes and submitted 
to the Executive Director for review and written approval.  The report shall be 
submitted to the Executive Director and the City of Coronado after each winter 
storm season but prior to May 1st of each year starting with the first May after 
the public walkway is relocated to the existing revetment.  Monitoring shall 
continue throughout the life of the revetment or until the revetment is removed or 
replaced under a separate coastal development permit. 

 
The applicant shall undertake development in accordance with the approved monitoring 
program.  Any proposed changes to the approved program shall be reported to the 
Executive Director.  No changes to the program shall occur without a Coastal 
Commission approved amendment to this coastal development permit unless the 
Executive Director determines that no amendment is legally required. 
 

 7. Final Landscaping Plan.  PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit a final landscape plan for the 
review and written approval of the Executive Director.  Said plan shall include the 
following:  

 
 a. All landscaping located on the seaward (southwest) side of the approved South 

Beach guestrooms shall be mainly low-lying shrubs maintained at a low level to 
maintain views as shown on the visual simulation Figure 5-H, Amended Master 
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Plan August 2010, “View from Avenida del Sol cul-de-sac,” attached to this staff 
report as Exhibit #13.  As shown on this concept exhibit and the draft landscape 
plan, which is depicted on Figure 5-G, Amended Master Plan August 2010, 
“South Beach Guestrooms Landscape Concept,” also attached to this staff report 
as Exhibit #13, individual freestanding palm trees with narrow trunks may be 
located adjacent to the approved building, and as accents next to beach access 
points on the revetment; otherwise, only low-lying shrubs are permitted on the 
seaward side of the building. 

 
 b. All landscaping on the site shall emphasize the use of drought-tolerant native 

species.  Use of drought-tolerant, non-invasive ornamental species and lawn area 
is allowed as a small component.  No plant species listed as problematic and/or 
invasive by the California Native Plant Society, the California Invasive Plant 
Council, or as may be identified from time to time by the State of California shall 
be employed or allowed to naturalize or persist on the site.  No plant species 
listed as ‘noxious weed’ by the State of California or the U.S. Federal 
Government shall be utilized. 

 
 c. The planting plan shall be implemented within 60 days of completion of each 

phase of construction. 
 
 d. All required plantings shall be maintained in good growing condition, and 

whenever necessary, shall be replaced with new plant materials to ensure 
continued compliance with applicable landscape screening requirements 
described in subsection (a). 

 
 e. Rodenticides containing any anticoagulant compounds (including, but not limited 

to, Warfarin, Brodifacoum, Bromadiolone or Diphacinone) shall not be used. 
 

 f. Five years from the date of issuance of the coastal development permit, the 
applicant shall submit for review and written approval of the Executive Director, 
a landscape monitoring report, prepared by a licensed Landscape Architect or 
qualified Resource Specialist, which certifies the on-site landscaping is in 
conformance with the landscape plan approved pursuant to this Special 
Condition. The monitoring report shall include photographic documentation of 
plant species and plant coverage. 

 
The applicant shall undertake the development in accordance with the approved plans.  
Any proposed changes to the approved plans shall be reported to the Executive Director.  
No changes to the plans shall occur without a Coastal Commission approved amendment 
to this coastal development permit unless the Executive Director determines that no 
amendment is legally required.  
 
 8.   Construction Staging Areas.  PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit to the Executive Director for 
review and written approval, a plan identifying the location of the construction staging 
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areas.  Said plan shall include the following criteria specified via written notes on or 
attached to the plan: 
 
 a. Access corridors shall be located in a manner that has the least impact on public 

access and existing public parking areas.  Use of sandy beach and public parking 
areas outside the actual construction site, including on-street parking, for the 
interim storage of materials and equipment is prohibited. 

 
 b. No work shall occur on the beach during the summer peak months (start of 

Memorial Day weekend to Labor day) of any year. 
 
 c. Equipment used on the beach shall be removed from the beach at the end of each 

workday. 
 
The applicant shall undertake development in accordance with the plans.  Any proposed 
changes to the approved plans shall be reported to the Executive Director.  No changes to 
the plans or schedule shall occur without a Coastal Commission approved amendment to 
this coastal development permit unless the Executive Director determines that no 
amendment is legally required. 
 
 9. Tsunami Information Plan:  PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit, for the review and approval of 
the Executive Director, a Tsunami Preparedness Plan.  The plan shall include, at a 
minimum: 
 a. An education component for both employees and visitors, which may include 

such efforts as: 
i. Training and drills for employees 
ii. Educational materials in hotel rooms and public areas 
iii. Informative maps and signs. 
 

 b. An evacuation component that covers all at-risk areas on hotel property, which 
may include maps, signs, sirens or public address system warnings, and other 
informative efforts, and provides for coordination with local emergency 
personnel (Fire Department/lifeguards) for evacuation of public access paths and 
the beach along hotel property. The evacuation plan should be coordinated with 
the local Fire Department as lead agency to insure consistency with plans for the 
area.

 
 c. Identification of a staff position (existing or new) that will be responsible for 

maintaining and updating the Plan to insure that the educational component 
provides accurate and up-to-date information on tsunamis; that there are on-
going efforts to educate new staff about tsunamis and provide refresher materials 
for older staff; and that the evacuation plan remains functional (for example, that 
no barriers have been erected across an evacuation route or that the local OES 
has not made changes to the local evacuation plan that overlap with the 
applicant’s plan). 
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To the extent practicable, the tsunami preparedness plan shall use existing educational 
materials, if appropriate, and in situations where new materials are necessary, the 
applicant shall make those materials available to the local OES and for other users. 
 
The applicant shall undertake the development in accordance with the approved project.  
Any proposed changes to the approved project shall be reported to the Executive 
Director.  No change to the project shall occur without a Commission-approved 
amendment to the permit unless the Executive Director determines that no such 
amendment is required. 
 
 10. Coastal Trail Signage.  PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit a sign program documenting 
that a minimum of one sign marking the California Coastal Trail shall be installed on 
Avenida del Sol, as approved by the City of Coronado. 
 
The applicant shall undertake the development in accordance with the approved project.  
Any proposed changes to the approved project shall be reported to the Executive 
Director.  No change to the project shall occur without a Commission-approved 
amendment to the permit unless the Executive Director determines that no such 
amendment is legally required. 
 
 11.  Flood Control Plan.  PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit, for the review and approval of 
the Executive Director, a flood control plan that includes measures that will be 
implemented during major storm events to protect the new development from floods.  
The plan shall be prepared to cover any event predicted to exceed an annual (one-year 
return period) event, and shall include: (1) all measures that might be used for flood 
protection; (2) the time periods prior to and after each event during which flood 
protection measures will be installed and removed; (3) a site plan identifying all possible 
locations for flood protective measures, with such measures limited to the inland side of 
the public accessway; (4) staff personnel responsible for installing and removing any 
flood protection measures; (5) a requirement that flood protective measures shall not 
restrict or in any way interfere with public access to or along the beach; and (6) a 
requirement that no beach sand shall be used in any flood protective measures.  
 
The applicant shall undertake the development in accordance with the approved project.  
Any proposed changes to the approved project shall be reported to the Executive 
Director.  No change to the project shall occur without a Commission-approved 
amendment to the permit unless the Executive Director determines that no such 
amendment is required. 
 
 12.  Deed Restriction.  PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the applicant shall submit to the Executive Director for 
review and approval documentation demonstrating that the applicant has executed and 
recorded against the parcel(s) governed by this permit a deed restriction, in a form and 
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content acceptable to the Executive Director: (1) indicating that, pursuant to this permit, 
the California Coastal Commission has authorized development on the subject property, 
subject to terms and conditions that restrict the use and enjoyment of that property; and 
(2) imposing the Special Conditions of this permit as covenants, conditions and 
restrictions on the use and enjoyment of the Property.  The deed restriction shall include a 
legal description of the entire parcel or parcels governed by this permit.  The deed 
restriction shall also indicate that, in the event of an extinguishment or termination of the 
deed restriction for any reason, the terms and conditions of this permit shall continue to 
restrict the use and enjoyment of the subject property so long as either this permit or the 
development it authorizes, or any part, modification, or amendment thereof, remains in 
existence on or with respect to the subject property. 
 
 13.  Final Off-Site Improvement Plans.  PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF 
CONSTRUCTION, the applicant shall submit for review and written approval of the 
Executive Director, final plans for the approved off-site improvements on Avenida del 
Sol and surrounding street and sidewalks, that have been stamped and approved by the 
City of Coronado, in substantial conformance with the plans attached to the approved 
Coronado Coastal Permit (CP 6-08).   
 
The applicant shall undertake the development in accordance with the approved project.  
Any proposed changes to the approved project shall be reported to the Executive 
Director.  No change to the project shall occur without a Commission-approved 
amendment to the permit unless the Executive Director determines that no such 
amendment is required. 
 
 14.  As-Built Plans. WITHIN 60 DAYS FOLLOWING COMPLETION of the 
improvements to the Paseo del Mar beachfront walkway project, the applicant shall 
submit for review and written approval of the Executive Director, as-built plans of the 
approved walkway and revetment, including a formal legal description and graphic 
depiction of the development, showing the footprint of the revetment and the elevation of 
the revetment referenced to NGVD (National Geodetic Vertical Datum).   
 
The as-built plans shall specifically indicate the following:  
 
 a. The location of the toe of the as-built revetment.   
 
 b. The maximum elevation of the top of the as-built revetment. 
 
Said plans shall also include certification by a registered engineer, with measurements 
taken on the site, that the project has been built consistent with the approved plans 
required by Special Condition #5 of this permit. 
 
In addition, final as-built foundation plans shall be submitted for the proposed conference 
center. 
 



A-6-COR-08-98 & 99 
Page 18 

 
 

 
 15.  No Future Seaward Extension of Shoreline Protective Devices.  By 
acceptance of this Permit, the applicant agrees, on behalf of itself and all successors and 
assigns, that no future repair or maintenance; enhancement; reinforcement; modifications 
to address rising sea level, increased risk of flooding or other hazards; or any other 
activity affecting the existing shoreline protective device, shall be undertaken if such 
activity extends the footprint of the approved revetment seaward of its as-built location, 
as documented by and measured in the as-built plans required by Special Condition #14 
of CDP #A-6-COR-08-98 & 99.  By acceptance of this Permit, the applicant waives, on 
behalf of itself and all successors and assigns, any rights to such activity that may exist 
under Public Resources Code Section 30235. 
 
 16.  Minimization of Geologic Hazards.  PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT 
OF CONSTRUCTION of the Conference Center with underground parking and the 
South Beach Guestrooms approved pursuant to this coastal development permit, the 
applicant shall submit, for the review and approval of the Executive Director, evidence 
that: (1) a licensed geotechnical engineer has reviewed seismic loading and liquefaction 
hazard and that any resulting recommendations have been incorporated in the final 
project design; (2) the geologic setback as shown on Exhibit #6 attached to this staff 
report has been incorporated into final plans such that no development of habitable 
structures will occur in the designated “no-build zone;” and (3) a licensed structural 
engineer has reviewed and approved all final construction and foundation plans in 
conformance with the above recommendations and with the California Building Code.  
 
The applicant shall undertake the development in accordance with the approved plan.  
Any proposed changes to the approved plan shall be reported to the Executive Director.  
No change to the plan shall occur without a Commission-approved amendment to the 
permit unless the Executive Director determines that no such amendment is legally 
required. 
 17.  Public Access Along Paseo del Mar Beachfront Walkway:  Except for the 
temporary disruptions that may occur during the construction of the permitted 
development, the applicant shall ensure the Paseo del Mar beachfront walkway shall 
remain open for public access daily.  During construction, the applicant shall provide 
signage to direct the public to alternative access opportunities. The applicant shall 
maintain the Paseo del Mar beachfront walkway in a reasonable and safe state of repair 
so that it fulfills its purpose as a public access path as described above. 
By acceptance of this permit, the applicant agrees to apply for an amendment to this 
permit to relocate and/or rebuild the walkway landward, as necessary, to preserve public 
access if the approved walkway is threatened by rising sea level, flooding or other 
hazards.  
 
 18.  Maintenance Activities.  The applicant shall be responsible for the 
maintenance of the existing riprap revetment in its approved state, until such time as the 
revetment is relocated or removed under an approved coastal development permit.  
However, if it is determined that repair and/or maintenance to the revetment is necessary, 
the permittee shall contact the Commission’s San Diego office to determine whether an 
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amendment to this permit is necessary.  Based on the information and recommendations 
contained in the monitoring report required in Special Condition #6 of CDP #A-6-COR-
08-98 & 99 above, any stones or materials that become dislodged or any portion of the 
revetment that is determined to extend beyond the approved toe shall be removed from 
the beach, after authorization by the Commission.   
 
 19.  Other Special Conditions from City of Coronado.  Except as provided by this 
coastal development permit, this permit has no effect on conditions imposed by the City 
of Coronado pursuant to an authority other than the Coastal Act.   
 
 20.  Waiver of Liability.  By acceptance of this permit, the applicant acknowledges 
and agrees (i) that the site may be subject to hazards from waves, overtopping, flooding 
and seismic activity; (ii) to assume the risks to the applicant and the property that is the 
subject of this permit of injury and damage from such hazards in connection with this 
permitted development; (iii) to unconditionally waive any claim of damage or liability 
against the Commission, its officers, agents, and employees for injury or damage from 
such hazards; and (iv) to indemnify and hold harmless the Commission, its officers, 
agents, and employees with respect to the Commission’s approval of the project against 
any and all liability, claims, demands, damages, costs (including costs and fees incurred 
in defense of such claims), expenses, and amounts paid in settlement arising from any 
injury or damage due to such hazards. 
 
 
IV. Findings and Declarations. 
 
 The Commission finds and declares as follows: 
 
 1. Project Description/History.  In June 2002, the Coronado City Council 
approved a coastal development permit for the Hotel del Coronado Master Plan 
authorizing numerous changes and upgrades to the property, including an increase of 
approximately 144 guestrooms, a 19,700 sq.ft. conference center, relocation of the health 
spa and tennis courts, improvements to the southern and eastern facades of the main 
Hotel building, exterior improvements to Grande Hall, relocation of the Hotel driveway 
entrances, development of below-grade parking structures, landscape and walkway 
enhancements, an off-street bus drive and staging area off of R.H. Dana Place, and a total 
of 1,170 on-site parking spaces.  The permit was appealed by the Commission because of 
concerns about impacts to public access and recreation (A-6-COR-02-111). 
 
As a result, the City withdrew the permit, and coordinated with Commission staff to 
revise the project to address the coastal issues raised by the City’s approval of the project.  
On August 27, 2002, the Coronado City Council approved issuance of an appealable 
coastal development permit amendment for the Hotel Del Coronado Master Plan (CP 3-
02).  The amended permit was not appealed. 
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The hotel is located on the seaward side of the City of Coronado, at the northernmost 
portion of the Silver Strand, at the northwest intersection of Orange Avenue and Avenida 
del Sol and south of R.H. Dana Place. 
 
A-6-COR-08-98 
 
On October 7, 2008, the Coronado City Council approved the two subject appealable 
coastal development permits addressing numerous revisions to the approved Master Plan.  
The first permit (City of Coronado Hotel del Coronado 2008 Amended Master Plan CP 5-
08 and CDP #A-6-COR-08-098) covers a variety of physical improvements to the hotel 
site.  The revisions to the Master Plan have been proposed in response to the discovery of 
an earthquake fault line through the Hotel del Coronado property.  Thus, the previously 
approved new guestrooms and a conference center on the east side of the property, at the 
intersection of Orange Avenue and Highway 75, have been relocated to the western side 
of the property, adjacent to the beach and the terminus of Avenida del Sol.  Other 
physical changes include moving the on-site bus staging area from adjacent to R.H. Dana 
Place to Orange Avenue; the addition of surface parking adjacent to the entry garden and 
R.H. Dana Place; improvements to Avenida del Sol, including raising the street to 
improve drainage; and repositioning of the southerly end of the Paseo del Mar public 
easement to connect to the public easement/walkway adjoining the Coronado Shores 
development (see Exhibits #3 and #4).  No changes are proposed to the existing Historic 
Hotel, the recently approved North Beach Village Cottages and Villas, the existing 
California Cabana Building or the existing Ocean Towers building. 
 
Overall, the proposed square footage of buildings on the site would increase from 
approximately 868,360 sq.ft. to 968,163 sq.ft.  The total number of new guestrooms 
would remain at 144, and the proposed new buildings heights would remain 
approximately the same at a maximum 44 feet.  As approved by the City, the major 
changes to the floor area of the primary proposed new buildings can be summarized as 
follows: 
 
     Previously Approved Proposed Net Change 
        (Area, sq.ft.)  (Area, sq.ft.) (Area, sq.ft.) 
South Beach Guestrooms   58,600 sf 90,600  +32,000 sf 
Conference Center Conference Space 50,000  55,000  +  5,000 
Conference Center Guestrooms  10,000  35,200  +25,200 
 
Since that time, in response to concerns raised by Commission staff about the proximity 
of the building to the fault zone, the applicant has revised the project and the building 
sizes have been reduced by approximately 26,000 feet, including a reduction in the size 
of the underground parking structure.  The approximately 55,000 sq.ft. conference center 
is now proposed to be approximately 50,000 sq.ft., the underground parking garage was 
reduced by approximately 17,000 sq.ft., and the guestroom space was reduced from 
approximately 90,600 sq.ft. to approximately 86,000 sq.ft. 
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The previously approved master plan would have removed the laundry building and a 
portion of the existing power plant building adjacent to Orange Avenue; the proposed 
plan will retain all of the laundry and power plant buildings.  The Oxford building, on the 
corner of Avenida del Sol and Orange Avenue, was to be converted to guestrooms; under 
the proposed plan, the Oxford Building will remain as administrative offices.  A total of 
21 new public parking spaces would be created. 
 
The proposed new South Beach Guestrooms would be located approximately 44 feet 
seaward of the previously-approved location, and as a result, the existing public 
walkway, now located between a parking lot and a berm, would be relocated 
approximately 44 feet seaward, and cut into the seaward side of the existing 
berm/revetment, next to public sandy beach. 
 
The project also involves street improvements to Avenida del Sol and regrading the street 
to slope easterly towards Orange Avenue to correct flooding that currently can occur at 
the street end, and to install storm drain improvements to improve water quality.  As part 
of these improvements, the street end would be raised approximately 5 feet in height, new 
parking spaces would be provided, and the existing Paseo del Mar public walkway would 
be extended around the existing street cul-del-sac to connect with the public walkway in 
front of the Coronado Shores property.  Currently, there is no direct connection between 
the two public walkways and pedestrians usually walk across the middle of the cul-de-sac 
to connect to each other which is a less than ideal pedestrian/vehicle condition.  A new 
concrete ramp for pedestrians and lifeguard vehicles would be constructed from the cul-
de-sac to the beach in the same location where access is available today.  Existing stray 
riprap located around the street end on the sandy beach would be removed. 
 
A-6-COR-08-99 
 
The second appealable permit (CP 6-08 and CDP #A-6-COR-08-099) approved 
conversion of all 144 new hotel rooms previously approved to condo-hotel ownership.  
These multiple room suites, referred to as the South Beach Guest rooms, would have 144 
rooms available for rent, subdivided as 85 limited term occupancy condominium hotel 
units and 30 resort/hotel managed commercial units (non-habitable management 
condominium units, e.g. lobby and maintenance closets). 
 
Although the City approved the condo-hotel conversion as a separate coastal 
development permit, it is important to note that both permits describe the 144 new rooms 
as condo-hotel units, and thus, the conversion to condo-hotels must be considered part of 
both the Master Plan permit and the condo-conversion permit.  Therefore, both City 
permits are the subject of this report. 
 
The permits were approved with a number of special conditions and limitations on use of 
the condominiums.  Occupancy by the same persons is limited to not more than 25 
consecutive days, and unit owners are allowed to occupy a unit up to a total of 90 
cumulative days per calendar year, not exceeding 25 consecutive days at any one time.  
Unit owners are further limited to a maximum of 25 days of use within any immediately 
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preceding 50 day time period.  In other words, owners can occupy units for up to 90 days 
in a year, which can be used in blocks up to 25 days at a time, but not more than 25 days 
of any 50-day period. 
 
Fault Zone 
 
The project approved by the City was designed to avoid an earthquake fault zone 
identified as 10 feet in width, with a 20 foot-wide setback on both sides of the fault zone, 
for a total no-build zone of 50 feet.  However, the appropriate size of the no-build zone 
has been a matter of contention, and the project has gone through several different 
redesigns to accommodate varying fault zone widths.  As noted, in response to 
Commission staff concerns about geologic safety and stability, the proposed no-build 
zone has been revised to be consistent with that recommended by the Commission’s staff 
geologist.  Exhibit #5 shows the fault zone identified by the Commission’s geologist on 
the southeast side of the main trace of the fault (where the development is proposed) 30-
51 feet in width.  Exhibit #4 shows the proposed plan as revised to accommodate the fault 
zone. 
 
The standard of review is the certified City of Coronado LCP and public access policies 
of the Coastal Act.  
 
     2.  Geotechnical Issues.   The relevant LCP and Coastal Act policies are as follows: 
 

A. SHORELINE ACCESS 
 
1. Preserve existing shoreline access over public lands 

 
B. RECREATION AND VISITOR SERVING FACILITIES  […] 
 
3. That no new development shall be permitted on existing sandy beach areas.  An 

exception would be allowed for new or expanded permanent lifeguard facilities, 
restroom facilities, or bike paths if it can be determined that adverse impacts to 
public beaches are negligible or when public safety or health requires it, and 
provided that no less environmentally damaging alternatives exist.  […] 

 
E. DIKING, DREDGING, FILLING AND SHORELINE STRUCTURES 
 
1. Require that new development shall assure coastal stability and structural 

integrity, and neither create nor contribute significantly to erosion or geologic 
stability. 

 
2. Permit revetments, breakwaters, groin, harbor channels, seawalls, cliff retaining 

walls, and other such construction that alters natural shoreline processes when 
required to serve coastal-dependent uses or to protect existing structures or 
public beaches in danger from erosion and when designed to eliminate or 
mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply.  […] 
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 G. HAZARD AREAS 
 
 1. Require that new development in areas of high geologic, flood or fire hazard be 

designed in such a way to minimize risks to life and property. 
 
 2. Require that new development be designed in such a way to assure stability and 

structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute significantly to erosion, 
geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area or in any way 
require the construction of protective devices that would substantially alter 
natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs. 

 
Geologic Hazard  
 
The Coronado fault traverses the subject site.  This earthquake fault has been defined as 
an active (Type B) fault by the State of California, and in 2003, portions of the Hotel Del 
site were designated as being within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone.  The 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act of 1972 was passed by the legislature as a 
result of the San Fernando earthquake in southern California.  The Act is intended to deal 
with the specific hazard of active faults that extend to the earth’s surface, creating a 
surface rupture hazard.  The Act requires that the State Geologist (the head of the 
California Geological Survey – CGS) designate zones approximately ¼-mile wide along 
known active faults.  Within these zones, a site-specific fault hazard investigation must 
be prepared for development proposals.  
 
The purpose of such an investigation is to accurately locate the fault and all its branches 
in order to ensure that no structure for human habitation will be placed across the trace of 
a known active fault.  Because of the difficulty in assuring that all branches of a fault 
have been encountered, the Act further states that unless proven otherwise, the area 
within fifty feet of an active fault is presumed to be underlain by active branches of the 
fault.  The fault investigation is used to determine (A) the location and width of the fault 
zone and (B) the appropriate building setback from the identified fault zone.  
 
The Commission’s geologist, Dr. Mark Johnsson, has reviewed the various reports and 
testing done at the subject site by the applicant.  According to Dr. Johnsson, ideally, a 
fault hazard investigation would make use of multiple trenches through the younger 
materials at a site.  In the trench, experienced geologists would be able to see if any of the 
soil or sediment horizons have been offset by faults, and materials in the soils and 
sediments can be dated by radiocarbon or other means to establish the timing of 
movement along these faults.  The applicant has indicated that trenching was not 
attempted at the subject site because the applicant’s consultants felt that the combination 
of sandy soils and a high ground water table would make the trenching difficult and 
dangerous. 
 
Instead, a series of transects of conventional borings and Cone Penetrometer Test (CPT) 
borings were performed.  In addition, seismic reflection surveys along these transects 
were undertaken for imaging of sediment layers, and two-dimensional cross sections 
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were obtained.  Based on these investigations, the applicant recommended a 20 foot wide 
“no-build” zone on either side of a 10-foot wide fault zone as satisfying the requirements 
of the Alquist-Priolo Act, and the City of Coronado accepted this Fault Zone Designation 
pursuant to the Alquist-Priolo Act. 
 
Although the Coastal Commission has no responsibility for administering the Alquist-
Priolo Act, the Commission can use the provisions of the Act as guidance in determining 
if the LCP requirement that new development in areas of high geologic hazard be 
designed in such a way to minimize risks to life and property and assure stability and 
structural integrity, has been met. 
 
The applicant has noted that subsequent to the City action, project opponents filed an 
action in the Superior Court of San Diego regarding the adequacy of the CEQA study and 
Alquist-Priolo Act investigation.  On December 4, 2009, the court issued a favorable 
ruling for the City in the case of Unite Here Local 30 vs. City of Coronado in which 
the petition was denied on all grounds.  In the ruling, the court found that the City did not 
violate CEQA, the Alquist-Priolo Act or the Public Records Act.  The court found that 
there was substantial evidence in the record to support the City's decision to approve the 
project.   
  
Legally, this decision does not affect the Commission’s review under the Coastal Act.  In 
addition, for the seismic issues, the Court deferred to the City’s determination of Alquist-
Priolo compliance.  It did not examine the evidence itself to see if in its own opinion the 
requirements of Alquist-Priolo were met.  In other words, the Court did not hold that 
there was no evidence of additional faulting, it simply upheld the City’s resolution of this 
issue as adequate. 
 
In addition to the studies submitted by the applicant, the former project appellant, UNITE 
HERE, has submitted numerous responses, rebuttals, and reinterpretations of the 
applicant’s data.  Specifically, UNITE HERE’s re-interpretation of the data identifies 
several possible faults both east and west of the main trace, and identifies these faults, 
together with the main trace of the Coronado fault, as a “negative flower structure.” Such 
a feature, common in strike-slip faults such as the Coronado fault, takes the form of 
numerous secondary faults radiating outward from the main fault as the trace of the fault 
is followed to the surface.  
 
The applicant’s consultants disagree with the identification of many of the potential 
secondary faults; they contend that any secondary faults that do exist would only exhibit 
minor movement during an earthquake; they contend that a mat foundation proposed for 
the buildings would be able to resist such modest movement; and they reiterate that the 
identified 10-foot wide fault zone plus the recommended 20 foot setbacks (“no build 
zone”) are adequate. 
 
After additional meetings and exchanges between the applicant’s and UNITE HERE’s 
geologists, UNITE HERE issued a revised Fault Hazard Zone encompassing what it 
considered to be the minimum adequate “structural setback” or “no-build” zones. 
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Referring to the transect lines shown and described in Exhibit #16, it concluded that the 
no-build zone should be widened relative to the recommendations as follows (from south 
to north, perpendicular to the fault):  
 

Line C: 30 feet west and 35 feet east of the fault zone  
Line B: 20 feet west and 25 feet east of the fault zone  
Line D: 20 feet west and 30 feet east of the fault zone  
  

UNITE HERE further opined that secondary faults not included in this zone will have 
movements of a few inches or less, and that the applicant’s structural engineer indicates 
that the structure will be built to accommodate this amount of movement.  As a result of 
those discussions, the applicant revised the proposed project to conform to the above “no 
build zone”, and minor adjustments were made to the northwest side of the proposed 
guesthouse/conference center/parking structure such that no buildings would be sited 
within the “no build zone.” UNITE HERE subsequently withdrew its appeal of the 
Coastal Development Permit, and this revised project was presented to the Commission 
at the June 2010 hearing. 
 
However, after review of the voluminous reports submitted by both the applicants and 
UNITE HERE, Dr. Johnsson determined that the identification of several possible faults 
both east and west of the main trace and the presence of numerous secondary faults 
radiating outward from the main fault is a reasonable, and perhaps likely, interpretation of 
the faulting present at the subject site.    
 
Dr. Johnsson’s review of the data, in combination with discussions with Chris Wills of 
the California Geological Survey, has led to his conclusion that either a more 
conservative (larger) interpretation of the potential fault zone or a wider setback from the 
fault is appropriate in this case.  The Coastal Act does not distinguish between primary or 
secondary faulting nor does it find that secondary faulting is not a geologic hazard.  Dr. 
Johnsson has identified secondary faulting as a geologic hazard.  Furthermore, he cannot 
support the applicant’s contention that the “secondary” faults will have movement of only 
a few inches.  On the contrary, Dr. Johnsson believes the entire fault movement in the 
next earthquake could easily be taken up by any one of the traces—or a new trace—rather 
than the trace that has been identified as the “main” trace.  Finally, because there was no 
trenching across the fault zone that would have allowed for direct observations of the 
fault traces, it is prudent to establish wider setback zones to account for the uncertainty 
inherent in using indirect means of identifying fault zones.  
 
Pursuant to the LCP, the Commission is required to undertake an analysis of the geologic 
conditions of the site and make a determination about the ability of this new development 
to minimize risks to life and property from geologic hazards.  Based on his review of the 
data, Dr. Johnsson concluded that the no-build zone described above was still too 
narrow—that is, it did not include all of the secondary faults suggested by the existing 
data—and further, that secondary faults cannot be assumed to only be capable of a few 
inches of movement in the next earthquake.  In addition, Dr. Johnsson notes the applicant 
has confused the issue of geologic fault hazard (which can result from main or secondary 
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faulting) with mitigation of possible movement through structural design.  The steps for 
the analysis of fault hazard are to first develop a good understanding of the fault zone, 
then to establish a setback from the fault zone, where the setback depends to a great 
extent upon the quality of the data used to define the active fault zone.  Once the fault 
zone and setback are established, then engineering options can be considered that 
minimize the remaining risks. 
 
Dr. Johnsson believes that there is clear indication of an offset of stratigraphic units 
beyond the zone identified above (the applicant’s identified no-build zone, as modified 
by UNITE HERE).  Specifically, there are concerns with indications of an offset between 
CPT borings CPT-24 and CPT-210 in Line B (which runs parallel to the shoreline, in the 
central portion of the new conference facility); and between CPT borings CPT-312 and 
CPT-314 in Line C (which runs parallel to the shoreline, close to the existing Ocean 
Tower buildings).  Such an offset is a warning flag that a fault may lie between these 
borings, and certainly warrants further investigation.  Especially in Line C, data are 
sparse and thus a conservative interpretation (i.e. wide fault zone delineation) is 
necessary in order to have a reasonable degree of confidence that the identified fault zone 
encompasses all of the likely faults.  
 
With more data (either from trenches, more CPT borings, or seismic reflection profiles of 
better resolution than currently available), it might be possible to better delineate or 
narrow the fault zone.  In the absence of such data, Dr. Johnsson’s recommendation is 
that the fault zone be extended to include these offsets.  A conservative approach would 
extend the fault zone to the easternmost boring in each line (CPT-210 in line B and CPT-
314 in line C). When the only information about the fault boundary is that it likely lies 
somewhere between the two points, the conservative assumption is that the fault could 
extend almost to the point where no additional offset is observed, and the point without 
offset would set the outer limit of the fault zone.  However, after discussing the 
uncertainties involved with Mr. Wills, Dr. Johnsson has concluded that a less 
conservative approach is adequate.  This less conservative approach assumes that the 
fault zone does not extend beyond the outermost point of observed offset.  This approach 
extends the fault zone only to the westernmost borings (CPT-24 in line B and CPT-312 in 
line C).  
 
Staff also disagrees with the characterization of the offsets observed at the outer zone as 
being secondary faults that are capable of only a few inches of displacement.  As noted 
previously, neither the Coastal Act nor the LCP distinguish between main and secondary 
faults.  Also, there is no evidence that the next large movement of the Coronado fault will 
occur only along the zone that the applicant has identified as the main fault.  Dr. Johnsson 
has concluded that future displacement could occur along any portion of the fault zone 
and that this displacement could be larger than a few inches.  Using a methodology that 
correlates potential displacement with fault length, rupture depth and magnitude, Dr. 
Johnsson has estimated that the Coronado fault could have a maximum displacement of 
11.8 inches (See Exhibit #16, April 29, 2010 memo) during a major earthquake on the 
fault.  Avoidance of the fault zone would place the proposed development away from the 
zone that could experience the impacts resulting from up to 11.8 inches of displacement 
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during some future seismic event.  Even with avoidance of the fault zone, the proposed 
development would experience major shaking from an earthquake on the Coronado fault, 
similar to the amount of shaking that would be experienced by other structures near the 
fault. 
 
Thus, Dr. Johnsson recommends that the fault zone be identified as follows (see Exhibit 
#5):  
 

Line C: 46 feet east of the fault zone  
Line B: 51 feet east of the fault zone  
Line D: 30 feet east of the fault zone  

 
Only the eastern limit of the fault zone has been defined, because this is the side of the 
fault that structures (specifically, the guest room/conference center/underground parking 
building) are proposed.  These limits establish staff’s recommended fault zone.  Staff 
further recommends that there be no additional development setback that would extend 
beyond the fault zone boundaries.  Therefore, staff’s recommended fault zone is also the 
recommended no-build zone.  All structural foundation elements must be located outside 
of the fault/no-build zone as defined above.  This recommendation requires that the 
proposed guest room/conference center/parking structure be redesigned to accommodate 
a no-build zone that is between 11 feet and 26 feet larger than that proposed by the 
applicant at the time of the June 2010 Commission hearing. 
 
As noted, the quality and quantity of the data is not ideal, and an even more conservative 
interpretation of the potential fault zone could certainly be made.  In addition, it could be 
argued that requiring an additional building setback from the fault zone would be most 
protective of life and property.  However, the LCP standard is that new development in 
areas of high geologic hazard must be designed in such a way to minimize risks to life 
and property.  The Commission finds the appropriate geologic standard for minimizing 
risks where there is an identified fault zone is to locate new structures outside the fault 
zone.  Given that the fault or “no-build” zone has been defined in such a manner as to 
give a reasonably high degree of confidence that all of the faults have been captured, the 
Commission believes this recommendation reflects a balanced, reasonable approach to 
ensuring that the proposed structure is not located over an active fault.   
 
Over the years, the Commission has seen numerous examples along the coast where both 
geologic analyses and engineering reports have indicated, for example, that a proposed 
structure would be safe for its economic or structural life; and yet, sometimes within a 
few years, the Commission is presented with requests for some form of shoreline 
protection because the previous risk analysis fails.  Even when such technical analyses 
use the best information and science available, it is impossible to be exact when dealing 
with natural forces that are not predictable in any absolute terms.  Therefore, it is prudent 
to assume a reasonably conservative interpretation of the available information and 
delineate a broader fault zone, and then preclude construction altogether within it. 
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In response to the staff recommendation and testimony presented at the June 2010 
Commission hearing, the applicant has revised the project to accommodate the no-build 
zone recommended by Dr. Johnsson.  Exhibit #6 demonstrates that the redesigned 
conference center/room/parking structure lies entirely out of the fault zone.  Special 
Condition #16 requires submittal of evidence demonstrating the a licensed geotechnical 
engineer has reviewed seismic loading and liquefaction hazard and that any resulting 
recommendations have been incorporated in the final project design, that geologic 
setback as shown on Exhibit #6 attached to this staff report has been incorporated into 
final plans, and that a licensed structural engineer has reviewed and approved all final 
construction and foundation plans in conformance with the above recommendations and 
the California Building Code.  As a result, the revised project can be found to minimize 
the known hazard risks to life and property. 
 
In summary, the subject site is located in an area of high geologic hazard.  The available 
data for determining the faults on the site is less than ideal, and many potential faults on 
the site cannot be ruled out.  Therefore, using the information available, the 
Commission’s geologist has defined a no-build zone on the subject site to include all 
reasonably identifiable geological faults.  The applicant has revised the project such that 
no structural elements of the proposed project will be located within the no-build zone.  
While it is not possible to avoid all potential geologic risk, the Commission finds that 
restricting the placement of any structural building elements within the fault zone will 
minimize geological hazards consistent with the LCP requirements that new development 
be designed in such a way to assure stability and structural integrity. 
 
Encroachment on the Beach/Flooding/Sea Level Rise 
 
The proposed new South Beach Guestrooms would be located approximately 44 feet 
seaward of the approved location, and as a result, the existing public walkway, known as 
the Paseo del Mar, would be relocated approximately 44 feet seaward as well.  The Paseo 
is located on Hotel del Coronado property within an easement dedicated to the City for 
public purpose uses.  The path is currently located between the hotel parking lot and an 
iceplant-covered sandy berm (underlain by riprap) on the beach.  Views towards the 
water are limited or non-existent from this portion of walkway because it is lower in 
elevation than the adjacent berm.  As proposed, the new relocated walkway would be 
placed on top of, and partially cut into the side of the berm, and will not encroach any 
further seaward than the existing berm, except at a small existing break in the revetment 
at the northwestern end of the project area, where the revetment will be filled in and the 
walkway placed on top (see Exhibits #8 and 9).  Thus, as proposed, the relocation of the 
walkway will significantly improve public views from the Paseo. 
 
However, moving this public amenity and the proposed guestroom building closer to the 
water raises concerns that in the future, shoreline protection that encroaches on the beach 
and impacts public access and recreation, might be necessary to protect the subject 
development from flooding and wave action.  The project site is within an area subject to 
flood inundation.  At this time, the threat of flooding comes more from the inland 
(bayward) side of the site than from the ocean side, but flooding from the ocean side is 
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clearly possible and sea level rise expected over the next decades will only exacerbate the 
threat. 
 
The applicant has acknowledged there is a risk of flooding and intends to address it by 
elevating the finished floor of the guest rooms and conference center to +14 and +16 feet 
MSL respectively, and temporary sandbagging if ever necessary.  The Commission’s 
staff coastal engineer, Lesley Ewing, has reviewed the proposed project and the potential 
risk of flooding.  According to Ms. Ewing, the main concern for the property and the 
proposed development will be from waves overtopping the revetment and the water that 
will be carried onto the property from the overtopping.  The applicant anticipates that 
there could be almost 1.5 feet of water on the site if sea level is 2.5 feet higher than 
present and a high wave event were to coincide with a high tide.  High tides are a regular 
occurrence, so there is a high likelihood that with rising sea level there will be 
overtopping of the revetment during times of high storm waves.  The overtopping would 
make it very dangerous to use the public accessway.  It would also inundate the low-lying 
areas of the site.  In addition, the proposed parking under the conference center would be 
subject to flooding when there is wave overtopping or when the site is subject to flooding 
from overland flows.  There is little guarantee that hotel staff will be able to successfully 
deploy sand bags or flood shields to prevent site inundation.  The hotel may opt to 
undertake such efforts within the hotel grounds; but, the sand bag option alone would not 
be adequate to address flood risks to the proposed development.  In addition, if the 
structure exceeds its anticipated life, or if sea level accelerates beyond that anticipated for 
the next 75-years, flooding will be an even more regular occurrence.   
 
However, Ms. Ewing has concluded that the proposed finished floor elevations for the 
buildings would be above the level that could be expected to be inundated under current 
flooding conditions and above the inundation levels that could be expected with the 3.5 to 
4-feet of sea level rise, the high end of the rise that is predicted to occur in the next 75 
years.   
 
In addition, if flooding should become a concern in the future, there will be options to 
address the flood problem that will not require augmentation of the revetment.  There is 
room on the landward side of the accessway and revetment to install flood barriers if such 
protection becomes needed in the future.  There may also be options to erect vertical 
barriers next to the buildings or allow the lower story to accommodate floodwaters and 
move the habitable portions of the hotel property onto the second floor.  Such measures 
are not anticipated to be necessary in the coming 75 years, but are options for addressing 
future flooding that would not include modifications to the revetment.  An option to 
minimize the risk from flooding of the parking facility could be to close the parking 
facility whenever there is a chance of flooding and require that all vehicles leave the 
parking areas.  Special Condition #11 requires submittal of a flood control plan that 
includes measures that will be implemented to protect the new development from floods. 
 
The proposed project site is adjacent to an area that could be subject to potential tsunami 
inundation.  The tsunami inundation maps recently issued by the California Emergency 
Management Agency show the inundation zone to be seaward of the existing sand berm 
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and revetment.  The proposed walkway would be in the potential inundation zone and 
many of the hotel patrons could be expected to spend part of their hotel time at the beach 
where they would be at risk from tsunamis.  In order to protect hotel guests and visitors 
using the more seaward walking path from tsunami risk, Special Condition #9 requires 
submittal of a tsunami information plan requiring that the hotel develop information for 
both employees and guests on tsunami evacuation options. 
 
The proposed project would involve the placement of approximately 700 sq.ft. of 
concrete on the sandy beach to create a new ramp from the improved street at Avenida 
del Sol to the beach.  The new ramp will be in the same location as the existing ramp, but 
will be rebuilt to accommodate the road elevation.  The new ramp would provide public 
access to the beach for pedestrians and lifeguard vehicles, and will replace the existing 
beach stairway, which would be removed as part of the street elevation, storm drain 
improvements, and public accessway improvements at the street end.  As part of these 
improvements, the existing scattered riprap located on the beach around the street end 
will be removed.  As noted above, there is an existing gap in the revetment which will be 
filled in, but overall, the amount of material removed from the beach as part of the street 
end improvement is expected to be significantly greater than the amount of concrete 
placed on the beach.  Thus, any adverse impacts to the beach from this portion of the 
project would be negligible, consistent with the certified LCP.   
 
In order to ensure that the proposed project will not adversely impact public access and 
recreation, or create a risk to life and property, several conditions have been imposed.  
The Commission is interested in establishing the seaward extent of shoreline protective 
devices in this area to preserve public access.  To ensure no expansion of the revetment 
beyond that shown on the preliminary plans and approved herein, Special Condition #3 
requires that a survey be taken of the existing revetment, to determine the existing toe and 
elevation.  The survey must document the toe of the revetment relative to a fixed 
reference point such as a surveyed property line or street monument.  Special Condition 
#5 requires final plans for the walkway that demonstrate the proposed walkway and 
revetment improvements do not encroach beyond the existing revetment except for the 
permitted location at the existing gap at the northern extent of the project (see Exhibit 
#9).   
 
Special Condition #6 requires a long-term monitoring plan to monitor and record the 
changes in beach profile fronting the site and to identify damage/changes to the 
revetment such that repair and maintenance is completed in a timely manner to avoid 
further encroachment of the revetment on the beach.  Special Condition #18 provides that 
the applicant is responsible for removing any stones or materials that become dislodged 
or any portion of the revetment that is determined to extend beyond the approved toe.  
The applicant must first contact the Coastal Commission’s San Diego district office to 
determine if a coastal development permit amendment is necessary.  If the survey 
indicates that rocks have fallen from the revetment seaward of its toe, then the rocks must 
be replaced in a location that is landward of the toe.  These conditions will assure 
revetment maintenance will occur in a timely and orderly way and without adverse 
impacts to public access. 
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Other conditions include a requirement that no seaward expansion of the berm/revetment 
be permitted in the future and a waiver of rights to future shoreline protection for the 
proposed development (Special Condition #15), and an agreement that the public 
accessway be maintained and kept open to the public and, if necessary, relocated 
landward in order to preserve public access (Special Conditions #17).  Special Condition 
#12 requires the applicant to record the permit conditions so that the title to the property 
will reflect the obligations of the subject permit conditions.  
 
Due to the inherent risk of shoreline development, Special Condition #20 requires the 
applicant to waive liability and indemnify the Commission against damages that might 
result from the proposed development.  Although the Commission has sought to 
minimize these risks, the risks cannot be eliminated entirely, and there is still a possibility 
of damage from wave uprush, storm surge and high tides particularly in the future as sea 
level continues to rise.  Given that the applicant has chosen to do work on the shoreline 
despite these risks, the applicant must assume the risks. 
 
In summary, Special Conditions have been placed on the project to ensure that the risk of 
flooding and tsunami are minimized.  No adverse impacts from flooding to public access 
and recreation will result from relocation of the public walkway.  Special conditions 
ensure that the impact to the beach and the public from relocation of the public walkway 
will be less than significant.  Therefore, as conditioned, the proposed project can be found 
consistent with the geotechnical policies of the LCP. 
 
     3.  Public Access and Recreation.   Relevant policies in the certified LUP include the 
following: 
 

III. ADOPTED POLICY 
 
It is the policy of the City of Coronado to: 
 
B. RECREATION AND VISITOR SERVING FACILITIES 
 
2. Maintain the quality and number of existing visitor accommodations at or above 

their present levels, and encourage the provision of new low-cost visitor 
accommodations and the expansion of existing low-cost visitor accommodations. 

 
IV. ADOPTED ACTION PROGRAM 
 
The following actions are adopted goals of the City of Coronado: 
 
8. That the City encourage preservation of the City's visitor-accommodations. 

 
The City's Implementation Plan includes the following policies for properties in the 
Hotel-Motel Zone, including the subject site: 
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Chapter 86.32 
H-M – HOTEL-MOTEL ZONE 
 
86.32.010 Purpose and intent. 
It is the purpose and intent of this chapter to provide for areas in appropriate locations 
where centers providing for the needs of tourists, travelers and transient occupants 
may be established, maintained and protected. The regulations contained herein are 
designed to encourage the provision of “transient rental” facilities (other than “time-
share complexes”), restaurants, and other activities providing for the convenience, 
welfare or entertainment of the transient.  

 
86.32.020 Principal uses permitted. 
The following uses shall be allowed in the H-M Zone: 
A. Hotels and motels which provide habitable or dwelling units of which not more 
than six units or 15 percent (whichever is greater) shall be occupied by a resident 
occupant; 
B. Restaurants with entertainment facilities subject to the provisions of CMC 
86.56.030; 
C. Restaurants serving food and beverages only within buildings and/or adjoining 
patios; 
D. Assembly halls, theaters, or other public or semi-public buildings subject to the 
provisions of CMC 86.55.280; 
E. Private clubs and lodges except those the chief activities of which are a service 
customarily carried on as a business subject to the provisions of CMC 86.55.280; 
F. Art galleries; 
G. Gift shops; 
H. Other uses that, in the opinion of the Planning Commission, are consistent with the 
intent and purpose of this chapter.  

 
Coastal Act public access policies include the following: 

 
Section 30210 
 
In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California 
Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and 
recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent with public 
safety needs and the need to protect public rights, rights of private property owners, 
and natural resource areas from overuse. 
 
Section 30211 
 
Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to the sea where 
acquired through use or legislative authorization, including, but not limited to, the 
use of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to the first line of terrestrial vegetation. 
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Section 30213 
 
Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, 
where feasible, provided.  Developments providing public recreational opportunities 
are preferred… 
  
Section 30221 
 
Oceanfront land suitable for recreational use shall be protected for recreational use 
and development unless present and foreseeable future demand for public or 
commercial recreational activities that could be accommodated on the property is 
already adequately provided for in the area. 
 
Section 30222 
 
The use of private lands suitable for visitor-serving commercial recreational facilities 
designed to enhance public opportunities for coastal recreation shall have priority 
over private residential, general industrial, or general commercial development, but 
not over agriculture or coastal-dependent industry. 

 
Lower-Cost Visitor-Serving Facilities 
 
Pursuant to the public access policies of the Coastal Act, and particularly section 30213, 
the relevant portions of which are echoed in the Coronado LCP, the Commission has the 
responsibility to both protect existing lower-cost facilities, and to ensure that a range of 
affordable facilities be provided in new development along the coastline of the state.  In 
light of current trends in the marketplace and along the coast, the Commission is 
increasingly concerned with the challenge of providing lower-cost overnight 
accommodations consistent with the Coastal Act.  Research in support of a Commission 
workshop concerning hotel-condominiums showed that only 7.9% of the overnight 
accommodations in nine popular coastal counties were considered lower-cost.  Although 
statewide demand for lower-cost accommodations in the coastal zone is difficult to 
quantify, there is no question that camping and hostel opportunities are in high demand, 
and that there is an on-going need to provide more lower-cost opportunities along 
California’s coast.  For example, the Santa Monica hostel occupancy rate was 96% in 
2005, with the hostel being full more than half of the year.  State Parks has estimated that 
demand for camping has increased 13% between 2000 and 2005.  Nine of the ten most 
popular campgrounds are along the coast.  
 
The proposed 144 hotel-condo rooms themselves would consist entirely of high-end 
luxury units, thus encouraging exclusive uses on the shoreline.  The existing Hotel del 
Coronado has a starting room rate of approximately $270 per night.  The applicant has 
not stated what the rates would be for the proposed units, but it is reasonable to conclude 
that they will be at least as high as those for the existing property.  When exclusive visitor 
accommodations are located on the shoreline, they occupy area that would otherwise be 
available for lower cost visitor and recreational facilities.  There is a place for higher-end 
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facilities in the City of Coronado, but they should be as one component of a wide range 
of overnight accommodations available to serve all segments of the population, to ensure 
the shoreline is available to everyone.   
 
The applicant has submitted an "informal" survey of overnight accommodations in the 
Coronado and South Bay region, with rates for a one-night stay on or about Tuesday, 
September 22, 2009 (see Exhibit #17).  The survey was not intended to be 
comprehensive, but rather to give a snapshot of rates in the region.  As a side note, the 
survey is not comparable to the survey of room rates performed by Commission staff in 
2007 that was done to determine a formula for "affordability" in room rates (ref. CDP A-
6-IMB-07-131/Seacoast Inn).  For that survey, Commission staff surveyed average daily 
room rates for all hotels in California during the peak season room (July and August).  To 
ensure that the lower cost hotels and motels surveyed meet an acceptable level of quality, 
including safety and cleanliness, only AAA rated properties were surveyed.  In contrast, 
the survey submitted by the applicant looked at the lowest available room rate for a 
Tuesday in the late fall, and includes facilities that may not meet AAA standards.  Thus, 
it is possible that the room rates included in this survey are significantly lower than the 
average for a one or two star hotel on a weekend during the peak summer season. 
 
The applicant's survey found that in the City of Coronado, there are 17 visitor 
accommodations with a total 1,947 rooms.  Out of these, only 110 rooms (6%) have room 
rates starting at less than $100 per night, even at that off-season time.  Out of the 751 
hotel rooms listed in the survey for National City, 578 were available at less than $100 a 
night, but none of these hotels are located in the Coastal Zone.  The one hotel that is in 
the Coastal Zone in National City, the Best Western Marina Gateway, averages $109 per 
night for a Tuesday in late September.   
 
Similarly, there are very few hotels or motels of any kind in the Coastal Zone in Chula 
Vista, although the survey found a number of low-cost motels clustered around E Street, 
east of Interstate 5.  The survey indicates that at the one hotel in the Coastal Zone, the 
Good Nite Inn, the starting room rate is $47. 
 
Imperial Beach's supply of overnight accommodations continues to shrink.  In September 
2009, the Seacoast Inn was shut down due to safety code violations and demolition of the 
Inn just recently began.  Until such time as the Inn is rebuilt, Imperial Beach’s only hotel 
is the Sand Castle Inn, (14 rooms) starting at $130.   
 
The survey demonstrates that overall, opportunities for affordable overnight 
accommodations near the shoreline even in the relatively moderate-cost south San Diego 
Bay cities are very limited.  In comparison, Coronado is fairly well served with hotels 
and motels, reflecting its status as a major vacation destination city.  It also demonstrates 
that even in the off-season, 94% of the accommodations in Coronado start at over $100 a 
night.  All of the three waterfront hotels (beach or bay) are high-end only resorts. 
 
There is a place for higher-end facilities in and along the shoreline, but it should be as 
one component of a wide range of overnight accommodations available to serve all 
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segments of the population, to ensure the shoreline is available to everyone.  The 
proposed project involves the addition of new condo-hotel accommodations, which 
cannot be considered high-priority uses but can be visitor-serving, when appropriately 
conditioned (see condo-hotel discussion, below).  However, when no lower cost units are 
proposed as part of a new overnight accommodation project, the Commission has 
typically required mitigation to ensure a range of accommodation rates are made 
available to visitors.  When high end or even moderately priced visitor accommodations 
are located on the shoreline, they occupy area that would otherwise be available for lower 
cost visitor and recreational facilities.  Thus, the expectation of the Commission, based 
upon several precedents, is that developers of sites suitable for overnight 
accommodations will provide facilities which serve people with a range of incomes.  If 
development cannot provide for a range of affordability on-site, the Commission requires 
off-site mitigation.   
 
The applicant has submitted a detailed list of the public amenities and improvements 
associated with the proposed development (see Exhibit #18).  These include 
improvements such as an improved beach walkway and access along the seaward side of 
the project, improved sidewalks, storm drains, street median improvements on Orange 
Avenue, 21 new public street parking spaces, and $1,000,000 cash contribution to the 
City for miscellaneous public improvements.  The applicant also notes that when the first 
phase of the hotel master plan was approved, the applicant dedicated 2.1 acres of sandy 
beach to public use.  Many of these improvements were required as part of the original 
master plan and some have already occurred.  According to the applicant, these 
improvements provide $20,000,000 worth of public benefits. 
 
While laudable, staff believes that these improvements and dedications do not provide 
adequate mitigation for the loss of land area that could otherwise have been used for 
affordable accommodations.  The sidewalks and intersection improvements are 
appropriate upgrades given the amount of new vehicle and pedestrian traffic expected to 
result from the proposed development and the proposed relocation of the public walkway 
is required to accommodate the proposed development.  The money given to the City is 
not required to be used for improvements to public access and recreation, or for 
improvements in the vicinity of the hotel.  The dedication of sandy beach area and the 
proposed removal of riprap on the beach and access improvements to Avenida del Sol  
clearly are positive benefits to the public.  But they do not address the inability of much 
of the public to enjoy overnight visits to the coast because of the lack of affordable 
accommodations. As such, the project would have a significant adverse impact on public 
access to and along coast.  
 
What the proposed improvements do not address in any way is the scarcity of lower-cost 
overnight accommodations within the Coastal Zone and directly along the shoreline.  In 
order to be consistent with the LUP policy requiring that lower cost visitor facilities be 
protected, encouraged, and, where feasible, provided, a mechanism by which to promote 
the future development of lower cost accommodation is necessary.  In past actions, this 
problem has been addressed through special conditions or suggested modifications.  
Although the Commission prefers the actual provision of lower-cost accommodations in 
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conjunction with projects, where necessary, the Commission has used in-lieu fees to 
provide lower-cost opportunities.  For example, the Commission has required an in-lieu 
fee in permits to convert the Highlands Inn in Monterey County and the San Clemente 
Inn to timeshares.  In addition, the Commission required a similar in-lieu fee for the 
conversion of a 130-unit hotel (not yet constructed) located on the bluffs in Encinitas to a 
100-unit condo-hotel, with 30 units required to remain as traditional hotel units (6-92-
203-A4/KSL), for the Surfer’s Point Resort development in Encinitas (#A-6-ENC-07-
51), and for Oceanside LCPA #1-07 (Downtown District), the Commission approved a 
requirement that a $30,000 fee be paid for 50% of the number of new high-cost units 
being developed, when existing units are demolished, in order to mitigate the loss of 
oceanfront land that could otherwise have been available to develop with lower-cost 
overnight facilities.  The fee is to be used for the specific purpose of constructing lower-
cost overnight accommodations (such as a hostel, tent campsites, etc.) in the coastal zone 
in the vicinity of the development in question.   
 
For the high-end hotel in the Port of San Diego at Lane Field, the Commission required 
that the applicant fund a program, in partnership with the Port District for construction of 
a non-profit hostel in the downtown area providing a minimum of 400 beds, or pay a 
mitigation fee of $30,000 for 25% of the approximately 800 higher cost units constructed 
(approximately $6,000,000).   
 
The $30,000 fee amount for the Port project was established based on figures provided to 
the Commission by Hostelling International (HI) in a letter dated October 26, 2007.  The 
figures provided by HI are based on two models for a 100-bed, 15,000 sq. ft. hostel 
facility in the Coastal Zone.  The figures are based on experience with the existing 153-
bed, HI-San Diego Downtown Hostel.  Both models include construction costs for 
rehabilitation of an existing structure.  The difference in the two models is that one 
includes the costs of purchase of the land and the other is based on operating a leased 
facility.  Both models include “Hard” and “Soft Costs” and start up costs, but not 
operating costs.  “Hard” costs include, among other things, the costs of purchasing the 
building and land and construction costs (including a construction cost contingency and 
performance bond for the contractor).  “Soft” costs include, among other things, closing 
costs, architectural and engineering costs, construction management, permit fees, legal 
fees, furniture and equipment costs and marketing costs.  Based on these figures, the total 
cost per bed for the two models ranges from $18,300.00 for the leased facility to 
$44,989.00 for the facility constructed on purchased land.  
          
In looking at the information provided by HI, it should be noted that while two models 
are provided, the model utilizing a leased building is not sustainable over time and thus, 
would likely not be implemented by HI.  In addition, the purchase building/land model 
includes $2,500,000.00 for the purchase price.  Again, this is not based on an actual 
project, but on experience from the downtown San Diego hostel.  The actual cost of the 
land/building could vary significantly and as such, it makes sense that the total cost per 
bed price for this model could be too high, or it could be too low.  In order to take this 
into account, the Commission found that a cost per bed generally midrange between the 
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two figures provided by HI is most supportable and likely on the conservative side.  
Therefore, the in lieu fee assessed in that particular case, was $30,000.00 per bed.   
 
Accordingly, the Commission has typically required that 25% of new, higher cost units 
should be mitigated at a fee of $30,000 per high-end unit.  The subject development is for 
144 hotel rooms, thus, a mitigation fee should be assessed for 25% (36) of the rooms, to 
offset the cost of constructing new lower cost accommodations.  This works out to be a 
total of $1,080,000.  Therefore, Special Condition #1 requires payment of this fee into an 
interest-bearing account, to be established and managed by the City of Coronado, 
Hostelling International, the California Coastal Conservancy, the California Department 
of Parks and Recreation or a similar entity, as approved by the Executive Director.  The 
funds are to be used to establish lower cost overnight visitor accommodations, such as 
new hostel beds, tent campsites, cabins or campground units, at appropriate locations 
within the coastal area of Coronado or South San Diego County.  All development 
funded by this account requires review and approval by the Executive Director of the 
Coastal Commission, and a coastal development permit if in the coastal zone.  If, after 
five years, any portion of the fee remains, the Executive Director may require that it be 
given to another entity to provide lower cost accommodations along the coast of Southern 
California.  
 
In summary, the required mitigation free will offset the loss of prime beachfront land to 
high end accommodations.  Therefore, as conditioned, public access to and along the 
coast will be enhanced, and lower-cost overnight accommodations encouraged, consistent 
with the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act.   
 
Condo-Hotels and Permitted Use 
 
The subject site is zoned and designated H-M Hotel-Motel Zone, which allows the 
following uses: 
 

A.  Hotels and motels which provide habitable or dwelling units of which not more 
than six units or 15 percent (whichever is greater) shall be occupied by a resident 
occupant; […] 

 
The City of Coronado found that the proposed condo-hotels are permitted at the subject 
site because condo-hotels are the same use as a hotel.  The Commission respectfully 
disagrees.  A condo-hotel is a distinct use not identical to a traditional hotel, because a 
portion of the time the units can be occupied by owners and not the general public.  It is a 
mix of hotel and residential uses.  The subject site is the only H-M zoned site located 
adjacent to the beach and the Hotel del Coronado is the only hotel located immediately 
adjacent to the beach in the City (the City does have two bayfront hotels).  While in 
concept any addition to the hotel stock is supported by the recreational policies of the 
Coastal Act, the Commission is concerned that cumulatively the construction of new 
condo-hotels will eliminate opportunities for traditional hotels to locate and expand in 
prime visitor-serving locations.  Due to its prime location adjacent to the beach, public 
amenities, and accessibility, it would be most appropriate to develop the subject site only 
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with a use that truly and exclusively serves the visiting public by providing year-round 
overnight accommodations in all rooms.    
 
However, the City’s Hotel-Motel zone is somewhat unusual in that it allows a 15% 
residential component within hotel projects (or 6 units, whichever is greater).  There are 
currently 697 existing traditional hotel rooms at the Hotel del Coronado, and 78 condo-
hotel units (the Beach Village condo-hotels, approved by the Commission in August 
2006 as A-6-COR-06-46).  The proposed 144 condo-hotel units would bring the number 
of condo-hotel units to 222, which would be 25% of the total 901 units on the site, over 
the 15% residential allowed within in HM zone. 
 
However, condo-hotels are only partially residential in nature.  One way of looking at 
condo hotels is that for the proposed project, condo owners may occupy their units a 
maximum of 25% of the time.  Thus, only 25% of the 222 condo-hotels can be strictly 
defined as residential, bringing the total number of “residential" units on the site to 56, or 
approximately 6% of the total number of units. 
  
In addition, as noted, the Commission previously found that condo-hotels can be found a 
permitted use at this location, when special conditions are placed on the permit to ensure 
the units operated as close to a traditional hotel as possible. 
 
As required by the approved permit, the Commission has received data on how the Beach 
Village condo-hotels (located on the northwestern portion of the Hotel Del site) have 
been operating for the periods of June 2007 through July 2008, August 2008 through July 
2009, and August 2009 through July 2010.  Exhibits #19 through #21 are tables showing 
the use, occupancy and average daily rate for the condo hotels for these periods.  The data 
shows that the vast majority of the time the units are occupied, they are occupied by non-
owners.  For example, for the month of July 2010, the 78 units had 2,418 available room 
nights (78 units x 31 days).  Owner occupied room nights totaled 193 (8%), while guest 
occupied room nights totaled 1,695 (70%).  The remaining room nights were vacant.  
Vacancy rates in the period were lowest in August 2010, when the total occupancy was 
almost 86%, consisting of 4% owners, 82% guests. 
 
When these units were first proposed, the applicants suggested that most owners would 
likely make their units available for rental during the summer, because owners receive a 
percentage of the room rental fees, and rates (thus, their income) are higher during the 
summer.  Owners would then use their rooms during the off-season, when hotel 
occupancy is typically low.  The data do not entirely support this; for example, in 2010, 
of the three months with the highest percentage of room nights occupied by owners, two 
were in the summer (June and July).  Nevertheless, the most recent data in 2010 show 
that whether in the peak summer months or the offseason, the overwhelming majority of 
the rooms nights are being rented by guests—from the most popular month in August, 
(82% guests, 4% owners), to the least popular in January (19% guests, 2% owners).  
Because vacancies occur even in the peak season, is clear that use by owners is not 
preventing the public from using the casitas. 
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Because of the economic recession, it is possible that the pattern of last three years 
occupancy rates for the luxury casitas are unusual, and the Commission will continue to 
monitor the yearly reports.  Use patterns for the proposed units may also show a distinct 
pattern; the proposed units will have a level of amenities closer to the existing hotel than 
the individual casitas previously approved.  However, the data up to this point  
demonstrates that the condo-hotel units on this site are being occupied primarily by 
guests, not by owners, and that the units do have availability during the peak summer 
season, and thus, are serving as a visitor-serving resource.    
 
Therefore, because of the unusual nature of the City’s H-M zone, and past Commission 
action allowing condo-hotels on the subject site, in this particular case, the proposed 
condo-hotel can be found consistent with the allowable uses as long as the use remains 
primarily visitor-serving and strict conditions are placed on the operation of the condo-
hotel units to ensure the development functions as an overnight accommodation.   
 
The City did place special conditions on the project similar to those typically proposed by 
the Commission, but with several significance differences.  Thus, Special Condition #2, 
requires modifications to the approved CC&Rs to require the applicant or any successor-
in-interest as hotel owner-operator to maintain the legal ability to ensure compliance with 
the terms and conditions of the permit at all times in perpetuity and be responsible in all 
respects for ensuring that all parties subject to this permit comply with the terms and 
conditions of this permit.  The condition requires that each owner of an individual 
condominium unit be jointly and severally liable with the hotel owner-operator for 
violations of the terms and conditions of this permit, and this condition recorded on each 
individual deed, so that every owner will be aware of the responsibility and liability 
associated with ownership of these units.   
 
The condition places restrictions on the use, rental and marketing of the units, prohibits 
conversion to timeshare or residential use, and contains detailed provisions for the 
monitoring and recording of hotel occupancy and use by the general public and the 
owners of individual hotel units throughout each year, to ensure that the restrictions set 
forth in the special conditions are being complied with.   
 
The condition also specifically prohibits the conversion of any part of the project to full-
time occupancy condominium.  While most of the marketing and advertising of the 
condo-hotel rooms will likely be performed by the hotel operator, each individual 
condominium owner will retain the right to market or advertise their unit on their own.   
 
Special Condition #2 contains detailed provisions for the monitoring and recording of 
hotel occupancy and use by the general public and the owners of individual hotel units 
throughout each year, to ensure that the restrictions set forth in the special conditions are 
being complied with.   
 
The project could have an adverse impact on public access and recreation if construction 
vehicles significantly impacted the ability of the public to reach the shoreline.  Special 
Condition #8 requires access corridors and staging areas to be located in a manner that 
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has the least impact on public access and traffic flows on coastal access routes, and 
prohibits work from occurring on the beach during the summer peak months of any year.  
No storage of materials and equipment is allowed on the sandy beach or in public parking 
areas, outside the actual construction site (for example, the on-street parking on Avenida 
del Sol will be impacted only when the street/drainage improvements are being 
undertaken).  The applicant has proposed to improve public access by working with the 
City of Coronado to add signage to Avenida del Sol marking that street as part of the 
official California Coastal Trail; Special Condition #10 memorializes this. 
 
In summary, given the history of visitor and non-visitor-serving uses permitted and 
approved on the site, the Commission finds that in this particular case, if conditioned, the 
proposed condo-hotel project could be found a permitted use.  Special conditions ensure 
that construction impacts will not have a significant adverse impact on public access.  
Thus, as conditioned, the project is consistent with the certified Land Use Plan and the 
public access policies of the Coastal Act. 
 
 4. Visual Quality.  Relevant policies in the LCP include the following: 
 

IV. ADOPTED ACTION PROGRAM 
 

 It is the policy of the City of Coronado to:  […] 
 

B. RECREATION AND VISITOR SERVING FACILITIES 
 

6. Maintain high standards for visual aesthetics and preserve these scenic qualities 
as recreational resources.  […] 

 
8. That new hotel/motel facilities may be developed as permitted uses within 

designated commercial use areas provided that such development also maintains 
the scale, height, and bulk requirements of surrounding development.  […] 

 
H. VISUAL RESOURCES AND SPECIAL COMMUNITIES 
 
1. Consider and protect as a resource of public importance of scenic and visual 

qualities of the community. 
 
2. Require that permitted development be sited and designed to safeguard existing 

public views to and along the ocean and by shores of Coronado, to be visually 
compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to 
restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas.  […] 

 
10. Require that development in the entire community generally be compatible in 

height and bulk with existing development to preserve the scale and character of 
the community. 
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IV. ADOPTED ACTION PROGRAM 
 
The following actions are adopted goals of the City of Coronado:  […] 

 
H. VISUAL RESOURCES AND SPECIAL COMMUNITIES 

 
 8. That the City adopt a program of shoreline improvement to insure maximum 

esthetic value with particular emphasis on the removal of rip-rap. 
 
The previously approved master plan and the proposed master plan differ in many ways, 
but the most significant changes have to do with the general shift of structures away from 
Orange Avenue and towards Avenida del Sol and the beach. 
 
Exhibit #2 shows an aerial view of the existing hotel, Exhibit #3 shows the approved 
master plan, and Exhibit #4 depicts the proposed master plan.  New conference rooms 
proposed at the existing Facilities Buildings along Orange Avenue will instead be located 
on the existing parking lot near Avenida del Sol.  Existing historic structures at the 
Facilities Area will be retained, while other structures will be removed and landscaping 
and pedestrian improvements installed along Orange Avenue.  Both the approved and the 
proposed plan include relocating the main entrance to the hotel from Orange Avenue to a 
driveway off of Avenida del Sol. 
 
Guestrooms previously approved to be located at the corner of Avenida del Sol and the 
beach, referred to as the South Beach Guestrooms, have been revised and expanded to 
run along the length of much of Avenida del Sol.  An area previously proposed as a 
surface parking lot next to Avenida del Sol would now contain guestrooms, conference 
rooms, and underground parking. 
 
The roof line of the proposed development would be slightly higher than the approved 
structure (55.5 feet as measured from Mean Sea Level compared to 54 feet MSL), with 
the same maximum height of 60 feet MSL (see Exhibits #12 and #13).   
 
The potential impacts to public views resulting from the proposed redesign occur in three 
main areas: from the beach and public walkway; from Avenida del Sol, and from Orange 
Avenue/SR 75. 
 
Beach and Paseo Views 
 
The proposed (South Beach Guest rooms building) would be located approximately 44 
feet further seaward than the approved structure, but would step down from three to two 
to one story towards the beach, unlike the approved structure, which maintains three 
stories on the beach side.  As discussed above, the existing Paseo del Mar public 
walkway is also being relocated seaward and being cut into the top of the existing berm.  
As proposed, the setback between the relocated Paseo and the seaward edge of the new 
building would be approximately 54 feet, a greater distance than the 45 feet setback that 
would have been between the existing walkway and the approved building.  The 
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proposed structure will be located roughly the same distance from the relocated Paseo 
that the existing Ocean Towers and California Cabana Building hotel buildings (adjacent 
and up coast) are from the existing Paseo.  As approved by the City, no portion of the 
building may “extend seaward of a straight line connecting the tower elements of the 
southwesterly or seaward corners of the existing Hotel del Coronado Ocean Towers 
building and the closest Coronado Shores building.” Thus, combined with the proposed 
stepping down of the building, the new structure is not expected to “tower” above or 
overshadow pedestrians and bicycles as they move along the walkway. 
 
The proposed structure will be considerably smaller in scale than the existing towers that 
will surround it.  The adjacent Ocean Towers hotel building consists of two 7-story 
towers, while the Coronado Shores condominium towers on the south side of Avenida del 
Sol consist of ten 15-story towers.  The proposed structure will certainly be highly visible 
from the beach, but the bulk and scale of the structure will be well within the community 
character. 
 
Avenida del Sol 
 
The proposed Master Plan improvements would have the most significant impact on 
public views as seen from Avenida del Sol, under either the approved plan or the 
proposed plan.  Avenida del Sol is not a designated view corridor, a scenic highway, or a 
major coastal access route.  It is, however, a public street that is often used to access the 
shoreline, as there is free parallel parking along both sides of the street, and beach access 
at the end of the cul-de-sac.  Currently, the area on the site next to the street consists of 
surface parking for the hotel.  There are no views of the water down the street or across 
the hotel property from the inland side of Avenida del Sol, until the crest of the street is 
reached approximately half way down the street towards the ocean.  At this point, views 
of the water are available from the street and sidewalk, which expand as one moves  
closer to the water.   
 
Under the approved plan, the 3-story South Beach Guestrooms would have been located 
alongside the length of approximately one half of the street towards the street end, with a 
parking structure, partially below grade and partially above grade towards the Orange 
Avenue end of the street.  Under the proposed plan, approximately three quarters of the 
street would be lined with the new 3-story conference/guest room/underground parking 
structure.  The approved guestroom would have been set back from the street end to 
create a small landscaped area at the street end, which might have opened up views from 
the street end and sidewalk, although the area would have been landscaped and gated.  
The proposed structure would have a landscaped strip varying between 15 and 23 feet 
between the building and the sidewalk, and would not be set back as far from the street 
end as the approved building, although the precise difference between the approved and 
existing plan is unclear (final plans were never prepared for the new structure, so an exact 
comparison is difficult to make). 
  
The proposed structure would be similar in bulk and scale to the approved guestroom 
building, but likely larger and taller than the parking structure would have been.  The 



A-6-COR-08-98 & 99 
Page 43 

 
 

 
proposed plan has somewhat more architectural differentiation in the façade than the 
previously approved structure.  Overall, it is unlikely that the difference in size or setback 
between the previously approved and the proposed plan will be significant as experienced 
from the public street or sidewalk.  Existing views from the sidewalk across the subject 
site are clearly more open to the sky than post-construction views will be, but there are no 
public ocean views across the site.  Currently, views across the site from the sidewalk are 
of a chainlink fence, parking lot, and shrubbery.  Under the proposed project, the 
sidewalk will be widened, and more extensive landscaping will provide a buffer between 
the sidewalk and the building, which may improve the pedestrian experience compared to 
the existing situation.   
 
Existing views of sea and sky from the public street will be slightly altered (see 
discussion below), but will remain generally open and available towards the street end.  
The approved plan may have provided a greater seascape viewshed to the north from the 
street end, but the proposed plan will relocate the Paseo to provide much improved views 
from along that walkway.  On balance, this is an improvement to public views.   
 
The proposal to raise the street end approximately 5 feet will have a minor impact on 
views of the water from Avenida del Sol.  The first glimpse of water views which now 
occurs approximately half way down the street will likely be delayed by several hundred 
feet.  Views from the street end will remain the same, however, and the improved 
walkway and beach accessway will serve to offset the brief loss of water views as seen 
from halfway down the street. 
 
Overall, the project is not expected to have a significant adverse impact on views from 
Avenida del Sol.  It appears that the most significant impact the proposed Master Plan 
revisions would have on views would be from some of the condominiums at the 
Coronado Shores Towers inland towards the historic Hotel structure.  However, these 
private views are not protected under the LCP.  The existing views from the street 
towards the water are significant towards the seaward side of the street end, and with the 
proposed structures, the raising of the street end, and the relocation of the walkway, 
views will generally be maintained, and in some cases, improved.  To ensure that open 
views towards the ocean across the property are not blocked by landscaping, Special 
Condition #6 requires submittal of a landscape plan that obliges the applicant to install 
only low-lying shrubs, with occasional slender-trunked palms on the seaward side of the 
proposed guestrooms.   
 
Orange Avenue/SR 75 
 
As described, the proposed revisions to the Master Plan would preserve additional 
historic buildings previously approved for demolition, including the laundry building.  
Bruce Coons, Executive Director of Save Our Heritage Organization (SOHO) has 
reviewed the project (see Exhibit #22).  SOHO's mission is to preserve, promote and 
support preservation of the architectural, cultural and historical of the San Diego region.  
Mr. Coons states that the location planned for the Conference Center under the approved 
Master Plan would have blocked the view to the historic hotel from various locations on 
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Orange Avenue, from Pomona Street, and from the Boathouse.  He concludes that the 
revised location of the conference center will have the least impact on views from many 
locations.  The new development would not block views of the hotel from Orange 
Avenue any more than they are currently blocked with existing landscaping.  The 
Commission agrees that the proposed conference room will not adversely impact views 
of the historic hotel from Orange Avenue, nor are there any significant views across the 
site from Orange Avenue that would be impacted by the proposed development. 
 
Alternatives 
 
Several alternatives to the proposed project have been analyzed.  Moving the proposed 
new buildings to the north side of the property, adjacent to Orange Avenue and the 
existing Grande Hall, might accommodate the proposed expansion, but SOHO and the 
California State Historic Preservation Officer, Milford Wayne Donaldson, have both 
expressed strong opposition to any new structures in this location, which would obscure 
the views of the historic portions of the hotel. 
 
Other alternatives could include condensing the two proposed guestroom wings into one 
structure, which would reduce the overall size, bulk and scale of the structure.  The 
applicant estimates this alternative would result in either an interior row of guestrooms 
with no exterior windows, balconies or patios, or require the loss of 73 out of the 144 
proposed new guestrooms, both of which would make the project infeasible, according to 
the applicant.   
 
While the no-project alternative is possible in this case—the site contains a working hotel 
which will continue operations regardless of the proposed expansion—the impacts to the 
public from leaving the existing parking lot in its current state would not be preferable to 
the proposed project.  There are currently no significant views across the existing site, 
and the views from the street end will generally be maintained or improved.  Relocating 
the entryway is not expected to adversely impact views from Orange Avenue.  The 
addition of new condo-hotel rooms, as conditioned to provide a lower-cost 
accommodations mitigation fee, the additional public parking spaces, the proposed public 
walkway improvements, and the surrounding street improvements will be a positive 
contribution to the visitor-serving and public access facilities in the area. 
 
Summary 
 
In summary, the proposed revisions to the Master Plan would increase the bulk and scale 
of development adjacent to Avenida del Sol.  However, the proposed structures will not 
block any significant public views, existing views will be largely maintained or enhanced 
from the street end, and the project will not be out of character with surrounding 
development.  The site is fairly constrained at this point given the size of the required 
“no-build” zone associated with the earthquake fault.  While other revisions made to the 
size of the building might not require the loss of additional hotel rooms, or at least a loss 
of fewer rooms, it is not clear that any significant improvements to public views could be 
achieved through minor revisions in the building’s layout or size.  The proposed project 



A-6-COR-08-98 & 99 
Page 45 

 
 

 
will improve some views of the historic hotel as seen from surrounding areas, and the 
views from the proposed relocated public walkway will be greatly improved.  Therefore, 
as proposed, the project can be found consistent with the visual protection policies of the 
certified LCP.   
 
 5. Water Quality/Biological Resources/Landscaping.  Relevant policies of the 
LCP include the following: 
 

III. ADOPTED POLICY 
 
 It is the policy of the City of Coronado to: 
 
D. WATER AND MARINE RESOURCES/ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE 
HABITAT AREAS 
 
5. Maintain, enhance and, where feasible, restore marine resources.  Special 

protection shall be given to areas and species of special biological or economic 
significance.  Uses of the environment shall be carried out in a manner that will 
sustain the biological productivity of coastal waters and that will maintain 
healthy populations of all species of marine organisms adequate for long-term 
commercial, recreational, scientific, and educational purposes. 

 
6. Maintain and, where feasible, restore the biological productivity and the quality 

of coastal waters and wetlands appropriate to maintain optimum populations of 
marine organisms and for the protection of human health through minimizing 
adverse effects of waste water discharges and entrainment, controlling runoff, 
preventing depletion of ground water supplies and encouraging waste water 
reclamation, and maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas that protect riparian 
habitats. 

 
7.  Protect against any significant disruption of habitat values in environmentally 

sensitive habitat areas; only allow uses dependent on such resources within such 
areas, and encourage mitigation of adverse environmental impacts resultant 
within such areas from permitted development.  Efforts improving the quality of 
such habitat shall be encouraged.  

 
Avenida del Sol currently crowns near Orange Avenue. with approximately the easterly 
¼ of the length of the street sloping and draining east.  The remaining ¾ of the length of 
the street slopes and drains westerly towards the beach, to the cul-de-sac, into a single 
catch basin which drains to the public sandy beach.  The cul-de-sac frequently floods 
during high tides, storm surges, or heavy rain events and also accumulates sand, kelp, and 
debris due to the low elevation of the cul-de-sac and its inability to drain.  The May 7, 
2002 Hotel del Coronado Master Plan EIR Mitigation Monitoring & Reporting Program 
includes extensive drainage and water quality mitigation measures, including eliminating 
storm drain beach outfalls and connecting storm drain systems into the City’s 
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drainage/sewer system with dry weather diverters that will divert all nuisance and first 
flush water into the sanitary sewer system.   
 
Per the City of Coronado’s direction, the proposed project includes raising the Avenida 
del Sol cul-de-sac from its current elevation of approximately 8 feet above MSL, to an 
approximate elevation of 13 feet MSL.  This would allow stormwater to collect in basins 
at Avenida del Sol and Orange Avenue and then discharge to the Bay, versus directly to 
the ocean as it does currently.  The Commission’s water quality staff has reviewed the 
project, and concur that it will have a positive impact on water quality. 
 
The existing berm where the new Paseo will be constructed is covered with iceplant and 
other exotic ornamental vegetation.  A biological resource survey of the subject site did 
not identify any sensitive plant or animal resources within the area where the proposed 
improvements would occur.  Proposed landscape improvements include enhancing the 
dunes with native, drought tolerant dune plants and grasses; however, a final landscape 
plan has not yet been developed, and the project does not specifically disallow the use of 
all invasive plant materials.  Special Condition #6 requires submittal of a landscape plan 
prohibiting the use of invasives.  Thus, as conditioned, the project can be found 
consistent with the resource protection policies of the LCP.  
 
 6. Parking/Traffic.  Relevant policies of the LCP include the following: 
 

III. ADOPTED POLICY 
 
 It is the policy of the City of Coronado to: 
 
J. LOCATING AND PLANNING NEW DEVELOPMENT 
 
2. Assure that new development permitted within the City be designed to maintain 

public access to the coast by: 
 
 A. Providing adequate parking facilities or providing substitute means of 

serving the development with public transportation. 
 
 D. Encouraging nonautomobile circulation within the development when 

feasible. 
 
The original 2001 EIR for the approved Master Plan did not identify significant impacts 
resulting from project implementation on any roadway segment or intersections affected 
by project traffic.  The approved project included relocation of the main hotel entryway 
to Avenida del Sol.  The proposed amended Master Plan proposes a minor revision to the 
location of this entryway; the entry would occur approximately 120 feet west of the 
Orange Avenue/Avenida del Sol intersection, as compared to 200 feet in the approved 
plan.  Thus, the amended EIR for the current project evaluated potential traffic impacts 
with particular regard for circulation and the potential for stacking along Avenida del Sol, 
and identified no new impacts or required mitigation measures. 
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The proposed project would have more conference space than the previously approved 
project, but the same number of guest units as the previously approved project, thus, the 
amended EIR concluded impacts to traffic would be less than significant.  The proposed 
amended Master Plan would increase the number of onsite parking spaces to 
approximately 1,192, compared to the 1,170 in the approved Master Plan, 89 spaces more 
than the minimum required by the Municipal Code.   
 
As a result of the recent project revisions to reduce the size of the proposed parking 
garage to provide the geologic setback recommended by the Commission’s staff 
geologist, all parking in the underground parking will be valet, rather than self-park (self 
park will remain available in other parking areas).  However, the same number of cars 
(165) will still be accommodated in the proposed garage.  The hotel has also developed a 
transportation demand management program to encourage the use of transit, carpools, 
bicycles, and other alternative modes of transportation for guests and employees. 
 
Therefore, the proposed project can be found consistent with the parking and circulation 
policies of the certified LCP.   
  
       7.  Local Coastal Planning.  As described above, the proposed project has been 
revised and conditioned to be consistent with the geologic hazard policies of the LCP.  
The proposed structures are located in an area of high geologic, and flood hazard, but 
have been redesigned in such a way to minimize risks to life and property and to assure 
that stability and structural integrity is maintained.  The proposed project has been further 
conditioned to avoid impacts on visitor-serving accommodations and public access, and 
as such, will be consistent with the certified LCP.  Therefore, the Commission finds that 
approval of the conversion of the hotel to a condominium hotel will not prejudice the 
ability of the City of Coronado to continue to implement its certified LCP. 
 
 8.  California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Section 13096 of the 
Commission's administrative regulations requires Commission approval of a Coastal 
Development Permit to be supported by a finding showing the permit is consistent with 
any applicable requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  
Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) of CEQA prohibits a proposed development from being 
approved if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which 
would substantially lessen any significant adverse effect which the activity may have on 
the environment. 
 
As described above, the proposed project has been redesigned and conditioned to avoid 
the fault zone identified by the Commission’s geologist and the project is not expected to 
result in significant risk to life and property nor to the stability and structural integrity of 
the proposed building.  Mitigation measures including those ensuring the condo-hotel 
units will operate like a traditional hotel, and requiring monitoring and reporting of usage 
patterns, will minimize all adverse environmental impacts.  As conditioned, there are no 
feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially 
lessen any significant adverse impact which the activity may have on the environment.  
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Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project is the least environmentally-
damaging feasible alternative and is consistent with the requirements of the Coastal Act 
to conform to CEQA. 
 
 
STANDARD CONDITIONS: 
 
1. Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment.  The permit is not valid and development 

shall not commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the permittee or authorized 
agent, acknowledging receipt of the permit and acceptance of the terms and 
conditions, is returned to the Commission office. 

 
2. Expiration.  If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years 

from the date on which the Commission voted on the application.  Development 
shall be pursued in a diligent manner and completed in a reasonable period of time.  
Application for extension of the permit must be made prior to the expiration date. 

 
3. Interpretation.  Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be 

resolved by the Executive Director or the Commission. 
 
4. Assignment.  The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided assignee 

files with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of the permit. 
 
5. Terms and Conditions Run with the Land.  These terms and conditions shall be 

perpetual, and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee to bind all 
future owners and possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions. 
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