City of Claremont
Police Station Citizens Advisory Committee (PSCAC)
AGENDA
“We are a vibrant, livable, and inclusive community dedicated to quality services,
safety, financial strength, sustainability, preservation, and progress
with equal representation for our community.”

Alexander Hughes Community Center - Padua Room
1700 Danbury Road, Claremont, CA 91711
Wednesday, July 10, 2019 @ 6:00 p.m.

COMMITTEE MEMBERS
MATTHEW MAGILKE
CHAIR

HAROLD GAULT
VICE CHAIR

DAVID BURGDORF

RICHARD CHUTE

JOHN JOCELYN

AUNDRE JOHNSON

JIM KEITH

ANTHONY NELIPOVICH

BETH PFAU

KATHARINE ROSACKER

JOYCE SAUTER

SALLY SEVEN

JESS SWICK

EX OFFICIO: FRANK BEDOYA

**PUBLIC COMMENT WILL BE TAKEN ON EACH ITEM**

1. Approval of Minutes from 6/26/19 - Attachment
2. Discussion of Public Comment Submitted by James Belna and Review of Final
Draft Report - Attachments
3. Future Messaging - Discussion
4. Adjournment

ITEM NO. 1

Police Station Citizens Advisory Committee
MINUTES
Wednesday, June 26, 2019
6:00 P.M., Hughes Center – Padua Room
Present: David Burgdorf, Harold Gault, John Jocelyn, Aundre Johnson, Jim Keith, Matthew
Magilke, Anthony Nelipovich, Beth Pfau, Joyce Sauter, Sally Seven, and Ex-Officio Frank Bedoya
City Manager Tara Schultz, Finance Director Adam Pirrie, Chief Shelly Vander Veen,
Management Analyst John Costa, Assistant to the City Manager Jamie Harvey, Sr. Administrative
Assistant Lisa Amaya
Not Present: Interim Assistant City Manager Chris Paulson, Captain Aaron Fate, and Committee
Members Richard Chute, Katharine Rosacker, and Jess Swick
Chair Magilke called the meeting to order at 6:02 p.m.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES FROM JUNE 12, 2019
Committee Members discussed several changes to the minutes.
Committee Member Seven moved to approve the Police Station Citizens Advisory
Committee meeting minutes of June 12, 2019; seconded by Committee Member Pfau; and
carried on the following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:

Committee Member - Burgdorf, Gault, Jocelyn, Johnson, Keith, Matthew
Magilke, Nelipovich, Pfau, Sauter, Seven
None
None

Chair Magilke invited public comment.
Ex-Officio Frank Bedoya, resident, current member of the Police Commission, and former
member of several previous Police Facility Ad Hoc Committees, spoke to Committee Member
Keith’s comments on the size of a police station. He stated that it’s important to respect the work
of City staff, the Department, and architects and engineers who’ve worked on defining the needs
of the Department over the years. It saddens him to hear that the Committee can’t agree amongst
themselves and, as part of the Committee, he questioned how citizens can trust what they’re
recommending. He respects the Committee’s work and said they’re making progress, but he also
wondered if they needed to take a step back to look at the work that’s already been done. The
men and women in the Department have worked under sub-par standards and it’s time to
recognize them now and in the future.
Committee Member Pfau was confused by his comments because they are taking the
Department’s needs into consideration and the Committee is trying to find a balance of what the
community is willing to approve and the true needs of the Department. The Committee is working
with staff in finding that balance.
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Committee Member Sauter suggested having two views presented to the City Council: one report
could be in favor of a particular recommendation and another could represent the opposing side.
This would show more openness to the community. She hoped the positive report would be a
recommendation to build what the department needs.
Committee Member Seven and Chair Magilke showed interest in having a minority report.
There were no further requests to speak.
CITY FINANCIAL OUTLOOK & SALES TAX MEASURE
City Manager Schultz and Finance Director Pirrie gave a PowerPoint presentation and responded
to questions related to CalPERS and the sales tax ballot measure. City Manager Schultz
commented on the other measures that will be on the same ballot.
Vice Chair Gault moved that the position of this Committee be that no sales tax measure
be introduced until after a measure in support of a new station has been approved or
disapproved by the voters.
The Committee and staff discussed the sales tax increase measure at length. City Manager
Schultz shared that the Claremont Chamber supports the sales tax increase that is being
considered for the November 2019 ballot. She commented on cuts City staff has already made,
having to be able to pay employees, and has the general maintenance and operations of the City
to think of before considering doing anything more. She suggested their recommendation to the
City Council be to wait until the bill reducing the two-thirds vote to a 55% threshold (ACA 1) goes
to the ballot in November 2020 and that they’d have a better chance of approving a measure for
a new station if they wait. The sales tax increase was also the best option from the Future
Financial Opportunities Committee; however, the City won’t receive any revenue from the
increased sales tax rate until June 2020.
The Committee and staff discussed having the City commit to putting aside a portion of the sales
tax funds toward a contribution for a new station and the estimated amount the City would actually
receive.
The motion failed for lack of a second.
Chair Magilke invited public comment.
Kurt Bumiller, resident, commented on the list of potential cuts provided by the City. He gave the
tree trimming budget as an example, stating the savings would only be $750,000 and believed
the City must get serious on where they're going to stop spending money in order to move forward
with trying to build a new station.
Eric Hughson, resident, asked for clarification on how the ¾ cent sales tax increase would result
in approximately $2.5 million in additional annual General Fund revenue.
Sandra Emerson, resident, commented on the differences between capital and operating
budgets. She encouraged the Committee to not confuse the two because it would then also
confuse voters.
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Parker Emerson, resident, spoke on the importance of trust between the City and its residents.
He encouraged the Committee to trust the City to use the sales tax revenue as appropriate each
year.
The Committee and staff discussed maintaining the station and repairing major deficiencies in the
station.
DISCUSSION OF CALL PROVISION
Finance Director Pirrie presented his staff report.
The Committee discussed whether or not to include a call provision in the debt to finance the
design and construction of a new station.
Committee Member Keith moved that although we do not know the interest rate situation
in the future, we recommend that the City Council thoroughly consider a non-callable bond
as a way to minimize City interest rates over the years; seconded by Vice Chair Gault.
Finance Director Pirrie responded to questions related to the present value versus 30-year value
of the dollars, stating the analysis the financial advisors provided are more for a budgetary
perspective. The annual savings haven’t been discounted to today's dollars.
Chair Magilke invited public comment.
Parker Emerson, resident, asked if non-callable bonds could be pre-paid.
Eric Hughson, resident, asked for clarification on the call provision and encouraged the City to
issue bonds closer to par. He questioned the callability of the bond and asked that the City look
into it.
Committee Member Johnson asked for clarification when a parcel tax bond is paid before the 30year term.
Finance Director Pirrie responded if staff has an opportunity to pay earlier, City Council can take
action to stop or reduce the payments.
City Manager Schultz clarified the motion that at the time of issuance, to recommend that
the City Council consider non-callable debt to see if it would minimize interest rates over
the years of the bond; the motion carried unanimously.
DISCUSSION OF PROJECT COST
City Manager Schultz noted the Committee wanted to consider a cap on the bond amount they
recommend the Council move forward with. The Committee is looking for the City to take some
of the costs on, either through General Fund, other outside funding sources, or a combination of
both. This report outlines the costs and if the Committee would like to make a recommendation
on any type of dollar amount they’d like included in the report, staff will do so.
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Chair Magilke moved to recommend a bond amount of $15.5 million. He provided and
reviewed a handout with his calculations, minus the $2 million for safety and seismic
improvements; seconded by Committee Member Johnson.
The Committee expressed their differing opinions on the costs of building a new station, and how
to fund the upgrades or repairs to the existing station.
Chair Magilke invited public comment.
Kurt Bumiller, resident, believed part of the reason the last bond failed is because of the idea of
building a new building, and not considering spending $2 million to get some value back on the
existing station. He commented on the need for the City to cut back on spending. He expressed
support for a $15 million bond to save the existing building and believed voters would as well.
Parker Emerson, resident, said he disagreed with a $15.5 million bond and expressed support for
the earlier recommendation of a 26,000 square foot facility. He noted the $2 million is for seismic
and safety upgrades and is not part of the new station. He supported a $20.1 million parcel tax
measure.
Kurt Bumiller, resident, said City staff has already made it clear that seismic and safety upgrades
must be made and said some Committee Members need to realize that. The building isn’t perfect,
but it’s sufficient.
There were no other requests to speak.
The Committee continued their discussion on which dollar amount to recommend for a bond
measure.
The motion carried on a roll call vote as follows:
AYES:
NOES:

Committee Member – Nelipovich, Jocelyn, Pfau, Johnson, Burgdorf
Committee Member – Seven, Keith, Gault, Magilke, Sauter

The motion failed.
Chair Magilke moved to recommend a $17.5 million parcel tax bond; seconded by
Committee Member Burgdorf.
The Committee commented on the costs of the bond measure going from $23.5 million to $17
million and what they would support for those amounts, how it would be perceived by the
community, having the City stick to a budget, and the impact of the sales tax increase.
Chair Magilke invited public comment.
Parker Emerson, resident, reiterated his earlier comment of going with the $20.1 million
recommendation. He believed to not fund the station adequately is demoralizing. He said the
difference between $17.5 million and $20 million is a slight difference annually per household. He
questioned being able to sell $17 million to the voters.
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The motion carried on a roll call vote as follows:
AYES:
NOES:

Committee Member – Magilke, Nelipovich, Jocelyn, Pfau, Johnson, Burgdorf
Committee Member – Seven, Keith, Gault, Sauter

REVIEW OF DRAFT REPORT
City Manager Schultz presented the draft report for the Committee to review and make any
adjustments before finalizing the report at their next meeting. She added that any
recommendations on timing could be included in the report.
Chair Magilke reminded the Committee of the letter from James Belna that was sent in reference
to the report. City Manager Schultz added that Committee Member Chute’s comments were also
emailed to the Committee for consideration since he could not attend tonight’s meeting.
The Committee discussed their corrections and changes to the report.
Chair Magilke brought up Mr. Belna’s point of contracting with the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s
Department (LASD) and why the City hasn’t researched the matter. To be thorough in their report,
Chair Magilke believed the Committee needs to get a cost estimate for contracting with them.
Committee Member Nelipovich said he’s heard conflicting statements from staff and Committee
Members about whether LASD will provide a bid for contract services.
Chief Vander Veen responded they have not pursued a bid. She advised the Committee that
LASD currently does not have enough staff to fulfill the contracts they currently have, and she
provided a date on when LASD expected to be fully staffed.
Committee Member Burgdorf shared that he spoke with an LASD employee who told him that
they would accept requests for bids; however, the request needs to come from the City Council.
He stated this option should be explored to build trust with the community.
Committee Member Keith shared that he spoke with an informal source and was told the services
and level of services would not be equivalent to what the Claremont PD provides.
Committee Member Nelipovich agreed; however, he said the taxpayers keep requesting a
proposal and the City either hasn’t responded or can’t get a proposal. He commented on
misinformation from the City.
Chief Vander Veen clarified that in her earlier statement, at no time did she say staff could not get
a proposal. She simply said they don't have the staffing levels at this time to add any cities to their
current contract.
Chair Magilke invited public comment.
Jack Blair, resident, commented on an LA Times article about many of the cities in LA County
who contract with LASD have expressed their concerns with liability issues. He asked the
Committee to keep that in mind as they move forward. He also commented on a neighboring city
who gave up on asking for a contract with the LASD.
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The Committee discussed obtaining a proposal from LASD to include as part of their report, for
the public. Some Committee Members expressed their support for continuing to reach out to
LASD for a proposal as part of their due diligence, while others didn’t want to pursue the matter
because they already received a response and the City Council has expressed their support for
our own police force.
City Manager Schultz clarified that staff went to City Council and they support having their own
Police Department, so they didn’t go any further. The Committee directed staff to go back and
make a request. Chief Vander Veen then reached out to a high-ranking member of LASD and
was given the information they presented to the Committee. A formal proposal was not requested.
The City Council directed staff to reach out again to ask if they’re entertaining anything and, at
this point, they are not fully staffed to provide services for their current contract cities.
Chair Magilke moved to recommend that the City Council request an RFP from the Los
Angeles County Sheriff’s Department for the equivalent services that the Claremont PD
provides; seconded by Committee Member Jocelyn.
City Manager Schultz restated the motion to recommend a request to the City Council to
prepare a RFP for equivalent services with the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department
and share the information received with the public.
Chair Magilke invited public comment.
Jack Blair, resident, said he has witnessed this process a couple of times and said the
Committee’s decision will affect morale at the Police Department, whether they want to go with
the Sheriff’s Department or not. He commented on pleasing some people by obtaining the RFP
but cautioned them against contracting with LASD.
Unidentified female speaker, spoke to the large task LASD would have to compare services and
put a cost that would be equivalent to what CPD offers. There’s a lot that can’t be quantified, and
she would be devastated if the City gave up its Police Department.
There were no further requests to speak.
Committee Members expressed their opinions on how to word their recommendation for an RFP.
Chair Magilke moved to recommend, to address questions brought up by the public, we
are recommending to the City Council to submit a RFP to the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s
Department for equivalent services and the results be made public.
Committee Member Jocelyn suggested adding “due diligence” to their recommendation.
Chair Magilke invited public comment.
Kurt Bumiller, resident, said Chief Vander Veen probably has a list of what services are provided
and didn’t believe it would be too much or too large of a task. He added that she’s running a good
department. He did some research online for LASD contract cities and found a few cities
equivalent in size and demographics to Claremont that have about the same crime rate and are
half the cost. To get a new station, he believed the City would have to “sell” the Police Department
to the community.
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Chair Magilke modified his motion to state, to address concerns made by the public
through the Thought Exchange process, we recommend the City Council prepare a RFP
for equivalent police services through Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department, and
disclose the results to the public; seconded by Committee Member Keith.
The motion carried on a roll call vote as follows:
AYES:
NOES:

Committee Member – Nelipovich, Magilke, Jocelyn, Pfau, Johnson, Burgdorf,
Sauter
Committee Member – Seven, Keith, Gault

City Manager Schultz said staff will add their changes to the report, as well as their
recommendation for a proposal from LASD. The Committee still needs to discuss a
recommendation on timing, to consider the constitutional amendment being proposed right now.
The Committee and staff discussed whether to delay a ballot measure until after 2020. Potential
ballot measure dates were discussed as well.
Chair Magilke moved to recommend if the constitutional amendment goes to ballot in
November 2020, to request the City Council delay the parcel tax ballot sometime after that,
but if it doesn’t, then to go forward as soon as possible; seconded by Committee Member
Johnson.
Committee Member Keith wanted to connect the motion to their earlier discussion on having the
City obtain financing to make the existing station safe as soon as possible. He and Chair Magilke
agreed on separating the two motions.
The motion carried unanimously.
Committee Member Keith moved to request that the City Council obtain financing for
sufficient funds to correct the seismic and safety issues at the current station, since it will
be several years before a bond supported station can be constructed; seconded by
Committee Member Johnson.
City Manager Schultz confirmed the request will be $2 million for the seismic upgrades.
The motion carried unanimously.
City Manager Schultz confirmed the Belna letter would be included as part of the record tonight.
Chair Magilke asked about the final draft report. City Manager Schultz responded staff will bring
back the final draft for approval.
With regard to the final report, Chair Magilke would like to include the Committee votes on each
recommendation made to the City Council.
FUTURE MEETING DATE - JULY 10, 2019
Chair Magilke reported the next meeting is July 10.
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There was discussion regarding the public comment submitted by James Belna, which will be
included in the record for tonight’s meeting and can be discussed further at their next meeting.
ADJOURNMENT
Chair Magilke adjourned the meeting at 9:55 p.m.

Matt Magilke, Chair
ATTEST:

Lisa Amaya, Sr. Administrative Assistant

City of Claremont
Memorandum
TO:

POLICE STATION CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE

FROM:

TARA SCHULTZ, CITY MANAGER

DATE:

JULY 10, 2019

ITEM NO. 2

SUBJECT: DISCUSSION OF PUBLIC COMMENT SUBMITTED BY JAMES BELNA
The attached public comment submitted by James Belna was sent to Chair Magilke on
June 25, 2019. The public comment was dispersed to the Committee and available for
public review at the June 26, 2019 Committee meeting, and was requested to be placed
on the agenda for discussion at the July 10, 2019 meeting.
Staff has addressed some of the points presented in the public comment and responses
are included in this Memo. It is important to note that the Committee was tasked with
reviewing and advising the City Council on the following issues related to the Police
Station:
•
•
•
•

Identify issues of concerns raised during two previous ballot measures.
Review Police Department needs and conceptual plans for the replacement of
the existing station.
Analyze possible funding for the replacement of the station.
Identify alternatives to building a new station.

Seismic Deficiencies
Risha Engineering conducted a structural evaluation of the police facility with their final
report dated May 20, 2016. Risha Engineering’s findings were presented to the previous
Ad-Hoc Committee. The following are excerpts taken from the final report:
“Shear transfer between the roof structure and walls is unpredictable and considered
unreliable” (pg. 3).
“We consider the masonry walls marginal with respect to their ability to provide seismic
shear resistance for the building, and deficient based on current practices and codes”
(pg. 3-4).
“A post-installed wedge anchor connects the steel angle to the underside of the precast
concrete planks. This connection is made with old-style anchors not tested or
constructed for seismic loading. Also, the concrete thickness …...We consider this an
unreliable connection” (pg. 4).

“Roof structure connections – Failure of this connection, during strong ground motion,
may result in loss of support for roof structure, reduction in overall lateral resistance,
and possible collapse” (pg. 4).
The most recent analysis commissioned by staff was prepared to address the
deficiencies outlined in earlier reports and confirms the findings included in the above
referenced report prepared by Risha Engineering.
Additionally, some interior walls are not currently attached to the roof structure. With the
building being in the condition that it is, it has been recommended and will be the City’s
practice to inspect the building after any earthquake, regardless of size.
Staff has attached an article published in the April 4, 2019 edition of the Los Angeles
Times for reference purposes. The article covers the history and magnitude of California
earthquakes and seismologist opinion that we are overdue for another round of seismic
activity.
ADA Compliance
McClaren, Wilson & Lawrie, Inc, conducted a Space Needs Assessment & Site
Feasibility Study in 2002. The following was included in the final report:
When a physically challenged visitor or senior volunteer visits the police facility, there
are numerous spaces that simply cannot provide reasonable accommodation. Many
doors are too narrow for wheelchairs, and many rooms are too small in which to turn a
wheelchair around to afford exit. Aisle widths between workstations are as much as ten
inches narrower than the code minimums of forty-four inches, and areas such as the
visitor rooms for the jail are simply not accessible.
ADA compliance simply comes down to liability issues that need to be addressed.
Certainly, at a cost, portions of the building could be brought into ADA compliance.
However, what is needed in most cases to make the necessary renovations is space,
which is not available. In many cases, closets have been converted to offices. For
example, the Community Patrol Volunteers, currently staffed by 25 volunteers, have an
“office” that measures approximately 76” by 83”, which includes a desk and file cabinet.
This “office” could not be made ADA compliant without more space. These 25
volunteers donated 4,553 hours in 2018. The visitors’ room for the jail measures
approximately 36” by 52”. This room could only be made larger by taking space from the
already undersized women’s locker room.
Jail Compliance
The Public Safety Facility Ad-Hoc Committee (prior Committee) was presented
information specific to the Jail Operations in March 2016. Although there was a reported
savings to transport arrested individuals to contract facilities, the Committee believed
the savings did not compensate for the impact it would have on response times when
officers are outside the City booking at a contract location. The Police Department
averages over 1,800 arrests each year. If the City had to add police officers to ensure
adequate coverage within the City, the savings would quickly be depleted.

Gender Inequity
The women’s locker room inside the existing station is too small to adequately serve all
female staff. In addition to size, there are several structural and plumbing issues that
need to be addressed in order to make it functional. In order to expand the internal
locker room, a major load-bearing wall would have to be removed, the one shower
available for female staff would have to be relocated, and the 9-1-1 technology
equipment occupying a portion of the locker room would have to be relocated to
unidentified space. Once again, even with these changes, space would still be an
issue. Since there is no funding to make these changes, female staff currently utilize a
trailer located adjacent to the current station. Similarly, the trailer is too small in size to
adequately serve all female staff and this is not a long-term solution as the current life
span of the trailer is short. In addition to inequity amongst staff that utilizes locker
rooms, the inadequacies far exceed material issues.
The City’s Budget
In October 2017, the City Council reached a settlement agreement with Golden State
Water Company for attorneys’ fees in the attempted acquisition of the Claremont water
system by eminent domain action. Under the terms of the settlement agreement, the
City paid $2 million in December 2017. A further $234,040, representing interest only
payments of four percent annually on an outstanding principal balance of $5.81 million,
is payable each year for twelve years, after which time the principal amount will be
forgiven provided that the City does not take action to acquire the local water system by
adopting a Resolution of Necessity to begin eminent domain proceedings.
The $234,040 in annual payments has been factored into the projections of the growing
General Fund deficits through 2023-24.
LASD Alternative
The Committee voted at their June 26, 2019 to recommend the following:
To address concerns made by the public through the Thought Exchange process, the
Committee recommends the City Council direct staff to prepare and release a Request
for Proposals (RFP) for equivalent police services through Los Angeles County Sheriff
and share the results of the RFP with the public.
Recommendation:
Staff recommends that the Committee receive and file the public comment.
Attachments:
A. Public Comment Submitted by James Belna
B. Los Angeles Times Article

ATTACHMENT A

ATTACHMENT B

ITEM NO. 2

FINAL DRAFT
Police Station Citizens Advisory Committee Report

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS:
•

Facility Selection
o The Committee recommends continuing with the retrofit and expansion
concept targeting a 26,000 square foot building (Committee Vote: 8-3-2).

•

Project Financing
o The Committee recommends the retrofit and expansion of the police
station be funded through a parcel tax based on improved square footage,
in addition to contributions from the City’s General Fund, and other outside
sources (Committee Vote: Unanimous).
o The Committee recommends that the amount to be funded by a
bondparcel tax measure be $17.5 million (Committee Vote: 6-4-0).
o The Committee recommends a flat rate per improved square foot across
all property use categories (Committee Vote: 10-1-2).
o The Committee recommends a financing term of thirty years (Committee
Vote: 8-4-0).

•

Parcel Tax Measure Timing
o Staff has been monitoring ACA 1, a constitutional amendment that
proposes to lower the threshold for passage of parcel tax measures for a
specific purpose to 55%. The bill is anticipated to go to voters in
November 2020. For this reason, the Committee recommends deferring
the proposed parcel tax measure until after the November 2020 election. If
at any point ACA 1 fails to move forward in the legislature, the Committee
recommends that the bond measure be put on the next available ballot
(Committee Vote: Unanimous).

•

RFP for Los Angeles County Sheriff Services
o To address concerns made by the public through the Thought Exchange
process, the Committee recommends the City Council direct staff to
prepare and release a Request for Proposals (RFP) for equivalent police
services through Los Angeles County Sheriff, and share the results of the
RFP with the public (Committee Vote: 7-3-0).

•

Safety and Seismic Improvements
o The Committee recommends the City Council obtain the $2,000,000 as
soon as possible to fund the necessary safety and seismic improvements
to the current station (Committee Vote: Unanimous).
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HISTORY – POLICE FACILITY AND PREVIOUS BALLOT MEASURES:
Claremont Police Department’s current facility, located at 570 West Bonita Avenue, was
built in 1972, and is a one-story masonry structure with a precast concrete roof with
concrete topping. When the current facility was built, the City of Claremont was 7.6
square miles in size and had a population of 24,750, served by a police force of 24
officers. At that time, the police force was one-third smaller, almost exclusively male,
did not rely on any type of computer technology, and provided services to a much
smaller coverage area. Today, the City of Claremont is almost twice as large at 14.14
square miles in size, has a population of 36,015, is served by 40 full-time sworn officers
both men and women, and where most communications and law enforcement tools are
based in modern and regionally connected technology. To put it in perspective, the
technology used when the Police Facility was built was a typewriter. Although space
needs and the beyond end-of-life building infrastructure systems are of concern, the
following is a list of elevated concerns of both City staff and the community:
•

Seismic Deficiencies: The current “bunker style” police facility fails to meet the
required CA Essential Services Building Seismic Act of 1986 and is seismically
questionable. (McClaren, Wilson & Lawrie, Inc. (2002), Risha Engineering
(2016), IDS Group, Inc. (2018)). All of the reports agree that it is highly unlikely
the building will be inhabitable or usable following a significant seismic event. Not
being able to operate out of the Police Station in a time of crisis and respond to a
regional disaster puts the citizens of Claremont and the region at risk.

•

ADA Compliance: The facility, throughout, does not comply with the Americans
with Disabilities Act (ADA), and the deficiencies is are described in an
engineering study as “extensive and pervasive.” (IDS Group, Inc. (2018)).

•

Jail Compliance: The Type I Jail facility within the station is not in compliance
with key state and federal regulations including California Building Code Title 24:
Minimum Standards for Local Detention Facility. The compliance issues include
no sober cell, holding cells which are 15 square feet too small, and old-style jail
bars that increase the risk of successful suicides and assaults on staff.

•

Gender Inequity: The facility has inequitable facilities for female officers. The
design of the current facility was intended for male officers only. Currently, 17%
of Claremont’s officers are female. They have been provided with a temporary
trailer for changing area and lockers that were installed in 2003. This trailer,
meant to be temporary, has become a more permanent solution, which is both
inadequate and inequitable treatment of officers based upon gender.

The analysis to replace the current station began in 2002. Since the 2002 study, there
has been an Ad Hoc Committee of the Police Commission, two citizen committees and
additional study done by McClaren (2007, 2009, 2012, 2014), followed by analyses in
2016 and 2017 by a second architectural firm, WMM Associates. Multiple sites
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throughout Claremont have been evaluated at various times during the process and
several sizes and configurations of stations have been proposed.
After years of study, the City went to the Claremont voters to fund the building of a new
facility. In November 2015, a ballot measure was presented to the voters, which failed
with more than 75% of the voters voting NO. The ballot measure was for a parcel tax to
fund an approximately 35,000 square foot building at a cost of approximately $50
million. The opposition to the measure focused on location, size, and cost.
Following this failure, a 15-person Ad-Hoc Committee was formed to review the
proposed facility and provide new recommendations on the facility design, location,
cost, and funding. This led to a June 2018 ballot measure for general obligation bonds
to finance $23.5 million for the construction of a new approximately 26,000 square foot
police facility. This measure, although receiving 59% YES votes, failed to reach the
supermajority 67% threshold required for a tax increase.
Since 2002, no structural improvements have been made to the CPD site.
Consequently, the concerns about the building’s structural integrity, the viability of its
electrical and mechanical systems, which were raised by McClaren, Wilson & Lawrie,
Inc. in 2002, and confirmed by Risha Engineering in 2016, and IDS Group, Inc. in 2018
still remain.
On June 26, 2018, the City Council unanimously decided to form a Citizens Advisory
Committee to advise the City Council on possible actions to address the condition of the
station. To get a diverse group of residents for the Citizens Advisory Committee, the
City advertised for applicants with a range of opinions on the previous measures. The
Mayor selected Committee Members in August 2018.
FACILITY SELECTION AND COST:
Facility Needs and Space Requirements
The Police Station Citizens Advisory Committee (PSCAC) reviewed the work that had
been done by previous Committees in reducing square footage based on facility “needs”
and eliminating the “wants.” The Committee supports the Program Analysis Study
completed by WMM Associates in 2016, in which WMM recommended a square
footage between 23,000 and 28,500 depending on final design and circulation. It is
recognized that a new station must meet the Department’s needs now and forty years in
the future. When designing a new station, we must have vision and flexibility to ensure
that the capacity of the structure can inexpensively adapt to accommodate new police
related programs, changes in departmental organization, and modification of operations.
Staff was involved throughout the program analysis process and agreed that it would
meet the Department’s needs now and forty years in the future with flexible spaces.
FACILITY NEEDS AND SPACE REQUIREMENTS RECOMMENDATION:
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The Committee recommends that staff continue the design process of developing the
“retrofit concept”. The “retrofit concept” would include both retrofitting the existing
building and adding new construction targeting a 26,000 square foot building.
Expansion and Retrofit of Existing Facility versus Expansion and Reuse of City Yard
Administration Building
When the Police Station Citizens Advisory Committee (PSCAC) was formed in August
2018, Measure SC had just failed to pass. The Committee was charged to study what
was unpopular with Measure SC, look at available options remaining, and make a
recommendation to the City Council on the proposed location, square footage, cost, and
funding mechanism that would be pursued in a subsequent ballot measure.
During the process, the City developed various paths to explore possible options, with
the final goal of building a PD facility that can accommodate the current needs of the
Department and serve the residents of Claremont efficiently and effectively.
Path 1 looks at occupant safety improvements that need to be made to the existing
police facility, regardless of future plans, and the plans and specifications for this work
are currently being finalized. Paths 2 and 3 focus on additional structural and seismic
improvements and electrical, plumbing, and mechanical upgrades that would be
necessary if the existing facility is to be utilized for an additional five years.
Path 4 focuses on expanding and retrofitting the existing facility, while Path 5 focuses
on moving police operations to the City Yard Administration building, expanding that
building and reusing much of the space. Finally, Path 6 focuses on a new building on
the existing site, which is the plan that was pursued in Measure SC.
The PSCAC was primarily tasked with reviewing Path 4 (expand and retrofit existing
facility) and Path 5 (expand and reuse City Yard Administration building), and the City
retained the services of IDS Group, a designing and engineering firm, to evaluate and
assess the viability of those two options. For IDS, viability of Path 4 or 5 was based on
four tests: 1) The facility must be able to meet Modern Police Facility Requirements; 2)
The facility should not compromise other City operations; 3) Construction activity should
not have a significant adverse impact on police operations; and 4) Project costs for
either Path 4 or Path 5 should not be greater than Path 6 with project cost savings being
desirable.
Analysis of Path 4 – Expand & Retrofit Existing Facility
In order to analyze Path 4 (retrofit, expand, and reuse the existing police facility), IDS
prepared preliminary floor space plans to confirm the “fit” of the necessary areas to
meet the needs of the Police Department. These preliminary plans were based on the
2016 Needs Assessment Report, as well as the layouts and area sizes for the proposed
new building on the property. IDS was also asked to prepare a preliminary project scope
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of work describing the items included in the potential renovation, and develop an
opinion of probable construction cost for the proposed retrofit, renovation, and
expansion, including the impact of required phasing. It must be noted that the
preliminary floor plan produced by IDS is merely a concept, and not a fully designed
plan. Fully designed and engineered architectural plans will need to be developed in the
future.
The first test of Path 4 is to determine if the facility can meet the modern police facility
requirements, which includes impacts to the existing structural engineering. IDS
determined that the existing roof can support and serve as the floor for a new second
story, but significant seismic upgrades would be required. Given the building’s age and
alignment to outdated police practices, such as the employment of an all-male force,
there is no salvage value to the existing building interiors, mechanical, plumbing,
electrical, and computer and communications systems. In evaluating the Path 4 option,
IDS has assumed the building would be gutted down to its primary structural frame and
retrofitted and remodeled to meet modern standards.
Since the existing building is too small and would require expansion, IDS recommends
expanding to the south at the ground floor and to add a second story. In terms of
vertical (gravity loading), the structural system of the existing roof and walls is
constructed so robustly that it will support the weight imposed by use as a floor. In terms
of lateral (seismic force loading), the building requires retrofit strengthening at certain
locations such as the connection between masonry walls and the roof system.
Conceptual floor and site plans were developed to illustrate the expansion and
remodeling of the building. These drawings increase the floor area from the existing
10,000 SF to 26,000 SF. The allocation of space by function and the adjacencies
employed were aligned with those of the existing Path 6 design to facilitate a “like for
like” comparison. The result demonstrates that Path 4 could result in a facility meeting
Test #1, the Modern Police Facility. This would include current “Essential Services”
standards.
Path 4 (expand and retrofit), like Path 6 (new building), limit Police Department facility
improvements to an existing single city block. The Police Department is the only
department materially impacted by the expansion; therefore, the facility will not
compromise other City operations.
In order to prevent adverse impacts to Police Department operations, the renovation
and expansion will need to be conducted in phased sequences, so the Police
Department can continue to operate on-site for as long as possible during construction.
The construction sequence planned for Path 4 is as follows: 1) Clear the westerly
portion of the site and use this for parking and allocate space for temporary trailer office
space; 2) Construct the single-story addition housing the new jail and new locker room
facilities; 3) Install the temporary trailer space and move all police department functions
except jail and locker rooms to the trailers; 4) Remodel the existing police department
building and construct the second-story addition; and 5) Relocate all police department
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functions into the new building and complete the balance of the site improvement work.
Although Iin this scenario, there is a less of angreater impact on police operations as
compared to Path 6 (new building), by completing the build of the jail and locker rooms
first, before remodeling the existing building, all police operations can continue to
operate on-site. In this scenario, however, there would not be room on the property to
park both police and employee vehicles while construction is taking place, but this was
also the case in Path 6. of moving a portion of the police operation to temporary trailers
while the expansion and addition are built, as compared to relocating the entire police
operation off-site as would have been the case in Path 6. Therefore, Path 4 also passes
the test of impacts to police operations.
The final test is an analysis of project costs and determination if there are savings in
Path 4 as opposed to the new building in Path 6. IDS prepared a Rough Order of
Magnitude (ROM) Project Cost Estimate for the Path 4 Conceptual Design assuming
the construction sequence described above. The Path 4 ROM Project Cost Estimate
totals $18,896,000. Path 6 ROM Project Costs are $25,000,000 (Note – both costs are
before cost escalations for additional years). The indicated potential savings of Path 4
versus Path 6 is therefore $6,104,000.
Analysis of Path 5 – Expansion and Reuse of City Yard Administration Building
As a first step for Path 5 (expansion and relocation of the Police Department to the City
Yard site), IDS worked with City staff to evaluate the impact of the proposed relocation
of the Police Department on City Yard operations. Results of this effort indicated that
there would be significant conflicts with vehicle circulation between current City Yard
operations and Police vehicle circulation and building footprint requirements. The only
means to overcome this drawback would be to acquire additional property north of the
City Yard.
The initial review identified a number of issues. Some of the operational concerns
include the overall operation of Fleet and Sanitation Divisions, which would have to be
reconfigured and reassessed based on a proposed layout. The drive aisle that is
located immediately behind the Administration Building is a valuable part of the entire
City Yard operation and circulation. This drive aisle allows for vehicles to enter the yard,
via the north gate, however, they can exit the yard from either the north or south gates.
If the drive aisle is permanently closed for the Police Department extension, circulation
and efficiency would be greatly impacted for City operations in addition to various
regional community partners that use the facility.
Additional and significant changes to other areas of the City Yard would be required,
including the truck wash area, existing storage, parking, and potentially relocating the
CNG filling area and above ground storage tanks. To accommodate these changes, as
well as displaced and additional required parking spaces, vacant land area north of the
yard will need to be purchased. The changes to vehicular flow within the yard would
increase the operation and idle time for trucks, equipment, and staff, resulting in less
efficient and effective operational conditions. In the event of a major emergency,
6

assuming all vehicles for both Police and Community Services are parked in the Yard, it
would create a significant back-up when exiting onto Monte Vista Avenue.
Therefore, IDS determined Path 5 is not cost effective and would result in departmental
inefficiencies, circulation challenges, and safety concerns. Due to these reasons, no
further study was conducted for Path 5.
Project Cost
The Committee directed staff to continue the process of developing the retrofit concept,
which included both retrofitting the existing building and adding some new construction,
and to continue that design study process targeting the 26,000 square foot building.
Staff previously presented a cost comparison document to the Committee comparing
the estimated line items from the Measure SC proposed project with a total cost of
$25,000,000 in 2018 to the estimated cost of retrofitting and expanding the existing
police facility, which is estimated at $18,370,000 in 2019. In order to more accurately
compare the two project proposals, staff requested IDS Group run a cost escalation
scenario on both projects, estimating that real construction would not start until 2022.
Under those conditions, the Measure SC project would cost $31,553,673 and the retrofit
and expansion of the existing facility would cost $22,337,865. Ultimately, the Committee
chose the retrofit and expansion option.
The Committee also voted to fund the cost of the police station through a parcel tax
based on square footage, General Fund, and other outside sources. However, the
Committee indicated that they did not want the parcel tax to fund the Radio Equipment
and Furniture, Fixtures, and Equipment (FFE) because the equipment would be
outdated before the 30-year term of the financing is complete.
Using cost escalations for the retrofit and expansion option, the total project cost is
estimated at $22,337,865, including funding allocated for radio equipment at
approximately $725,000 and FFE at approximately $1,500,000 for a total of $2,225,000.
Based on these assumptions, and because the Committee has indicated that they do
not want to fund the $2,225,000 from the parcel tax, it must be funded through the
General Fund or other outside sources. If the total project cost of $22,337,865 is
reduced by $2,225,000, it would leave approximately $20,112,865 to be funded by the
parcel tax.
Furthermore, the Committee has been informed that staff is actively working to identify
grant funding of up to $2,000,000 to provide the seismic retrofits that are required for
the project. If grant funding is found and awarded, the total project cost would be
reduced to approximately $20,337,865. The Committee ultimately recommended that
the amount to be funded by a bond measure be set at $17.5 million, with the remaining
funding coming from the City’s gGeneral fFund and other outside sources. Additionally,
the Committee recommends the City Council obtain the $2,000,000 as soon as possible
to fund the necessary safety and seismic improvements to the current station.
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FINANCING OPTIONS:
During its work, the Committee received information on two types of financing
mechanisms for the design and construction of a new Police Facility: a General
Obligation (G.O.) Bond and a Parcel Tax (with two options for calculation: a flat rate per
parcel or a fixed rate per square footage of improvements on the parcel).
General Obligation Bond
G.O. Bonds could be issued by the City and repaid through increased property taxes.
The City issued G.O. Bonds to fund the acquisition of Johnson's Pasture in 2007. In
order to issue G.O. Bonds, the City Council would place a measure on the ballot at
either a special or regularly scheduled election to obtain voter approval to issue bonds.
A two-thirds vote is required, since the proceeds of the financing would be used for a
specific purpose. Property owners would pay an "ad valorem" tax (with their property
taxes), the proceeds of which would be used to repay bonds. The amount of the tax is
set annually and based on the assessed value of property. The "ad valorem" tax would
stay in place until bonds are repaid. Non-profit property owners such as the Colleges,
churches, and private schools would not pay the "ad valorem" tax on tax exempt
properties under a G.O. Bond.
The Committee was presented with a number of General Obligation Bond financing
scenarios based on a project cost of $22.3 million over financing terms of 15, 20, 25 and
30 years. The table below summarizes the costs of financing the $22.3 million Police
Station project using General Obligation Bonds as the method of financing.
GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS - $22.3 MILLION PROCEEDS
TERM
True Interest Cost
Average Annual
Debt Service
Total Net Debt Service
Annual Assessment
(Per $100,000 AV)

15 YEARS

20 YEARS

25 YEARS

30 YEARS

2.50%

2.89%

3.30%

3.57%

$1,828,116

$1,502,864

$1,334,664

$1,243,782

$27,421,743

$30,057,287

$33,616,596

$37,313,464

$36.03

$29.62

$26.50

$24.52

Parcel Tax
For Parcel Tax financing, debt would be issued by the City and repaid through the levy
of a special tax. The City Council would place a measure on the ballot at either a special
or regularly scheduled election to obtain voter approval to levy the special tax. A two8

thirds vote is required. Once the tax is approved by voters, the City Council would
authorize the issuance of debt to be repaid by the proceeds of the Parcel Tax.
Two methods of calculating a Parcel Tax were considered by the Committee: (1)
Property owners could pay a fixed rate per square foot of improvements on their
property; or (2) Property owners could pay a flat rate per parcel. The tax could be
approved with a specified term to coincide with the repayment of debt. The Parcel Tax
would apply to all property owners, including the Colleges and non-profits, with one
exception. Under a Parcel Tax based on improved square footage, vacant parcels
without improvements would not be assessed an annual tax.
The Committee was presented with a number of Parcel Tax financing scenarios based
on a project cost of $22.3 million over financing terms of 15, 20, 25 and 30 years. The
table below summarizes the costs of financing the $22.3 million Police Station project
using debt secured by a Parcel Tax.
PARCEL TAX FINANCING – $22.3 MILLION PROCEEDS
TERM
True Interest Cost
Average Annual
Debt Service
Total Net Debt Service
Parcel Tax -

Flat Rate Per Parcel

Parcel Tax -

Improved Square Footage

15 YEARS

20 YEARS

25 YEARS

30 YEARS

2.72%

3.23%

3.58%

3.80%

$1,849,450

$1,547,043

$1,378,486

$1,271,660

$27,741,750

$30,940,850

$34,462,150

$38,149,800

$175.92

$147.16

$131.12

$120.96

5.96 cents per
square foot

4.99 cents per
square foot

4.44 cents per
square foot

4.10 cents per
square foot

Call Provision
A call provision would allow the debt to be refinanced at a future date. It is typical for
municipal debt to include ten-year call provisions, which allow the outstanding debt to
be refinanced at any point ten years after the issuance of the debt. Debt without a call
provision cannot be refinanced at any time during the financing term.
The City’s financial advisor, Urban Futures, provided an updated analysis that shows
that non-callable debt has an average annual debt service cost that is approximately
$11792,000 lower than debt with a ten-year call provision, and an overall financing cost
that is approximately $3.52.76 million less. This, however, assumes that the callable
debt is never refinanced.
The analysis shows further that if callable debt is refinanced in ten years and again in
twenty years, then overall debt service costs, assuming that the current interest rate
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environment is the same as it is today will be approximately $902,000 lower than with
the non-callable debt.
It is very rare that local governments issue non-callable debt. Doing so wcould eliminate
the opportunity in the future for the City to restructure its debt for savings. It would also
prevent the City from prepaying the outstanding debt to retire it early.
The decision to include a call provision wshould be made at the time the City Council
authorizes the issuance of debt, after voter approval of a Parcel Tax. An evaluation of
market conditions at that time would allow the City Council to make a more informed
decision on whether or not the debt to be issued to fund the Police Facility should be
callable.
FINANCING OPTION RECOMMENDATION:
The Committee recommends that the City Council move forward with the levy of a
Parcel Tax to finance the design and construction of a new Police Facility. If the Parcel
tax is approved by Claremont voters, the City Council would issue debt to fund the
project. The Committee recommends that the repayment of debt to construct the new
Police Facility be repaid over a period of thirty years. At the time that debt is issued, the
Committee recommends that the City Council consider non-callable debt to see if it
would minimize interest rates over the life of the bond. NOTE – Call provision
recommendation to be included in next draft based on the Committee’s decision on
6/26/19.
The Committee opted for the annual tax based on the square footage of improvements
on a given parcel as the method of assessment. There was discussion of implementing
various rates of assessment for different uses, for example, establishing a lower rate for
residential properties that could be offset by imposing a higher rate on institutional or
commercial properties. However, the Committee ultimately decided to maintain a rate
structure that assessed all property uses at the same rate.
The table below summarizes the financing mechanism preferred by the Committee for
funding the retrofit and expansion of the current Police Station, assuming the issuance
of debt in the amount of $17.5 million to be supported by the levy of a parcel tax on
Claremont property owners. The table also notes the difference in financing costs of
issuing callable versus non-callable debt.NOTE – This was prepared prior to the
Committee recommendation of total cost; staff will make adjustments if a different
amount is selected.
PARCEL TAX FINANCING - $17.5 MILLION PROCEEDS
Term
Callable/Non-Callable

10

30 Years

30 Years

Callable

Non-Callable

True Interest Cost
Average Annual Debt Service
Total Net Debt Service
Parcel Tax - Improved Square Footage

3.80%

3.04%

$1,000,938

$908,937

$27,268,100

$30,028,150

3.23 cents per
square foot

2.93 cents per
square foot

The following table provides estimates of the amounts various property owners might
have to pay under the Parcel Tax assessed on the basis of improved square footage,
again taking into consideration the option of issuing callable versus non-callable debt.
The table shows various examples of square footage from 1,000 to 4,000 square feet to
give property owners an idea of how much their annual assessment might be under the
proposed Parcel Tax.
ANNUAL
PARCEL TAX
(CALLABLE DEBT)

ANNUAL
PARCEL TAX
(NON-CALLABLE DEBT

1,000 square feet

$32.27

$29.30

1,500 square feet

$48.40

$43.95

2,000 square feet

$64.53

$58.60

2,500 square feet

$80.66

$73.25

3,000 square feet

$96.80

$87.90

3,500 square feet

$112.93

$102.55

4,000 square feet

$129.06

$117.20

IMPROVED SQUARE
FOOTAGE

It is important to note that estimates of the costs of financing the construction of the
Police Facility are based on current interest rates. These rates are subject to change
and increases in rates could increase the costs of financing the Police Facility. Similarly,
the amounts of the assessments that would be paid by property owners are based on
current assessed values and square footages. As assessed values and square
footages change, the calculations of the assessments would also change.
OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS:
Parcel Tax Timing
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The PSCAC was originally tasked with recommending a financing mechanism to the
City Council with a goal of taking it to voters in March 2020. Throughout the PSCAC
process, staff has been closely monitoring a constitutional amendment that proposes to
lower the threshold for passage of parcel tax measures for a specific purpose (public
safety facilities) to 55% instead of the 2/3 currently required. Staff does not anticipate
the new threshold requirement to go to voters until November 2020. Therefore, the
PSCAC recommends deferring the proposed parcel measure until after the November
2020 election. If at any point the current constitutional amendment fails to move forward
in the legislature, the Committee recommends that the bond measure be put on the next
available ballot.
RFP for Los Angeles County Sheriff Services
To address concerns made by the public through the Thought Exchange process, the
Committee recommends the City Council direct staff to prepare and release a Request
for Proposals (RFP) for equivalent police services through Los Angeles County Sheriff,
and disclose the results of the RFP with the public.
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