
Joint City Council/SA Meeting July 21, 2015 

AS A COURTESY TO OTHERS, PLEASE SILENCE CELL PHONES 

A G E N D A 
CITY OF CORONADO CITY COUNCIL/ 

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

THE CITY OF CORONADO 

Tuesday, July 21, 2015 

Coronado City Hall Council Chambers 
1825 Strand Way 

Coronado, California 92118 

CLOSED SESSION SPECIAL MEETING – 3:15 P.M. 
REGULAR MEETING – 4 P.M. 

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

CALL TO ORDER / ROLL CALL 

ANNOUNCEMENT OF CLOSED SESSION 

1. CLOSED SESSION:  CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATOR
AUTHORITY: Government Code Section 54957.6 
CITY NEGOTIATORS: Blair King, City Manager; Tom Ritter, Assistant City 

Manager; Leslie Suelter, Director of Administrative Services; 
Johanna Canlas, City Attorney 

EMPLOYEE ORGANIZATIONS: Coronado Police Officers’ Association; 
Coronado Firefighters’ Association; American Federation of 
State, County, and Municipal Employees (AFSCME), Local  
127; Self-Represented Employees; Executive Employees 

2. CLOSED SESSION: CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL – INITIATION
OF LITIGATION
AUTHORITY: Pursuant to Government Code Section 54956.9(d)(4)
One (1) Potential case(s).
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3. CLOSED SESSION: CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL – EXISTING 
LITIGATION 

 AUTHORITY: Pursuant to Government Code Section 54956.9(d)(1) 
 NAME OF CASES: Arthur Young v. City of Coronado 
    Case No. 37-2014-00037469-CU-EI-CTL 
 
    Sidney Jones v. City of Coronado 
    Case No. 37-2015-00014523-CU-OE-CTL 
 

City of Coronado v. Michael Cohen, et al. 
    Sacramento Superior Court 

Case No. 34-2013-80001694-CU-WM-GDS 
 
4. COMMUNICATIONS - ORAL:  Each person wishing to speak before the City Council 
on only matters listed on this agenda shall approach the City Council, give their name, and limit 
their presentation to 3 minutes.   
 
ADJOURN TO CLOSED SESSION 
 
 
RECONVENE AND ANNOUNCE ACTION 
 
 
REGULAR MEETING (SA items are denoted by an *.) – 4 P.M. 
 
 1. CALL TO ORDER / ROLL CALL. 
 
 2. INVOCATION AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE. 
 

*3. MINUTES OF CITY COUNCIL/SUCCESSOR AGENCY:  Approval of the minutes of 
the Regular meeting of June 16, 2015 and the Special meeting of June 23, 2015. 

 
 4. CEREMONIAL PRESENTATIONS:   

a. Proclamation:  Optimist Coronado Sports Fiesta Week.  (Pg 1) 
 
 5. CONSENT CALENDAR:  All items listed under this section are considered to be routine 
and will be acted upon with one motion.  There will be no separate discussion of these items 
unless a member of the City Council or the public so requests, in which event, the item will be 
considered separately in its normal sequence. 
 

a. Approval of Reading by Title and Waiver of Reading in Full of Ordinances on 
this Agenda.  (Pg 5) 

 Recommendation: Approve the reading by title and waive the reading in 
full of all Ordinances on the agenda. 
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*b. Review and Approve that the Warrants, as Certified by the City/Agency 
Treasurer, are all Correct, Just, and Conform to the Approved Budgets for FY 
2014-2015 and FY 2015-2016.  (Pg 7) 

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

 
c. Accept the Golf Course 15th Fairway Barrier Netting Project and Direct the City 

Clerk to File a Notice of Completion.  (Pg 93) 
 Recommendation:  Accept the Golf Course 15th Fairway Barrier Netting 

project and direct the City Clerk to file a Notice of Completion. 
 
d. Award of Contract to Roy Allan Slurry Seal, Inc. in the Amount of $310,765 for 

the Street Preventive Maintenance FY 14-15 Project.  (Pg 95) 
 Recommendation:  Award a contract to Roy Allan Slurry Seal, Inc. in the 

amount of $310,765 for construction of the Street Preventive Maintenance 
FY 14-15 project (Contract No. 15-CO-ES-569). 

 
e. Award of Contract to Circulate San Diego in the Amount of $35,200 for the 

Coronado Safe Routes to School Education Project.  (Pg 97) 
 Recommendation:  Award a contract to Circulate San Diego in the amount of 

$35,200 for the Coronado Safe Routes to School Education project. 
 
f. Adoption of a Resolution Designating the Intersection of H Avenue at Olive 

Avenue as a Yield-Controlled Intersection.  (Pg 99) 
 Recommendation:  Adopt “A Resolution of the City Council of the City of 

Coronado designating the Intersection of H Avenue at Olive Avenue as a 
Yield-Controlled Intersection.” 

 
g. Adoption of a Resolution for a One-Lot Final Subdivision Map to Allow for 

Conversion of Nine Existing Apartments to Seven Condominium Units for the 
Historically Designated Property Addressed as 1106 Fourth Street and Located in 
the R-4 (Multiple Family Residential) Zone of the Orange Avenue Corridor 
Specific Plan (PC 2013-09 1106 Fourth Avenue LLC).  (Pg 111) 

 Recommendation:  Adopt the resolution entitled “A Resolution of the City 
Council of the City of Coronado Approving a One-Lot Final Subdivision 
Map to allow for conversion of nine existing apartments to seven 
condominium units for the historically designated property legally described 
as Lots 21 and 22, Block 121, of Map 376 CBSI, addressed as 1106 Fourth 
Street and located in the R-4 (Multiple Family Residential) Zone of the 
Orange Avenue Corridor Specific Plan (PC 2013-09 1106 Fourth Avenue 
LLC).” 
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h. Adoption of a Resolution Authorizing Participation in the PARS Post-
Employment Benefits Trust Program to Prefund Pension Obligations.  (Pg 127) 

 Recommendation:  1) Adopt “A Resolution of the City Council of the City of 
Coronado Approving the Adoption of the Public Agencies Post-Employment 
Benefits Trust to Be Used to Prefund Pension and OPEB Obligations”; 2) 
Direct the City Manager to execute all necessary agreements and plan 
documents associated with establishment of the new trust; and 3) Direct staff 
to advance funds set aside in the City’s internal CalPERS Rate Stabilization 
Fund 118 to the new trust.  

 
i. Designation of Voting Delegate for the League of California Cities Annual 

Conference on September 30 to October 2, 2015.  (Pg 147) 
 Recommendation:  Appoint Councilmember Carrie Downey as the voting 

delegate at the League of California Cities Annual Business Meeting. 
 
j. Approval of Request from the Cultural Arts Commission to Waive the Alcohol 

Prohibition in Tidelands Park at an Event to be Held on Saturday, August 15, 
2015, in Celebration of Coronado’s 125th Anniversary.  (Pg 151) 

 Recommendation:  Approve the request to waive the alcohol prohibition in 
Tidelands Park so the public may consume alcohol during the free 
Symphony Concert in celebration of Coronado’s 125th Anniversary. 

 
k. Annual Review and Approval of the City of Coronado Investment Policy.  (Pg 

153) 
 Recommendation:  Review and approve the investment policy. 
 
l. Adoption of a Resolution Amending the FY 2015-16 Personnel Authorization and 

Compensation Plan Related to Cafeteria Plan (Health) Benefits and Other Minor 
Adjustments.  (Pg 165) 

 Recommendation:  Adopt “A Resolution of the City Council of the City of 
Coronado Amending its Personnel Authorization and Compensation Plan for 
FY 2015-16.” 

 
m. Authorization for the City Manager to Execute a Professional Services Agreement 

with Merkel and Associates for $75,564 to Provide Permitting Support for the 
Dock C and Boat Launch Ramp Facility (BLRF) Reconstruction Project.  (Pg 
169) 

 Recommendation:  Authorize the City Manager to execute a Professional 
Services Agreement with Merkel & Associates (M&A). 

 
 6. COMMUNICATIONS - ORAL:  Each person wishing to speak before the City Council 
on any matter shall approach the City Council, give their name, and limit their presentation to 3 
minutes.  State law generally precludes the City Council from discussing or acting upon any 
topic initially presented during oral communication.  (ORAL COMMUNICATIONS WILL BE 
LIMITED TO A TOTAL OF 10 MINUTES; ANY FURTHER COMMUNICATIONS WILL BE 
HEARD PRIOR TO THE MEETING ADJOURNMENT) 
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 7. CITY MANAGER/EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR: 

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

 8. PUBLIC HEARINGS: 
a. Public Hearing: Appeal of the Historic Resource Commission’s Denial of a 

Request for a Historic Alteration Permit for an Exception to Parking 
Requirements for the Property Addressed as 427 A Avenue and Located in the R-
1B (Single Family Residential) Zone (HAP 2015-04 Stephen Mullin).  (Pg 195) 
 
Historic Resource Commission Recommendation: Adopt the resolution and 
uphold the decision of the Historic Resource Commission (HRC) that a 
request for an exception to parking requirements for the property addressed 
as 427 A Avenue should be denied. 

 
Staff Recommendation: Consider the information presented in the appeal, 
and affirm, modify, or overturn the decision of the Historic Resource 
Commission that a request for an exception to parking requirements for the 
property addressed as 427 A Avenue should be denied.   
 

b. Public Hearing:  Consideration of Environmental Initial Study Documents and 
Determination of Whether to Proceed by Negative Declaration, Mitigated 
Negative Declaration, or Environmental Impact Report for the Third, Fourth, and 
I Avenue Storm Drain Project (City of Coronado IS 2013-02).   (Pg 253) 
Recommendation:  (1) Prepare a Mitigated Negative Declaration; and (2) 
circulate the Mitigated Negative Declaration and Initial Study for public 
review and comment. 

 
 9. ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS:  None. 
 
10. COMMISSION AND COMMITTEE REPORTS:   
 a. Report from the Port Commissioner Concerning Port Activities. 
 
11. CITY COUNCIL: 

a. Council Reports on Inter-Agency Committee and Board Assignments. (Questions 
allowed to clarify but no responses, discussion or action.)  (Pg 273) 

 
b. Approval of Reappointment of Douglas Siegfried to Serve a Second Term on the 

Coronado Library Board of Trustees.  (Pg 277) 
 Recommendation:  Reappoint Douglas Siegfried to the Library Board of 

Trustees for a second term to expire August 31, 2018. 
 
c. Review of the Design and Materials for the Senior Activity Center Project.  (Pg 

279) 
Recommendation:  Receive the presentation and make any recommendations 
as necessary.   
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d. Approve the Design of the Spreckels Park Restroom Replacement and Authorize 
the City Manager to Execute a Contract Amendment with Hanna Gabriel Wells to 
Complete the Construction Documents.  (Pg 281) 

 Recommendation:  Approve the design of the restroom, the contract 
amendment with Hanna Gabriel Wells, and direct staff to return at a 
subsequent meeting with a refined cost estimate and budget adjustment for 
approval. 

 
e. Authorization to Advertise the Bulb-Outs at the Intersection of Second Street and 

Orange Avenue Project for Bid.  (Pg 289) 
Recommendation:  Direct staff to advertise the project for bid with the two 
904 bus stops incorporated in the travel lane at their current locations. 

 
f. Direction to Staff Regarding Orange Avenue Median Pavement Markings and 

Signage.  (Pg 303) 
 Recommendation:  Direct staff to request that Caltrans modify existing 

pavement markings and signage at non-signalized intersections along Orange 
Avenue to provide consistency across all locations; all non-signalized 
intersections should have clearly marked median centerlines, yield limit lines 
and pavement legends, and yield signs. 

 
g. Accept Presentation from the Sharp Coronado Hospital and Coronado Hospital 

Foundation Regarding Implementation of the Second Owner Participation 
Agreement and Affirm that the Out Patient Pavilion Project is Consistent with the 
Approved Scope of Development.  (Pg 305) 

 Recommendation:  Affirm that the Out Patient Pavilion (OPP) project is 
consistent with the approved Scope of Development. 

 
12. CITY ATTORNEY:  No report. 
 
13. COMMUNICATIONS - WRITTEN:   

a. Consideration of Councilmember Bailey’s Request to Agendize City Council 
Discussion Directing Staff to Improve the Safety of the Third and Fourth Street 
Corridor.  (Pg 315) 

 
b. Receive and File a Copy of Letter Sent Expressing Opposition for SB 608 – the 

Right to Rest Act.  (Pg 319) 
 Recommendation:  Receive and file. 

 
14. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 

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

OUR WEBSITE AT 
www.coronado.ca.us 

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

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

CITY COUNCIL 
 OF THE 

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

AGENCY TO THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY 
OF THE CITY OF CORONADO 

Coronado City Hall 
1825 Strand Way 

Coronado, CA  92118 
Tuesday, June 16, 2015 

 
 
CALL TO ORDER / ROLL CALL 
 
Attendance was taken at 3:32 PM. A Quorum of members was present to conduct a meeting by 
the following results: 

Present: (4) Mike Woiwode; Bill Sandke; Casey Tanaka; Richard 
Bailey 
 

Absent: (1) Carrie Downey 
 
 

ANNOUNCEMENT OF CLOSED SESSION 
 
1. CLOSED SESSION:  CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATOR 
 AUTHORITY:  Pursuant to Government Code Section 54957.6 

CITY NEGOTIATORS: Blair King, City Manager; Leslie Suelter, Director of 
Administrative Services; Johanna Canlas, City Attorney 

EMPLOYEE ORGANIZATION:  Part-Time, Temporary Employees 
 
2. CLOSED SESSION:  CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATOR 
 AUTHORITY:  Government Code Section 54957.6 
 CITY NEGOTIATORS: Blair King, City Manager 
 POSITION:   City Attorney   
 
3. COMMUNICATIONS – ORAL:  None 
 
The meeting adjourned to Closed Session at 3:32 pm. 
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The meeting reconvened at 3:41 pm.  Mayor Tanaka announced that there was no reportable 
action.   
 
Mayor Tanaka called the regular meeting to order at 4 p.m.    
 
1. ROLL CALL: 
 

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

 
Absent:  None 
 
Also Present:  City Manager/Agency Executive Director Blair King   

City Attorney/Agency Counsel Johanna Canlas 
   City Clerk/Agency Secretary Mary Clifford   

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

Meeting of the City Council/the City Council Acting as the Successor 
Agency of June 2, 2015, as submitted.  The minutes were so approved.  
The reading of the minutes in their entirety was unanimously waived.  

 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Woiwode, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
 
4. CEREMONIAL PRESENTATIONS:   None. 
 
5. CONSENT CALENDAR:  The City Council approved, adopted and/or accepted as one 
item of business Consent Agenda Items 5a through 5m with the exception of Item 5m and the 
addition of Items 11f and 11g. 
 
Mayor Tanaka removed Item 5m for discussion. 
 
Councilmember Woiwode proposed the addition of Items 11f and 11g. 
 
Councilmember Downey commented on Item 5e.  She supports the item but wanted to add that 
there were some concerns recently when street work was done along D Avenue.  City staff was 
great in helping to try to keep the disruption down but because of its location between Third and 
Fourth there was a lot of parking that had to be blocked off during different times.  Staff did a great 
job of coordinating but most of the citizens didn’t know that.  It might have been helpful if we had 
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given notice.  She asked that notice be given going forward.  She also wanted to give kudos on 
Item 5i.  She has been trying to figure out how to do this for years.  She wholeheartedly supports 
that.  
 
 MSUC  (Downey/Sandke) moved that the City Council approve the Consent 

Calendar Items 5a through 5m with the exception of Item 5m and the 
addition of Items 11f – Approval of the Third Amendment to the City 
Manager Employment Agreement with Blair King Related to 
Compensation and Benefits and 11g – Approve the First Amendment 
to the Agreement for City Attorney Services. 

 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Woiwode, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
   
 5a. Approval of Reading by Title and Waiver of Reading in Full of Ordinances on 
this Agenda.  The City Council waived the reading of the full text and approved the reading 
of the title only.  
 
 5b. Review and Approve that the Warrants, as Certified by the City/Agency 
Treasurer, are all Correct and Just, and Conform to the Approved Budgets for FY 2014-
2015.   The City Council approved payment of City warrant Nos. 10107176 thru 10107440 and 
City of Coronado Acting as the Successor Agency to the Community Development Agency of the 
City of Coronado warrant Nos. 90005575-90005576.   The City Council approved the warrants 
as certified by the City/Agency Treasurer.   
 
 5c. Accept the Electric Vehicle Charging Stations Project and Direct the City 
Clerk to File a Notice of Completion.   The City Council accepted the Electric Vehicle (EV) 
Charging Stations project and directed the City Clerk to file a Notice of Completion. 
 
 5d. Approval of Professional Services Agreement with McKee Asset Management 
to Provide Affordable Housing Property Management Services for the City of Coronado 
Acting as the Successor Housing Agency and Authorize the City Manager to Execute the 
Contract.   The City Council authorized the City Manager to execute the Agreement. 
 
 5e. Authorization for the City Manager to Enter into a Professional Engineering 
Design Services Contract with Psomas for a Fee of $98,000 for the FY 2014/15 Street, Curb 
and Gutter Improvements on Portions of Second Street, Encino Row, Glorietta Place, and 
Ocean Court.  The City Council authorized the City Manager to execute an agreement with 
Psomas for a fee of $98,000 for the design of the FY 2014/15 Street, Curb, and Gutter 
Improvement project. 
 
 5f. Authorization for the City Manager to Enter into an Agreement with Higher 
Grounds Enterprises LLC to Operate the Coffee Cart Concession at the Coronado Public 
Library and Issue a Permit for Use of City Property for Commercial Activity.   The City 
Council authorized the City Manager to execute the Agreement and issue the Permit. 
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 5g. Authorization for the City Manager to Execute Purchase Agreements for an 
Amount Not to Exceed $264,500 through Cooperative Purchasing Programs for the 
Following Vehicles and Equipment: One Ford Transit 12-Passenger Wagon; Three 
Chevrolet Colorado Trucks; and One Portable Pump.  The City Council authorized the City 
Manager to execute the purchase agreements for an amount not to exceed $264,00 in order 
to replace four vehicles and one portable pump which are programmed for replacement in 
the current FY 2014-15 and the adopted FY 2015-16 Vehicle and Equipment Replacement 
(VER) Fund 135 and the FY 2014-15 Wastewater Operations Fund 510. 
 
 5h. Award of Contract for Tennis Court Repair Project to Pacific Tennis Courts, 
Inc. in the Amount of $162,188 and Appropriation of an Additional $52,000 for the Project.  
The City Council: 1) awarded a contract to Pacific Tennis Courts, Inc. in the amount of 
$162,188 for construction of the Tennis Court Repair project and 2) allocated an additional 
$52,000 to the project from the Capital Improvement Program’s (CIP) General Fund. 
 
 5i. Approve the Recommendation of the Cultural Arts Commission to Implement 
the CC125 Wrapped Utility Box Public Art Project and Direct the City Manager to Enter 
into an Agreement with SDG&E for the City to Maintain the Boxes. The City Council 
approved the recommendation of the CAC to implement the CC125 Wrapped Utility Box 
Public Art project and directed the City Manager to execute an agreement with SDG&E for 
the City to maintain the wraps on the boxes utilized in this project, including replacement 
installation and/or reapplication/removal as necessary. 
 
 5j. Briefing on Plans for 2015 Fourth of July Celebration.  The City Council 
received the operations plan for the Fourth of July and provided direction to staff as 
appropriate. 
 
 5k. Confirmation of Request for Qualifications Process Used for Professional Civil 
Engineering Consultants and Authorization to Enter into an As-Needed Contract with 
Atkins North America.  The City Council confirmed the Request for Qualifications (RFQ) 
process utilized by staff and entered into an as-needed contract with Atkins North America 
which will allow staff to negotiate fees based on the scope of services on individual projects 
for which they have demonstrated competence and professional qualifications. 
 
 5l. Adoption of a Resolution Approving the Updated Personnel Authorization 
and Compensation Plan for Fiscal Year 2015-16 and Authorizing the Execution of Successor 
Memoranda of Understanding with the Coronado Firefighters’ Association and the 
Coronado Police Officers’ Association.  The City Council adopted A RESOLUTION OF 
THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORONADO ADOPTING ITS PRESONNEL 
AUTHORIZATION AND COMPENSATION PLAN FOR FISCAL YEAR 2015-16 AND 
AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION OF SUCCESSOR MEMORANDA OF 
UNDERSTANDING WITH THE CORONADO FIREFIGHTERS’ ASSOCIATION AND 
THE CORONADO POLICE OFFICERS’ ASSOCIATION.  The Resolution was read by 
title, the reading in its entirety unanimously waived and adopted by City Council as 
RESOLUTION NO. 8754. 
 
 5m. Special City Council Meeting for Tuesday, June 23, at 12 p.m. to Further 
Discuss the City Council’s Direction and Concerns with Regard to Third and Fourth Streets 



Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the   Page  266 
City Council of the City of Coronado/the City of Coronado Acting as the Successor Agency to the Community 
Development Agency of the City of Coronado of June 16, 2015   
 

266 

Traffic Speeds.   Mayor Tanaka asked for discussions about enforcement with our police and 
looking at whether or not the City wanted to proceed with more crossing guards.  The rest was up 
to staff to see if they had any other things that they thought could be implemented within half a 
year to a year. 
 
Councilmember Downey had tried desperately to get the City to agree to do a new speed survey.  
She was hoping we could cover that in that meeting.  She also wanted clarification because she 
thinks some of the letters are concerned that we were going to be looking at doing some of the 
other things being studied at the CTC.  That is not the intention of this agenda item.   
 
Mayor Tanaka agrees that is another point that needs to be emphasized.  It is more of a coincidence 
than anything else that our Traffic Commission has finished its work in terms of coming up with 
a recommendation, particularly about the possible signalization of intersections.  That isn’t 
something the Council was planning to discuss on June 23 as far as he knows.  Again, that is not 
something the Council has ever said would be considered as a short-term solution or as something 
that could be done with relative ease.  He knows the meeting time had been moved to noon to try 
to accommodate some scheduling requests.  Does the Council wish to continue to hold the meeting 
at that time or find another date and time? 
 
Councilmember Woiwode commented that the way this was framed in the staff report it is 
referencing the resolution that we made at the last Council meeting which is about redesigning 
Third and Fourth to maintain speeds compatible and so on.  That is why it is not an unreasonable 
expectation that we will talk about, or at least get status reports, on the gateway projects and the 
Third and Fourth Street traffic calming studies.  Given that is a reasonable expectation and it 
appears that the public expects that we will talk about that stuff, he thinks that this is clearly a topic 
that requires a special Council meeting.  He would like to see that be an evening, well-advertised 
one, with plenty of time for clarification of the agenda and not have a quick reaction here.  He 
knows that was Mayor Tanaka’s intention but he does not think we can do that given the other 
things that are going on.   
 
Councilmember Bailey doesn’t have any problem leaving the meeting as it is currently scheduled 
so long as it is limited in scope to dealing with what we discussed earlier.  When he reads through 
all the emails and letters that came in from the public, their primary concern is that the Council 
would be making a decision on a very large project without giving them the opportunity to weigh 
in publicly.  He knows that is not what the Council’s intention was.  As long as we are to limit the 
scope of this meeting, he would be okay with leaving the meeting scheduled as is.   
 
Mayor Tanaka commented that if we did leave the meeting limited in scope, then the three things 
he has heard consensus on to be part of that scope would be enforcement efforts, crossing guards, 
and the speed survey itself.  He would be inclined to take that approach since that is what the 
Council said it wanted to do.   
 
Councilmember Sandke thinks a focused approach is appropriate; communicating to the public 
that this is not the end of the traffic discussion but rather is the beginning of part of the traffic 
discussion.  Inclusion of the public in this particular dialogue that we are about to have over the 
next several months is hugely important.  He feels that there were a lot of emails from people who 
were afraid that the Council was going to take a big bite of the apple at this meeting.   A focused 
approach is appropriate.  He concurs that there are some big things to look at.  He thinks the public 
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would love to hear from the Police Chief to talk about enforcement efforts, particularly going 
forward if we are faced with a 30 mph speed limit, which may give us an opportunity to put a little 
bit more meat behind our enforcement.  Discussing the speed study has pros and cons but it 
certainly should be aired in public.   
 
Mayor Tanaka hears a consensus to move forward as scheduled on the 2Third at noon.  We will 
focus on those three points and then we have an obligation, through our City Manager, to try to 
get the word out as much as possible that this is what we are meeting on.  We can take feedback 
on a wider range of things but we won’t, as a Council, be taking action on a wider scope than that.   
 
Mr. Sandke thinks that Mr. Woiwode brings up an important topic that will require, as we move 
forward, some special meetings just to focus on traffic.  He thinks the evening is an appropriate 
time when people can come and participate.  He looks forward to whatever the City comes up with 
to finalize our approach moving forward. 
 
Councilmember Downey agrees with Mayor Tanaka.  One of the problems the Council has had in 
the past when we have used the Nautilus Room is the videotaping and telecasting there.  She thinks 
the City needs to make sure that it can be recorded so that people can watch it online.   
 
City Manager Blair King clarified that the meeting will be kept on the date scheduled.  He 
encouraged the Council to do that in case there are any questions with regard to the speed study.  
We need to move forward quickly one way or the other.  As the Council knows, we are prohibited 
from using radar and LIDAR until we have a valid speed study.  Staff also heard that the Council 
wanted to look at early action improvements.  Staff has listed possible topics that it could bring to 
the Council at that meeting.  They include speed advisory signs, crossing guards, additional 
signage and paint, crosswalk flags, and prohibited pedestrian crossings.    
 
Mr. Woiwode thinks that starts getting us toward some of the engineering issues.  If we clearly 
don’t want those to be the subject of this meeting, then he doesn’t think we want to go as far as 
what the City Manager just mentioned.   He thinks we want to focus on the speed study.  That is 
our goal at this point.  We want to give feedback to Caltrans on whether or not we want another 
speed study and whether or not this speed study is adequate.  If we want to bind that meeting to 
that extent, he is okay with that.  If we go on to discuss other things that can be done to change the 
environment, then he thinks we are getting into the other stuff that we want to save for workshops. 
 
Mayor Tanaka thinks we need to let the City Manager do his work a little bit.  He has been given 
fairly clear marching orders that the Council wants to keep the parameters narrow and short term.   
 
 MSUC  (Tanaka/Downey) moved that the City Council continue to schedule a 

special City Council meeting for Tuesday, June 23 at noon; that this 
meeting focus on enforcement, crossing guards, whether or not a new 
speed study should be done, and small scale items mentioned by the 
City Manager.   

 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Woiwode, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
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6.  ORAL COMMUNICATIONS:     
 

a. Sig Kupka recently purchased a property in the Cays, which is a large lot with a house that 
is in bad shape that they need to replace.  They want to move into this new house and 
discovered recently that there are some new regulations about the storm water 
requirements.  They discovered that they have to collect all the water that falls on their 
roof, capture it, store it, treat it before it can be discharged.  The initial estimate from their 
civil engineer is about $12,000 and $5,000 for the City and that is just the engineering to 
get started on it.  It is likely that this whole tab will run $30,000 to $60,000.  It only affects 
a very limited number of houses.  He suspects the same thing is true all over the City.  Once 
you exceed 2,500 sq. ft. of roof area, which includes the garage, you have to collect this 
and it appears to him that this is a requirement that was probably for shopping centers or 
large commercial properties.  It seems like it shouldn’t apply to homeowners.  His request 
is that someone maybe look at whether that 2,500 sq. ft. is a reasonable threshold for 
residential properties.  If it can’t be sort of fixed, because we are talking about clean 
rainwater falling on our roof that currently runs right into the Bay, and now we have to 
collect it and treat it very expensively and he can’t see how this could possibly help the 
clean water in our bay.  He requested that the 2,500 sq. ft. threshold be looked at and also 
requested that at the time they worked with the City’s building department that perhaps the 
building department would recognize how somewhat silly this requirement is, even though 
they may be obligated by law to do it, and to be cooperative and helpful as opposed to the 
enforcer on this to make it as easy as possible on the few of us who are affected by this.  
He suspects that over time if we cannot deal with this effectively it may affect all of us.  
What we really try to do is take the properties that we have and make them better and 
improve them.  This really makes it so much more difficult.     
 

7. CITY MANAGER/EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR:  
 

7a. Update on Council Directed Actions and Citizen Inquiries.  There was no report.   
 
8. PUBLIC HEARINGS:   
 
 8a. Public Hearing:  Proposition 218 Protest Hearing for Adoption of a Resolution 
of the City Council of the City of Coronado Adopting Proposed Rate Adjustments for Solid 
Waste and Recycling.  City Manager Blair King provided a brief presentation. 
 
Mayor Tanaka opened the public hearing. 
 
City Clerk Mary Clifford reported that 18 written protests were received.  The base required, or 
51%, is 1,729.  
 
Mayor Tanaka closed the public hearing. 
 
Councilmember Downey thanked City staff and EDCO.  In looking on page 241 of the agenda, 
even with the proposed rate increase, we are the 16th highest or third lowest in the County in terms 
of our rates.  That is for two reasons.  First, the City has worked with EDCO through the years and 
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haven’t raised the rate for many years.  Second, the City does a good job recycling.  The revenues 
from the recycling program go to help keep our waste costs down.   
 
 MSUC (Downey/Bailey) moved that the City Council adopt A RESOLUTION 

OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORONADO 
APPROVING THE RATE ADJUSTMNENTS FOR SOLID WASTE 
AND RECYCLING SERVICES.  The Resolution was read by title, the 
reading in its entirety unanimously waived and adopted by City 
Council as RESOLUTION NO. 8755. 

 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Woiwode, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
 
 8b. Public Hearing:  Adoption of a Resolution Approving a Two-Lot Tentative 
Parcel Map to Allow for Condominium Ownership of Four Residential Units for the 
Property Addressed as 949-953 E Avenue in the R-3 (Multiple Family Residential) Zone (PC 
2015-08 Falletta, Tony).  Peter Fait, Associate Planner, provided the presentation.   
 
Mayor Tanaka opened the public hearing.   
 
Carolyn Rogerson spoke regarding these conversions.  She actually came across this quite by 
accident on the Planning Commission broadcast.  The Planning Commission had quite a few 
questions for the representative from Kappa Engineering as well as the owners/partners of the 
proposed project.  What she found very interesting was that Kappa Engineering has done quite a 
few of these.  The gentleman who is primary partner in these has done quite a few of these 
conversions.  She doesn’t understand why a project that is already under construction now comes 
to request being approved for condominium or whatever.  It strikes her that it is a little deceptive 
and she doesn’t understand why at the time of building request and requesting for permits, etc. 
they can’t simply say that they are intending to make these condominiums.  It just seems that there 
is something strange and the gentleman on the Planning Commission also questioned the issue.  
They also brought up the question of tandem parking and that some tandem parking is completely 
enclosed and are used for storage, not parking, which creates a density issue greater than that 
anticipated by the engineering, the builder and the owners/partners in the process.  She understands 
R3 and understands that it is all legal but she just finds that coming now, when the project is about 
two-thirds of the way completed, is a little disingenuous.   
 
Rick Turner, Kappa Engineering, commented that this was covered at the last Council meeting.  
There was discussion about the stages on how these condominiums are converted and why they 
are done that way.  For the most part, we have a lot of experts that work on these that make sure 
that they do qualify for code and everything that is supposed to be standardized for condominiums.   
 
Mayor Tanaka closed the public hearing.   
 
Mayor Tanaka commented on this.  When items like this start construction before getting their 
tentative parcel map that is because they are not required to get permission earlier.  While it might 
seem illogical to go in that order, and maybe it is illogical to go in that order, it is up to the 
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individuals to decide when they want to ask for the tentative parcel map.  Also, part of what makes 
it illogical to some is that they are taking a risk.  If, for some reason, their tentative parcel map gets 
declined, then the whole business premise of being able to convert the condominiums and to sell 
more than one unit, they will have taken a risk by going in this order.  He thinks that the last 
gentleman who spoke is pointing out that if you understand the rules carefully and understand how 
Coronado’s zoning map is constructed, others have taken this approach because they are confident 
that they have done things by the book procedurally and will get approval for their tentative parcel 
map.   
 
Councilmember Downey echoed that the construction of these units could have been apartments.  
What they first had to comply with was whatever zoning they needed to actually construct them.  
The tentative parcel map is allowing them just to sell them as individual units.  She can’t imagine 
anyone choosing to build apartments instead of condominiums as they are a much better return on 
investment but that is what they could have done if they didn’t get this.  It is a business decision 
that the owner gets to choose to make.  Some of them may choose not to sell them all.  Ms. Downey 
agrees about the tandem parking but that, at the moment, is completely allowed in our code.  That 
qualifies.  She thinks it is something that the Council ought to be suggesting we look at again in 
terms of complying, we haven’t changed the rules yet so as long as people abide by the rules we 
have to allow that option for providing the required parking.  Some of the suburbs in LA finally 
got approved for the in lieu housing fee on all developments of more than one unit.  The state of 
California has decided that there is a shortage of affordable housing.  Sometimes when you build 
developments, the developers actually have to make some of those units affordable units.  Cities 
began to realize that in places like Coronado it would be difficult.  It is not a big enough 
development to do that.  The law allows the City to do the in lieu housing fee.  That means that 
every time any of these come up, an amount of money is put aside by the developer that the City 
then can use to meet any affordable housing requirement.  That is one of the benefits that comes 
with this and it is all part of this package that she thinks some people miss some times.   
 
 MSUC (Downey/Tanaka) moved that the City Council adopt A 

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
CORONADO APPROVING A ONE-LOT TENTATIVE PARCEL 
MAP TO ALLOW FOR CONDOMINIUM OWNERSHIP OF THREE 
RESIDENTIAL UNITS FOR THE PROPERTY LEGALLY 
DESCRIBED AS LOT 13 AND PORTION OF LOT 14, BLOCK 36, 
MAP 376 CBSI, ADDRESSED AS 924 E AVENUE, CORONADO, 
CALIFORNIA.  The Resolution was read by title, the reading in its 
entirety unanimously waived and adopted by City Council as 
RESOLUTION NO. 8756. 

 
Councilmember Sandke had the same concern as Ms. Rogerson when he joined the Planning 
Commission.  He has been educated since then about the cart and the horse and that they can run 
concurrently and all that.  He understands following the rules and admires our City staff for 
keeping people on point.  The scarier thing for him, as he looks at this map and all the yellow, is 
how many R-3 lots are left to split.  Mayor Tanaka spoke at an outside meeting about the biggest 
danger to Coronado being residential density and giving up our quality of life by overbuilding.  He 
agrees with that.   If you went to three units instead of four on these particular units you would end 
up with wider garages and maybe more use by the tenants.  It would mean an up zoning in the R-
4 district to make up for changing the zoning in R-3.  This particular person was a builder with 
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significant experience in the economics of these kinds of things and talked about three units still 
penciling out. Whether that is true or not he cannot debate.  Residential density going forward is 
clearly something the Council needs to address in terms of quality of life for the rest of the years 
that he plans on spending in Coronado and hopefully his children and his children’s children.  He 
will be voting in favor of the motion.  He realizes how the ball bounces but he looks at all these 
R-3s left to do and he is scared.   
 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Woiwode, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
 
 8c. Public Hearing:  Adoption of a Resolution Approving a One-Lot Tentative 
Parcel Map to Allow for Condominium Ownership of Three Residential Units for the 
Property Addressed as 924 E Avenue in the R-3 (Multiple Family Residential) Zone (PC 
2015-09 Nado Partners LLC).   Peter Fait, Associate Planner, gave the presentation.   
 
Mayor Tanaka opened the public hearing.   
 
Rick Turner, Kappa Engineering, commented that this project is a little bit different than the 
previous one as it is three units.  The developer is an outstanding citizen of Coronado, an 
entrepreneur who has been here a long time.  He has taken the forward step of opening the first 
three parking spaces as open so that you can’t clutter them up.  You have to park in the parking 
space or at least it is open to park.  It is a great idea and if there was any kind of discussion in the 
future that this would be potentially considered for tandem parking.  It is a great alternative.   
 
Mayor Tanaka closed the public hearing.   
 
 MSUC (Downey/Sandke) moved that the City Council adopt A RESOLUTION 

OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORONADO 
APPROVING A ONE-LOT TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP TO 
ALLOW FOR CONDOMINIUM OWNERSHIP OF THREE 
RESIDENTIAL UNITS FOR THE PROPERTY LEGALLY 
DESCRIBED AS LOT 13 AND PORTION OF LOT 14, BLOCK 36, 
MAP 376 CBSI, COMMONLY KNOWN AS 924 E AVENUE, 
CORONADO, CALIFORNIA.  The Resolution was read by title, the 
reading in its entirety unanimously waived and adopted by City 
Council as RESOLUTION NO. 8757. 

 
Councilmember Downey is happy to move approval of the staff report.  She thanked the speaker 
as she agrees that this is an example of ways we could deal with the tandem parking issue and 
making one of them outside and she appreciates looking at this as an option and staff for agreeing 
to it.  This really does give more options.   
 
Mayor Tanaka made one comment about the R-3 zone.  The Council did put an RSIP group back 
together and did allow them to add R-3 into what they look at.  He had pushed for that the last time 
RSIP was done but the Council wasn’t ready to include R-3 at that point.  One way to try to deal 
with the density issue, where if you can’t get to the number of units lower, you can try to get to 
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the square footage.  If the current rules allow for square footage to be ‘x,’ after an RSIP process it 
could be ‘x-500 sq. ft.’ or something that begins to scale back bulk and mass.  We haven’t heard 
back from the RSIP yet on what proposals they may have but hopefully that will be something to 
give some encouragement in the next year or so.   
     
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Woiwode, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
 
 8d. Public Hearing:  Second Reading – Adoption of an Ordinance of the City 
Council of the City of Coronado, California Amending Chapter 16.14 of the Coronado 
Municipal Code Incorporating and Establishing the Coronado Tourism Improvement 
District II (CTID II); Fixing the Boundaries Thereof; Providing for the Levy of an 
Assessment to be Paid by Designated Hotels Therein; and Providing for the Establishment 
of an Advisory Board. 
 
Councilmember Sandke recused himself due to financial reasons. 
 
Tom Ritter, Assistant City Manager, gave the presentation. 
 
Mayor Tanaka opened the public hearing and seeing no one wishing to speak on the item, 
the public hearing was closed.   
 
 MSUC  (Bailey/Woiwode) moved that the City Council adopt AN 

ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF CORONADO, CALIFORNIA 
AMENDING CHAPTER 16.14 OF THE CORONADO MUNICIPAL 
CODE INCORPORATING AND ESTABLISHING THE 
CORONADO TOURISM IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT II (CTID II); 
FIXING THE BOUNDARIES THEREOF; PROVIDING FOR THE 
LEVY OF AN ASSESSMENT TO BE PAID BY DESIGNATED 
HOTELS THEREIN; AND PROVIDING FOR THE 
ESTABLISHMENT OF AN ADVISORY BOARD.  The Ordinance, 
having been placed on First Reading on May 5, 2015, was read by Title, 
the reading in its entirety unanimously waived and adopted by Council 
as Ordinance No. 2050. The City Clerk read the title of the adopted 
ordinance and announced that the vote at the introduction of the 
ordinance was unanimous. 

 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Woiwode, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
   RECUSAL:  Sandke 
 
9. ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS:   None. 
 
10. COMMISSION AND COMMITTEE REPORTS:  None. 
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11. CITY COUNCIL BUSINESS: 
   
 11a. Council Reports on Inter-Agency Committee and Board Assignments.   All 
Councilmembers stated they would submit their reports in writing except for Mayor Tanaka. 
 
Mayor Tanaka performed a hospital cafeteria ribbon cutting; joined the Coronado Cays Yacht Club 
for opening day; attended a screening of the movie, “The Burden” at the Nautilus Room; the 
California Newspapers’ Publisher Association meeting was held at the Del recently; attended a 
Mayors’ Ride in Spreckels Park; “The Breakfast Club” was the Mayor’s Movie of the Month; 
attended a Naval Complexes meeting; the Coronado Yacht Club had its opening day; Concerts in 
the Park recently had its opening festival.   
 
 11b. Adoption of a Resolution of the City Council of the City of Coronado, 
California, Creating the Coronado Tourism Improvement District II Advisory Board and 
Appointing its Initial Members; and Authorizing the City Manager to Execute a Special 
Services Agreement with the Coronado Tourism Improvement District for Management of 
the New District.    
 
Councilmember Sandke recused himself from this item due to financial reasons. 
 
Councilmember Downey is happy that this new program is helping bring in what we consider 
complimentary tourism to our town.   
 
 MSUC  (Downey/Woiwode) moved that the City Council adopt A 

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
CORONADO, CALIFORNIA, TO FORM THE CORONADO 
TOURISM IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT II ADVISORY BOARD.  
The Resolution was read by title, the reading in its entirety 
unanimously waived and adopted by City Council as RESOLUTION 
NO. 8758.  The City Council authorized the City Manager to execute a 
Special Services Agreement with the Coronado Tourism Improvement 
District to manage the new District. 

 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Woiwode, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
   RECUSAL:  Sandke 
 
  11c. Approve the Initial Concept Plan for Ingress Modifications and Parking 
Reconfiguration along Prospect Place, Soledad Place, and Third Street in Support of Sharp 
Coronado Hospital’s Community Access Improvements and Direct Staff to Facilitate the 
Development of an Amended Encroachment Plan for City Council Consideration.  Principal 
Engineer Jim Newton provided the presentation.   
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Councilmember Bailey referred to Mr. Newton’s comment about there possibly being substandard 
parking if this is based simply on on-street parking.  He understands that the hospital has a contract 
with the Marriott that allows them to use some of the Marriott’s parking.  Is that true? 
 
Mr. Newton understands that to be the case.  The area for the valet parking is provided on the 
Marriott’s property.   
 
Mr. Bailey asked if staff looked into the capacity of that parking lot as well.  The response was 
that it has not been looked at.  Mr. Bailey also asked about a parking lot off of Second Street that 
is currently a paid lot used by the hospital.  Was that considered at all as part of this in terms of its 
capacity? 
 
Mr. Newton explained that staff assumed, based on the demand for on-street parking, that whatever 
parking was being provided by the hospital, whether in their own parking lot or the valet service, 
was not enough.   
 
Mr. Bailey summarized that was the assumption but it wasn’t actually vetted out.   
 
Mr. Newton confirmed that he has not quantified the number of parking spaces in that particular 
lot.   
 
Mayor Tanaka commented that Mr. Bailey’s point is whether or not those parking spaces are being 
utilized and if they are charging $3/day or whatever to use them that may be why they are not 
being utilized.  And, instead of going diagonal, you could potentially use that inventory of spaces.   
 
Councilmember Downey asked if we received any input from the residents in terms of if they 
would have preferred back-in angled parking or drive front in.   
 
Mr. Newton responded that the specific question wasn’t asked. 
 
Mayor Tanaka stated that their preference was no diagonal parking. 
 
Ms. Downey understands that but they just made a determination that it was not going to be back-
in but we did get a whole bunch of people who commented that they thought it was unsafe for 
bicyclists and, as she understands it, that is why we are doing back-in other places as it is supposed 
to be safer for bicyclists and pedestrians.   
 
Councilmember Woiwode referred to the comment about the warrants being set up for residential 
areas.  Isn’t there a process by which people request angle parking?  What do we require when 
they request angle parking?  We require a pretty high percentage of the residents on the street to 
agree to it.   
 
Mr. Newton confirmed that we ask for a petition and he does not recall what threshold we require.   
 
Mr. Woiwode added that none of that process has been used here.   
 
Mayor Tanaka invited public comment. 
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Susan Stone, CEO, Sharp Coronado Hospital, clarified the question about Second Street parking.  
When the Bay Club did have available parking for the hospital, it was an arrangement that we had; 
however, it has been nonexistent for several years.  There is not a paid parking option for the Bay 
Club lot.  We do have 25 spots at the Marriott for the valet and then we were very blessed to have 
one of our residents donate 50 additional spots for employee parking at the Marriott.  We currently 
use those to the best of our ability and we have begun registering all employee cars as of this month 
so that we can have better control over where our employees are parking.   
 
Mr. Bailey asked if Ms. Stone is talking about the little lot right off of Second Street where it says 
pay three dollars to use.  Is that the lot she was referring to in regard to the Bay Club? 
 
Ms. Stone explained that they had an arrangement with the Bay Club parking prior to its purchase 
by new owners.  They did allow the hospital to have employee parking there and the hospital paid 
for that.  The 25 spaces in the Marriott as well as the 50 spaces for employees are not paid parking 
by employees or valet.  It is free parking for the employees as well as valet.   
 
Mr. Bailey added that the little lot right off of Second Street is paid parking. 
 
Ms. Stone responded that it is not associated with the hospital whatsoever.  That is actually the 
medical office building and does not involve the hospital. 
 
Michele Bailey liked Mr. Sandke’s question about what the additional parking is for.  She knows 
that she sees the people parking that are hospital employees along Third Street and Mullinex and 
Glorietta Blvd. every morning and she believes there are parking places in the Marriott lot that are 
already paid for that are going unused.  Part of it is that it is a shorter distance from Third Street to 
the hospital than it is from the Marriott lot.  She thinks the hospital has a good solution already for 
parking for patients, for people who want to visit patients, with the free valet parking.  She thought 
the idea of doing the roundabout was to encourage the use of valet parking.  If you go and add new 
parking places that is detrimental to the objective of encouraging the use of the valet parking, 
which is more efficient from a Coronado parking perspective.  Also, her house gives her a clear 
view of that intersection between Third Street, Mullinex and Glorietta Blvd.  It is her impression 
that most of the kids coming to the park on the weekends for soccer and baseball actually come 
down Third Street even though the bicycle path goes down Second and Glorietta.  It appears to be 
shorter and the kids take the shorter route.  She is very concerned about putting the back out 
diagonal parking on Third Street.  She does not know what back in parking is.  She did notice 
though that Second Street is wider than Third Street.  She realizes the bike lanes go down there 
and that we have a bicycle commission to look at where the bike lanes go but she thinks it would 
be possible, if we need the additional parking, to put the diagonal parking along Second Street and 
perhaps part of Glorietta Blvd. where there are not residences and just move the bike lane so that 
it comes down Soledad and down Third.   
 
David Fairbanks commented that there was a petition that said very nice things about the hospital 
and how we support the hospital.  He was asked to sign it but he did not because he could see that 
this angled parking proposal was part and parcel of the Prospect Street proposal.  It is the poison 
pill.  You can’t have one without the other.  It is the angled parking which is disturbing to those of 
us who live in the neighborhood because it takes the hospital’s parking problem and shoves it off 
on the neighborhood.  Secondly, just a few months ago we did a lot of talk about bicycles and 
bicycle safety.  This is a prime bike route to Tidelands Park.  The addition of the angled parking 
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would be very detrimental to the safety concerns for bicycles that we have been trying to achieve 
and he thought we had achieved.  We seem to be making progress backwards on that.  He hates to 
say bad things about the hospital.  The entire concept of this Prospect roundabout thing and taking 
the parking off of there to the idea of improving the customer experience and making it look pretty 
just can’t be done because the angled parking is part and parcel of it.   
 
Jen Rentschler is the mother of two young kids who travel by themselves back and forth to 
Tidelands Park.  She certainly has concerns about safety.  We often see bikers and people come 
and go through that corridor.  Angled parking not only detracts from the look of the neighborhood; 
she disputes that just because it is across that median that doesn’t mean that it isn’t near residences.  
That whole area is residential and should be treated that way.  Safety and aesthetics are her 
concerns.  Her understanding is that 80+ of her neighbors have already objected to this.  There 
may even be more since she had the last numbers.  That is a lot.  We haven’t requested this.  We 
don’t want it.  She asked the Council to follow the neighbors’ lead and reject the proposal for the 
angled-in parking. 
 
Mike Keeney is concerned about the angled parking.  The hospital, even though there is not data 
to say that it is substandard, it is substandard.  We have people parking in front of our house every 
single day that are from the hospital.  It is mostly employees, oftentimes visitors and this is two 
blocks away.  To him, it is mind boggling in a town where we listened to a number of issues here 
earlier today discussing the impact of parking that we would, on our own, give up 12 spots to gain 
a net of three more maybe.  The math wasn’t there for him.  It seemed a little bit confusing.  The 
hospital, and he believes in having a hospital in Coronado, when it expanded its footprint there 
was a promise and a commitment made, because there were concerns about parking, and that 
promise has not been met.  Mitigating that by renting space from the Marriott is a great idea.  He 
thinks that needs to be enforced more because pushing it off onto the residential neighbors who 
live near the hospital, creating safety hazards, decreasing the aesthetic appeal of our unique little 
town, is to the detriment of us all.  Having a hospital is a great thing.  Don’t put the traffic problems 
created by the hospital on those who live nearby because we want to make the hospital entrance 
more grand.   
 
Maryann Wonders lives on Third Street.  Parking because of the hospital has always been a 
problem in that area.  Shoving even more of a problem on them would be the angled parking.  We 
could do parallel parking.  She suggested making lines that would be painted if you had meters but 
not put in meters.  The lines would help people park within the lines and closer together.  All the 
kids use the street for bicycle riding and skateboards.  Aesthetically, the angled parking is going 
to look really crappy.  We already have the MRI machine trailer there that was supposed to be 
temporary.  It really takes away from the whole look of the neighborhood.  There is not a 25 mph 
speed limit sign on the street there.  She can’t see how people can back out and look for kids on 
skateboards.  It is an accident waiting to happen.  We know it is a bad situation for them but she 
thinks there is a better answer than just that type of parking.  Utilize that doctor parking lot more.  
Utilize the Marriott.  To push it off on the residents is just really poor.   
 
Richard Wonders supports the hospital and reminded everyone that the kids on skateboards and 
bikes go right down the center of Third Street.  He mentioned that years ago all the power lines on 
Third Street were taken down because it was designated a view corridor.  Here goes the view if 
we are going to angle the parking.  The residents are just dead against this.  The petitions that have 
been signed now have 104 signatures.  He believes that precedence was set earlier that this 
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particular type of diagonal parking was to be requested by residents and not by a commercial 
operation.  The hospital wants to extend its footprint out into the neighborhood.  His suggestion 
would be for the hospital to work with the other businesses, mainly the Marriott, whose parking 
lot is very much underutilized.   
 
Cindy Furhmann lives at Third and A and they rarely park in front of their house during the week 
because the hospital staff and patients fill up the street parking.  She knows the angled parking will 
add a few spaces but she doesn’t feel there is any way that could make a difference.  She is mostly 
extremely concerned about the safety of biking past the angled parking with children.  In her 
experience this is not safe.  The hospital staff will be leaving their jobs and will be tired, etc. at the 
same time the kids are coming back from Tidelands.  They hope that other parking solutions can 
be generated and addressed before implementing an unpopular and unsafe solution.   
 
David Greer took his own survey last week, Monday through Friday, both in the morning and 
afternoon at random times.  He took pictures of the available parking, the use of the valet, the use 
of the employee parking, the empty spaces for the $3 you have to pay to park, and the ball field 
park between B and A.  You can see that all the parking lots have capacity in them.  The existing 
capacity in this neighborhood is not being utilized.  There is no reason to go to angled parking on 
this.  The issue is a walking issue.  If you go just two blocks from the hospital, there is open parking 
all day.  The neighborhood does not want to look like a parking lot.  The 104 signatures on the 
petition against this, of which 80 are from the neighborhood itself and 24 are from outside the 
neighborhood, are because it is not safe, is not wanted and is not necessary.  He also did a survey 
of the utilization of the employee parking every day, afternoon and morning, and came up with 
only a 26% utilization rate for the whole week.  He brought this point up earlier in the year with 
the administration at the hospital and with Ms. Stone at the community forum.  Both times they 
promised that they were really going to check to make sure people were parking there.   
 
Mayor Tanaka began by saying that the request before the Council is driven by an attempt to 
improve the aesthetic of the hospital, which is a fine goal but is certainly not the overriding 
objective for him in this area.  If we are going to lose parking on Prospect for that purpose that is 
just not a good enough reason to lose parking on Prospect.  If we are going to lose parking on 
Prospect and make it up with angled parking that is a non-starter for him.  He is a no vote all the 
way around on this.  One of the reasons he is a no vote all the way around on this is because of 
what has been stated by the speakers.  He has noticed that all the people parking in front of people’s 
homes are people who work at the hospital.  He has marveled at how patient all of these neighbors 
are with this situation.  He doesn’t see any reason to support a proposal that makes things harder 
on these people who are already bearing the brunt of what happens when you have an awesome 
hospital like we do.  There is just no way he would support this.  The biggest reason he wouldn’t 
support it is, again, the objective we are achieving, a nicer median there, isn’t the most important 
objective.  That street that the City has given to the hospital has accomplished its purpose of 
providing a fairly maximum amount of parking on that street, closest to the buildings and facilities 
that people are trying to use and visit.  That is the priority that needs to be served and not making 
Prospect look a little bit nicer at the expense of creating problems elsewhere.  He made some other 
observations.  The ER is named the Lee and Phyllis Mather Emergency Room but the City’s trees 
obscure the sign.  He doesn’t know if the hospital would be interested but it might want to put a 
sign on the building itself closer to the doors where people enter.  He has also observed kids using 
Third Street.  He agrees that angled parking on that street would be a problem.   The reason he has 
seen so many people use Third Street is because it seems a little bit more direct and it also seems 
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a little bit safer.  When you travel down Second, you will run into a bus a little bit more often and 
to a heavier amount of commuter traffic.  You might run into some bikes as the bike lane comes 
there.  It is just intuitive for a lot of people to use Third to go straight to Tidelands Park.   
 
Councilmember Downey thinks there is a misunderstanding.  She does have the privilege of having 
been this Council’s representative to the hospital board for two years.  This isn’t just a 
beautification proposal.  Part of the reason this proposal was developed by the hospital is that the 
valet parking causes a back up all the way down the street.  Complaints were received from all 
kinds of people on that.  The valet program was a very well used program.  They came up to 
reconfigure this because of that.  With the new configuration, all the cars could go around the 
median in order to allow them to get out of the travel lanes so it doesn’t interfere with traffic on 
those streets.  It really wasn’t a beautification thing.  It was about how to make it function better 
because the valet is now being utilized a great deal by patients, visitors and others.  She doesn’t 
know if it is possible, but the idea of putting the angled parking on Second actually seems like a 
reasonable idea because there aren’t residences on the other side of that one.  She wondered if it 
was partially because of that warrant about the Bicycle Master Plan even though, from what we 
are hearing, more bicyclists use Third instead of Second.   
 
Mayor Tanaka thinks there are two different groups of users in that situation.  There are some 
people who use the bicycle lane on Second as part of a larger transit system.  The people who use 
on Third are people who have a destination of Tidelands Park.   
 
Ms. Downey thinks that everyone is concerned about the angled parking and the affect on the 
residents.  She doesn’t want to lose sight of why the hospital proposed this and maybe this is a 
send it back to hospital staff to figure out a new way to deal with parking so that we are not causing 
a disruption to the residents on one side.  She thinks the goals are very important and it is necessary 
for circulation there that they are effectively able to use that valet.  We are all saying that we like 
the valet option so we want to encourage that.  Ms. Downey moved on to answer Mr. Bailey’s 
questions.  As Ms. Stone mentioned, the parking lot that we saw lots of pictures of as not fully 
used is not the hospital’s.  There are limits as to who can park in there.  Patients who are visiting 
the hospital aren’t supposed to.  That is supposed to be patients of the medical building.  It is not 
available to the public.  It is privately owned parking just like they do now at Walgreens and Von’s.  
It is the owner of the parking lot who gets to decide who parks there.  It is not a substitute for any 
of the things that are proposed.  The use of the parking at the Marriott as a solution to everything 
the hospital is proposing may need to be looked at again but is not the solution.  The 25-space deal 
was an offer from a current board member to see if it would work.  It is not a permanent thing.  
The Marriott has not agreed to do this long term.  They are not saying they can always use it.  The 
hospital is working with people to try to get them to use it.  They had a lottery for people to use it 
because everyone thought it would be great.  They are working to get it utilized as often as they 
can.   
 
Councilmember Bailey thinks that the negative impact to the residential area is greater than the 
positive impact to the hospital.  That is the bottom line.  We did hear a lot about aesthetics.  If the 
issue here is that we are really concerned with improving the valet so we can improve traffic 
circulation, then he would suggest they bring a different proposal.  Because the impact to the 
neighborhood is negative and because we are used to seeing proposals like this originating from 
the residents where it is a resident petition that comes to the Council for this, the conceptual design 
as presented is a non-starter for him.  He does not think it is fair to further impact the residents any 
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more than they already have been.  He is certainly willing to entertain different conceptual designs 
along this street but as far as angled parking where it is currently proposed, he definitely would 
not be in support of that.   
 
Mayor Tanaka appreciates the problems a successful valet can have but that is not a new wheel to 
invent and figure out.  Everyone who has valets has that same problem and they find ways to fix 
the problem.  He is not convinced that this is even close to the best way to fix that problem.  It 
could be even a manpower issue.  He is also not opposed to reviewing other plans and so on but 
the one before him is totally inadequate in his mind. 
 
Councilmember Sandke is aware of a situation where one resident in the area vandalized every 
employee car who parked in front of his house.  They worked with the police department and put 
a sting car out and the guy was never caught.  He no longer lives in the neighborhood.  These folks 
face significant problems in their neighborhood due to the quantity of people who want to park in 
front of their house.  It is tremendously compelling to him that the people who signed this petition 
would come forward and say that they are okay with what the hospital is doing for the driveway 
but they don’t want to change the parking.  They would give up those spots rather than have angled 
parking on their street.  That is a very compelling argument for him because he knows what these 
people put up with.  From a broader perspective, he thinks it is hard for people to look at the 
medical office building underneath there and say that it is not part of the hospital.  He understands 
the dollars of it.  It is their building.  They built it and they control it.  Perhaps some better economic 
relationship between the hospital and the medical office building owners might result in better 
parking usage of that very close space to the hospital.  Why not meters?  If the problem is people 
who come in at 5 a.m. for their shift who have very little competition for parking, then maybe that 
is something that might assist with better usage along there.  The oval median in front of the 
hospital, at least as far as it is designed, for him, is entirely too large.  He is concerned with access 
to the retirement village across the way.  We haven’t heard anything from those folks.  It takes up 
a chunk of their driveway on either end.  The photo survey was compelling.  Having the burden of 
providing employee parking for the folks at the hospital placed upon this neighborhood is 
overwhelming.  To have those folks say that they are okay with what is being done with the 
improvements but they don’t want the parking changed is super loud in his head.  There might be 
a better way to do this.  He is a huge supporter of the hospital and feels strongly that it needs to be 
a part of our City.  One of the things that surprised him is that this street is probably one of the 
calmest streets in Coronado just by the nature of its design and the parking and the usages along 
it.  He is not ready to move forward with the proposal as it begins here.   
 
Councilmember Woiwode commented that angled parking is a last ditch effort in any application 
in our City.  He thinks that is why the process calls for a very high percentage of the residents to 
request it before the City even considers it.  The fact that if you shifted it over to Second Street 
you would have fewer residents to request it that doesn’t make it okay with him.  Third Street and 
Second Street are both 48’ wide.  It is not going to be a difference in terms of the size of the street.  
Angled parking doesn’t belong there, nor is it the City’s responsibility, in his view, to provide free 
parking for employees of a business.  We have public parking available on the streets.  To intensify 
the parking for the sake of the employees having parking close at hand doesn’t make sense to him.  
He is not supportive of that aspect of the plan.  If other parts of the plan can be pulled together 
without going to angled parking, he thinks there are some good ideas in there.  He is not willing to 
see any of the mobility options in that area or the environment for the residents to be jeopardized 
by angled parking.   
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Mayor Tanaka thinks the Council has one of two courses of action.  The Council can simply reject 
this proposal and if a new one comes forward, the Council can review it at that time.  It is pretty 
clear that there isn’t support of the Council as a whole to put in angled parking.  To him it is rather 
obvious that losing parking spaces is just not something the Council is really keen on.  There is 
agreement that the valet service that is in place is a good thing and if there is a proposal that 
enhances it or makes its efficiency better that is a great.  He would certainly say that if you enhance 
the valet parking by losing ten spaces, he is not sure he would support that.  He would need a lot 
of convincing that losing ten right up front is really going to be worth the trade off of the 20 or 
however many sitting empty that someone doesn’t want to walk that distance or we don’t want to 
employ an extra valet.  The door is open to another proposal but not one that impacts the 
neighborhood because frankly it is already impacted and it does not deserve more impact.   
 
Ms. Downey understands what Mayor Tanaka is suggesting but we have City staff and Ms. Stone 
here and there were several options that came up that were worth them looking at.  The 
recommendation from staff is that they wanted authorization to work with the hospital.  Obviously 
we are saying not as it is proposed now but she wondered if staff is able to work with Ms. Stone 
to look at some options that seem to be palatable based on the input given.   
 
 MSUC  (Tanaka/Bailey) moved that the City Council reject the 

recommendation and direct staff to continue to work with Sharp 
Coronado Hospital to work on their parking issues.   

 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Woiwode, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
 
The City Council recessed at 5:43 pm.   
 
The City Council reconvened at 5:55 pm. 
 
 11d. Review of National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit 
No. CAS0109266, Order No. R9-2013-0001 Compliance Documents for Submittal to San 
Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board).   City Manager Blair King 
gave introductory remarks.  Director of Public Services and Engineering Cliff Maurer gave the 
presentation.   
 
Councilmember Woiwode asked Mr. Maurer if he has already prepared these three documents.   
 
Mr. Maurer confirmed that but stated that they have not been submitted.  They will be submitted 
next week. 
 
Mr. Woiwode asked what they look like. 
 
Mr. Maurer responded that they are a couple of inches thick.  They will be available through the 
regular City options.  The development of these documents went through a public process. The 
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public was notified.  There were two public meetings in November of last year.  Attendance was 
not huge.   
 
Mayor Tanaka invited public comment. 
 
David Greer commented that we should look into treating all storm water on the island ourselves 
to get it as clean as possible before being emptied into the ocean or bay.  We could be a leader in 
this area.  It could be a good prototype maybe to get federal money to study the feasibility of 
treating all the storm water.  It seems like it would be a much simpler process for the City to take 
care of the water and not individual homeowners.  It could work like the sanitary sewer tax.  He 
would gladly pay more property tax to know that our water is as clean as possible before being 
discharged.   
 
Helen Kupka totally empathizes with the City and the nation that this trickle down requirement 
has hit everyone with an absolutely unfunded liability.  We are sensitive to that.  One of the things 
that we also have to do, and three minutes doesn’t quite explain the homeowners’ dilemma, is sign 
something that commits, for the rest of their lives, every single year that they will pay the City 
again to come inspect what they have done to make sure it works.  We have to build a whole house 
and make sure that nothing leaches into that water or touches that water and somehow gets into 
the Bay.  It is asking them to be a storm water treatment center as a house and is really difficult.  
If you know how expensive it is to build, you understand this.  She loved the mention of copper.  
The introduction of any mineral element could come from anywhere in the house.  It is going to 
land on the roof.  She thinks they have a solution.  It is going to cost a lot.  It has cost them a lot 
to design it.  It will cost more to build it.  They don’t even know if it is going to work or if the City 
is going to okay it.  They are sitting here with a huge investment and they don’t know if they can 
build it.  She asked the City to help them.  They don’t mind being guinea pigs.   
 
David Slack commented that we have a sister city in San Diego that is in Russia and they just had 
seven of their scientists visiting about treating sewage and pollution in the oceans.  It might be 
interesting to see what results they are finding at Scripps Institute of Oceanography and how that 
might apply to the City of Coronado.  It could save some money.  They have given all kinds of 
research equipment and it was fascinating to hear what their results were.  They are the leaders in 
that part of the world for that part of the Pacific Ocean.   
 
Mayor Tanaka doesn’t think anyone is against clean water.  It is more about what process you 
initiate to get there and then who you put the burden on.  He heard the term ‘unfunded mandate’ 
and thinks that is certainly part of this discussion.  He knows the City is certainly committed to 
doing what it can to obey the law and make sure it is doing its part.  He appreciates the presentation, 
particularly with respect to the fact that the City may need to staff things differently in the coming 
years to respond to this.  Anyone who reads the news about our current wastewater treatment 
knows that every five years there has been the discussion of a waiver and whether or not we will 
qualify.  We have had discussions in the past couple of years about whether we would be able to 
get our waiver by increasing the amount of purple pipe water by rediverting some of that back into 
irrigation and things like that.  We are all looking to see what the next shoe will be, when it will 
drop, what it will cost.  He is a little worried that now there is another shoe we need to be keeping 
track of as well.  He is sorry that the Kupkas are having to be the tip of the spear a little bit in terms 
of how this is going to affect homeowners.  The Council does not need to do a lot today other than 
to receive this report.   
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Councilmember Sandke asked if there is something in our rules to prevent a homeowner from 
simply taking their storm drains that come off their gutters and things and putting it in their sewer.  
At that point it becomes treated and ends up not being discharged from the property but rather 
becomes part of the wastewater stream and goes away.   
 
Mr. Maurer responded that there are options for fully treated storm water.  It is very expensive and 
has to be metered.  You have to pay individually to connect.  We have a situation with one of our 
developments down in the Ferry Landing area where they have essentially a sump pump that is 
discharging into a storm drain.  They have been put on notice.  The irony here is that the water 
meets all requirements as far as the numbers go.  They have two options.  One is to meter it and 
put it into the sanitary system and you have to get a permit because the sanitary system has to have 
the capacity to handle it.  In this case we do.  Or they have to go to the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board and request a waiver to allow to discharge into the MS4 and that is a long, costly, 
engineered process that needs to document for 12 or possibly 24 months that the water always 
meets the requirement.  They would have to send it to the sanitary system first until they can prove 
beyond a shadow of a doubt that they are not putting pollutants into the bay.   
 
Mr. Sandke shared, from his experience at the Joint Wastewater Authority meetings, that the 
agreement between the environmental groups and the folks moving forward on the Pure Water 
Initiative is pretty solid.  It could very well result in the last waiver we ever have to apply for here 
with the federal government.  That is a noble and achievable goal from what he understands.   
 
City Manager Blair King commented that in the recent past the City has been concerned with 
volume and velocity.  That is what the City has looked at in the storm drain system – controlling 
how much water went in, when it went in and at what rate of speed.  The discussion that should be 
taking place here as policy makers is the issue of best management practices versus absolute 
standards.  Best management practice says we do the best we can to make sure that the storm water 
is clean.   Absolute standards state that rather than just doing the best you can, there will be a 
standard that the water needs to meet when it comes out.  We have spent millions and millions of 
dollars separating sanitary sewer from storm drains.  We could potentially spend billions and 
billions to combine them.  There are questions about what will happen when we combine them, 
and it is not cheap, and people are concerned about that cost now and they are concerned expanding 
the wastewater treatment system now.  The only city he knows of in California which has a 
combined system is the city and county of San Francisco.  At some point in time, we may be 
looking at treatment of a storm drain.  The City of San Diego did a very famous experiment.  They 
put potable water into their storm drain system.  They tested the water when it went in.  It was 
potable when it came out.  It was just the storm drain system that was contaminated.  Water going 
through pipes becomes contaminated and is dirtier than when it goes in.  It will be expensive, as a 
practical solution, to treat it as part of the wastewater system.  People won’t want to pay for that.  
We are going to have a hard enough discussion in the future talking about how we are going to 
pay for the storm drain system now.  He concluded by saying that if there is any action, it is a 
ministerial action.  Staff will be submitting the documents.   
 
 11e. Approval of Wayfinding Signage Program for Vehicles, Bicycles, and 
Pedestrians.   Assistant City Manager Tom Ritter gave the presentation. 
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Councilmember Woiwode spoke about the big sign at the corner of Third and Orange.  When you 
see that sign, you have already made a decision on whether to turn or not because you will have 
already chosen what lane to be in.  Then there is another sign, C1 on the map, which is the warning 
sign so that you can choose the correct lane.   
 
Mr. Ritter concurred and explained that there is a precursor sign to that larger sign.  There is one 
farther back on the roadway but it has to be within that last block because otherwise they might 
become confused and think they are supposed to turn a block before Orange.   
 
Mr. Woiwode added that the sign in question is on the right side of the street.   
 
Mr. Ritter explained that some signs, on a three-lane street, will be duplicated on either side of the 
roadway but in order to keep the number of signs down, we haven’t done that in this case.  We 
defaulted to the right side of the roadway.   
 
Mayor Tanaka asked if Mr. Woiwode is hinting at that not being the right side of the roadway.  
Most people are probably coming in to make a left rather than a right at that point. 
 
Mr. Woiwode commented that we see it all the time where people are halfway through the 
intersection and realize that they should be over to the left at least one lane.  They have obviously 
missed this sign.  What they are seeing is the sign that is up overhead and now they will see the 
sign that is on the corner after they have gone through the intersection.  He is wondering if maybe 
we can look at that again.  If we can get people into the left lanes before they see that sign on the 
island that would be helpful.  He does not know what the best way is to do that.   
 
Mr. Ritter commented that staff has been working with Caltrans to improve the signage from the 
toll plaza to Orange.  We think there is room for improvement on, not wayfinding signs, the 
Caltrans signs so people know to be in the correct lane as they approach the intersection.  Staff 
will continue to do that.   
 
City Manager Blair King reminded the Council that staff has been somewhat timid as this 
information is being provided to the Council.  Although it has been discussed for a long time, staff 
is aware that there are reservations about too many signs in Coronado.  Staff is proposing a program 
that has the minimum number of signs to be effective; however, it is easier to add than take away.  
If the signs are in, if the public likes them, we can then go back and add.  We would rather be in a 
spot where people say that they like the signs and accept them rather than having people come to 
the City six months after installation that they are not liked and that people want them reduced.   
As Mr. Ritter said, there are times where, under normal circumstances, they would be on both sides 
of the street.  Staff is really trying to limit the minimum number to be effective but, depending on 
the Council and the public’s reaction to them, they could be added to.   
 
Councilmember Sandke didn’t see the hospital included on any of the wayfinding listed signs.  It 
has been brought up to him by a resident that it might be something to include.  Maybe that is more 
appropriate for Caltrans with the blue ‘H’ sign.  Perhaps the City could augment one or two of 
those signs that are in the appropriate places. 
 
Mr. Ritter commented that there are currently three signs that designate where the hospital is 
located.  Where staff was putting the wayfinding signs wasn’t conducive to replacing those signs.  
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We would have to actually add a sign just specifically for the hospital as part of the wayfinding.  
To keep the minimal number of signs down that one was removed. 
 
Mr. Sandke asked to see the slide of Alameda and Country Club.  Will those directions be clarified 
or a little more direct routes?   
 
Mr. Ritter explained that the reason for that sign is staff has received a lot of complaints about 
people incorrectly turning left on Orange to go to the beach or downtown.  They end up at the 
Navy Base.  There is a sign there that directs them to turn left and then, in order to complete that, 
there is another sign that directs them to keep going to get back to the beach and then go into 
downtown. 
 
Mayor Tanaka thinks this goes to Mr. Woiwode’s point.  Are we actually putting the sign in the 
place it is most likely to be seen and then acted upon.   
 
Mr. Sandke turned to the sign at Glorietta and Fourth.  He has seen an awful lot of pedestrians get 
past the sign that is at Third and Glorietta and might be helped by a sign that says not to cross here 
but to go back to the path under the bridge.  He sees people kind of stuck with that.  There is 
significant signage to find the bike path under the bridge and pedestrian pass when you come from 
the other direction but if you get past the hospital and you are at that stump of median to cross and 
you are looking up the street at all those cars going both ways you are flummoxed.  Some type of 
signage maybe further back would be helpful.   
 
Councilmember Bailey commented that there are 47 signs and this is roughly a $500,000 project.  
That is about $10,000 per sign.  Is that for installation and all the material? 
 
Mr. Ritter explained that now that staff has reduced the amount of signs, the estimate is now less 
than $400,000 rather than $500,000.  Obviously there are different size signs.   
 
Councilmember Downey asked to see the picture of the front and the back of the sign.  Is there a 
reason the sign can’t be put on both sides?  There are some places you can’t but if we are spending 
the money to put the sign up she doesn’t understand why we don’t put the same thing on the back 
with the arrows pointing the other way.   
 
Mr. Ritter responded that a lot of the signs are double sided for the pedestrians.  The kiosk could 
be.  We don’t know yet as it depends on the exact location.   
 
Mayor Tanaka commented that a kiosk typically has three or four sides.  Theoretically, when the 
exact location is determined that will be one of the factors that is considered.   
 
City Manager Blair King commented on the cost.  In terms of the type of signs, these are basically 
signs where the paint would be similar to what is put on auto bodies.  It is fired on to avoid fading.  
Also, the bases are better than average bases, as are the frames.  They are expensive but these are 
not the same type of signs that would be produced in the City’s sign shop either.   
 
Mayor Tanaka invited public comment. 
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Cindy Anderson was on the Wayfinding Committee as a stakeholder.  She wanted to address Ms. 
Downey’s question.  On Orange and Third where we talked about moving the community signs, 
we did decide that it was important to put a large one there because, although we are putting one 
previously, often when people don’t know what they are doing they just want a little reiteration as 
they are doing it.  They definitely saw the value of the community signs and looked at other 
options, maybe even over on that corner of Spreckels Park where some of the other older wooden 
signs are but it just came down to staff deciding that it was still able to be there.  She also addressed 
Mr. Woiwode’s comment about having it on the left and right side.  Of course, Mr. Ritter 
mentioned reducing any more signs than is needed but our eyes are conditioned, our mind is 
conditioned, because most roads are two-way streets, to go back and forth and are looking at the 
right side of the street for directional signage.   
 
Rita Sarich, Coronado MainStreet, urged the City Council to support this project.  It has been 12 
years and she knows that MainStreet has been at the table the whole time.  She and one of the 
Board members looked at each and every one of these signs.  It was a tedious process and she has 
to compliment City staff for the great job that they did.  They accepted all of MainStreet’s 
comments.  It was a great collaboration.  It is time to do this and she really appreciates this being 
done as it will be a great improvement.   
 
David Greer asked if we need an electronic version also.  Everyone has a smart phone today.  Do 
we need an app that would show people on their smart phones where to go? 
 
Mayor Tanaka responded that we have one.  The CTID put one together.   
 
Councilmember Downey is thrilled.  She has been a member of the Chamber for more than the 12 
years so she knows that people have been trying to get these wayfinding signs done for years.  She 
greatly appreciates the work done by the committee.  She would be happy to move the staff 
recommendation.  She thinks it is a great project.  She loves that we will try with this as a start and 
then decide if we will add more.  That is the only negative she has received from the public.  They 
don’t want too many signs.   
 
 MS  (Downey/Tanaka) moved that the City Council approve the staff 

recommendation to approve the Wayfinding Signage Program as 
proposed and direct staff to proceed with bidding the project for 
fabrication and installation. 

 
Councilmember Sandke asked if Ms. Downey would accept the addition of a sign at southbound 
Glorietta at Fourth to better instruct pedestrians and cyclists on how to find the path under the 
bridge. 
 
Ms. Downey is happy to have the motion include direction to staff to find a way to add that sign 
so that people understand how to go under the bridge.  She doesn’t know if it would be through 
this sign or it is a Caltrans sign but we need a sign that says that.  Ms. Downey’s motion is to 
approve the staff recommendation with the addition of one sign for them to figure out the best way 
to make signage available telling people how to do that.   
 
 MS  (Downey/Tanaka) moved that the City Council approve the staff 

recommendation to approve the Wayfinding Signage Program as 
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proposed and direct staff to proceed with bidding the project for 
fabrication and installation with the addition of one sign to direct 
people to the path under the bridge.   

 
Mr. Sandke added that we did find that the community sign is going to be preserved in its place, 
although he recalls from Mr. Ritter’s remarks that the flags could indeed be relocated.  He knows, 
as a Rotarian, that they are the folks that put those flags in and maintain them and keep a close 
watch on them.  He is curious if the motion also includes the direction to City staff to find a new 
place for those flags. 
 
Ms. Downey responded that if indeed we are removing them… 
 
Mr. King commented that the working assumption now is that there would be no changes to the 
community sign and the flagpole.  This project would need to be bid.  Staff will come to the 
Council with authorization to bid or award the contract.  If there is that element in there, staff will 
let the Council know at that time.   
 
Councilmember Woiwode is not comfortable with the addendum that Mr. Sandke wants to add 
about that sign in the vicinity of Glorietta.  These wayfinding signs are indicating ways to go, not 
ways to not go.  If it is necessary, he doesn’t think it is, he doesn’t want to see us start doing that 
and using these wayfinding signs for that purpose.  If we found it necessary to indicate something 
like that, special instructions for the lost, it would not be with one of these types of signs.  He 
would not be supportive of that aspect of the motion.   
 
Mr. Sandke clarified that while he used the words ‘don’t go’ he was suggesting that, in terms of 
fulfilling the obligations of the rest of the signage that it would be concurring with a positive 
direction on the way to go.  If that particular sign needs to be at the corner by the Coronado Royale 
and direct people down Mullinex Avenue, which is probably where it belongs, and it says that the 
path under the bridge is in this direction.  He apologized for characterizing the sign in a negative 
manner.  He would hope that the sign would fall into the same wayfinding verbiage and tense that 
the rest of these signs do in terms of making a positive declaration to someone as a safe route to 
travel.   
 
Mayor Tanaka asked if Mr. Woiwode objects to a wayfinding sign that simply points out where 
the path under the bridge is. 
 
Mr. Woiwode responded that is already in the proposal.  This is yet another one, on the assumption 
that people will miss that one.   He pointed out Bicycle Signage G1, F3, G2, G3.  Now we are 
saying that we need something else in the vicinity of Mullinex.   
 
Mr. Sandke pointed out that if he is leaving the Marriott he is not seeing any signs when he gets to 
Fourth.  To not get us bogged down in the details on this, he would happily withdraw his suggestion 
for a sign.   
 
Mayor Tanaka suggested that, if Ms. Downey doesn’t mind, we could bifurcate it and vote on it 
separately.   
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 MSC  (Downey/Tanaka) moved that the City Council approve the staff 
recommendation to approve the Wayfinding Signage program as 
proposed and direct staff to proceed with bidding the project for 
fabrication and installation. 

 
Councilmember Bailey looks at these proposals and asks himself who the audience is, whether the 
sign is effective for the intended audience, and whether it is worth $10,000 per sign.  He asks that 
because there are quite a few signs on here and he has never once heard a resident say that we need 
more signs.  When this program was first proposed, he was really excited about it because it was 
sold to him as a way that we were going to reduce the total number of signs throughout Coronado 
and create a path for our visitors to make it easier for them to visit the more popular destinations.  
He sees quite a few signs on here that would accomplish that.  He also sees quite a few signs on 
here that leave him scratching his head.  He pointed out a sign proposed for Pomona Avenue and 
the Tennis Center and it is going to let you know where the bridge and golf course are.  You can 
see the bridge and golf course from where that proposed sign is going to be.  There is a handful of 
other signs on here that are literally right next to the destination that they are pointing you to and 
when he looks at those he asks who they are really going to benefit.  He could go through this list 
and cross out quite a few that he doesn’t think are worth $10,000 because the audience they are 
serving isn’t really going to be impacted positively with them.  He does think that the intention of 
Mr. Sandke’s now withdrawn amendment is a good one because he thinks that is really beneficial.  
We should be directing tourists the safest route to travel our City.  That makes a lot of sense.  That 
is where we should be putting these signs.   
 
Mayor Tanaka pointed out that we have a motion before the Council.  Mr. Bailey makes good 
points but a lot of people have spent a lot of time on this and he is inclined to support their work 
even though Mr. Bailey might be right on some of these.  If at some point we don’t move forward, 
we are never going to get this done.  He is not inclined to wait a 13th year on this. 
 
Mr. Bailey commented that the City Council received an email on this from former 
Councilmember Phil Monroe about a year ago.  The email talked about him being part of the 
Council that initiated this back in 2003.  At that time, it made a lot of sense to have 40 or 50 or 
even 100 signs.  Nowadays, with cell phones as prevalent as they are, with applications being as 
functional as they are, a lot of these signs might not be as necessary as they once were.  When we 
talk about people being lost, we know that most people can navigate here.  He does have an issue 
with approving all of these signs just because it is a significant expense and he thinks there are 
quite a few on here we could go through and look for the benefit of.  There are others that he would 
be really excited to support.   
 
Councilmember Woiwode is certainly not opposed to anything that Mr. Bailey or Mr. Sandke are 
saying.  What he doesn’t want to do is get to where the Council is engineering this from the dais.  
We cannot, in this meeting, put in anywhere near the amount of time that the stakeholders’ group 
and staff have put into preparing this recommendation.  He would much rather go back and move 
signs later, add signs later, do whatever the installation calls for after we see how it works than to 
sit here, right now, and make changes to something that reflects a tremendous amount of work.  
He is not opposed to either of the suggestions that have been brought up but he just doesn’t think 
we have the same context as the people who put the work into it.   
 



Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the   Page  288 
City Council of the City of Coronado/the City of Coronado Acting as the Successor Agency to the Community 
Development Agency of the City of Coronado of June 16, 2015   
 

288 

Mayor Tanaka feels that if the motion carries we have our answer and it if it doesn’t, we could 
discuss that more.   
 
   AYES:  Downey, Sandke, Woiwode, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  Bailey 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
 
Councilmember Sandke has been swayed by his colleague.  Having the City Council onesie twosie 
this thing probably isn’t the right way to move forward.  He discussed with Mr. Maurer the need 
for this sign in a short staff meeting with him.  If, in fact, the group decides that is for the betterment 
of the program he is sure Mr. Maurer would have flexibility within the program to do something 
like that and he thinks there is probably, as Mr. Bailey suggested, some overkill here.  He is proud 
the Council is moving forward.  He doesn’t intend to bring forward any other motions related to 
this.   
 
Councilmember Downey is quite convinced that staff and our stakeholder committee can come 
forward with more suggestions.  She does think it is helpful to at least go on the record because 
she thinks that particular location and that designation as a way to get across is a helpful one.  They 
can decide if that is necessary in the future.  She noticed that we have a sign, G11, where we have 
a sign that lets everyone know that there is an underpass for the state beach access so that you 
don’t have to run across the Silver Strand Highway.  It is the same concept.  If you didn’t know it 
was there, you might think you had to run.  She thinks it is worthwhile but she will let staff come 
back with that recommendation should people agree with us.   
 
Mayor Tanaka thinks that one of the really good points that Mr. Bailey raises is the cost per sign.  
Hopefully, if we decide in a year or two years or five years to redo a couple of these, some of that 
expense that we are making now will be minimized.  Hopefully every time we make a new 
decision, it won’t cost that full dollar amount. 
 
Mr. Bailey would be very supportive if Mr. Sandke were to make that motion to look at that area 
because he thinks that area is one that is worth a $10,000 sign.  It really is.  You see people there 
trying to cross at that intersection and you just scratch your head and want to help people out.  He 
would prefer to direct staff to look into that location.   
 
 MSC  (Bailey/Downey) moved that the City Council direct staff to add signage 

on southbound Glorietta at Fourth to better instruct pedestrians and 
cyclists on how to find the path under the bridge. 

 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  Woiwode 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
 
 11f. Approval of the Third Amendment to the City Manager Employment 
Agreement with Blair King Related to Compensation and Benefits.  Under Consent, the City 
Council authorized the Mayor to execute an amendment to the City Manager Employment 
Agreement. 
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 11g. Approve the First Amendment to the Agreement for City Attorney Services.  
Under Consent, the City Council approved the First Amendment to the City Attorney 
Services Agreement and authorized the City Manager to execute the amendment.   
 
12. CITY ATTORNEY:   No report. 
 
13. COMMUNICATIONS - WRITTEN:  None.  
 
14. ADJOURNMENT:  The Mayor adjourned the meeting at 7:06 p.m.  
 
 
       Approved: (Date), 2015 
 
 

______________________________ 
       Casey Tanaka, Mayor 
       City of Coronado 
Attest:  
 
 
______________________________ 
Mary L. Clifford  
City Clerk 
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MINUTES OF A  
SPECIAL MEETING OF THE  

CITY COUNCIL 
 OF THE 

CITY OF CORONADO 
Coronado City Hall 
1825 Strand Way 

Coronado, CA  92118 
Tuesday, June 23, 2015 

 
Mayor Tanaka called the meeting to order at 12 p.m.  
 
1. ROLL CALL: 
 

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

 
Absent:  None 
 
Also Present:  City Manager/Agency Executive Director Blair King   

City Attorney/Agency Council Johanna Canlas 
   City Clerk/Agency Secretary Mary Clifford   
 
The Mayor noted that, because this is a special meeting, State law is very particular that 

the only things that can be talked about at this meeting have to be on the agenda and that includes 
Oral Communications.  If you choose to speak to the Council under Oral Communications, it is 
not like a regular City Council meeting where you can speak on anything you would be interested 
in.  You have to focus it on an item on the agenda. 

 
2. ORAL COMMUNICATIONS:     
 
Councilmember Bailey was under the impression that, included within the small scale actionable 
items that would be discussed today, would be restricted left hand turns on Third and Fourth Street 
because that is in the context of this meeting and improving the safety and calming traffic in this 
area.  He has asked the City Attorney if it would be permissible to give a brief presentation on this 
even though the Council would not be taking any action on this today.   

 
City Attorney Johanna Canlas believes that, under Oral Communications, Mr. Bailey can do it.  
However, if there will be significant discussion, it will need to follow Council policy and under 
Council policy he would need to bring it back to ask the Council whether or not they want to hear 
it.   
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Mayor Tanaka concluded that Mr. Bailey will, under Oral Communications, speak about turn 
restrictions and then either that will be his communication and that will be that or if three people 
of this Council want to talk about it, then that would result in us having to agendize it for a future 
meeting.   
 
Ms. Canlas corrected that under our policy Mr. Bailey would need to bring it back in writing for 
the Council’s consideration at the following meeting.   
 
Councilmember Downey has a problem with that as it means that Mr. Bailey gets to speak and 
none of us get to talk on the issue when the public is going to want to talk on the issue.  She is not 
sure that this should be done.  She did not believe that this was within the context of this meeting.  
She is not prepared to not let the public talk about it.  She agrees that this should be discussed at 
the future meeting we told everyone we would have to talk about these kinds of issues.  To her this 
diverts what we are supposed to be doing here at the special meeting.  She would request that we 
don’t have the presentation this morning and we put it on the meeting where we told the public we 
would be looking at this very kind of solution.   
 
Mr. Bailey is not expecting the Council to deliberate on this at all.  That would be the extent of his 
oral communications.  He would certainly welcome any oral communications from other 
Councilmembers knowing that no further discussion would be had on this item.  He does agree 
with Ms. Downey that if this is discussed, it should be discussed at a future Council meeting and 
he will follow Council policy to have it formally agendized then. 
 
Mayor Tanaka feels that if this is supposed to wait for a future meeting then it would probably 
make the most sense for the public and the Council to just postpone that.  Mr. Bailey commented 
at the last meeting that he wanted to keep the scope of this one narrow. 
 
Mr. Bailey did say that and was under the impression that this would be included within that scope.  
He was a bit disappointed to see that the language within this agenda did not allow this to be 
formally discussed by the entire Council, which is why he was hoping he could give the Council 
and the public a head’s up that this will be discussed at a future Council meeting.   
 
Mayor Tanaka pointed out that this is Oral Communications and the discretion is up to the speaker.  
He thinks it would make the most sense for Mr. Bailey to save this for the future meeting where it 
can be discussed.   
 
Mr. Bailey referred to a memo from Chief Froomin where he mentioned that, in the case of Third 
and Fourth Street, the primary cause of 66 to 68% of collisions is the unsafe turning or right-of-
way violations and many of these violations are related to cross traffic and the more difficult it is 
for oncoming traffic to see and react to cross traffic.  In 2002, semi-diverters were installed.  In 
2004, those semi-diverters were removed and in 2010, Orange Avenue had a longer left turn lane 
installed.  From 2002 through 2004, when we had the semi-diverters up, traffic was not allowed to 
turn left from Third Street onto A, B or C at any time of day.  There were also restrictions down 
the alleys as well.  What this did was to force an increased volume of traffic up to Orange Avenue 
which made Orange Avenue even more congested than it already was.  However, it certainly made 
the intersections at Fourth and A, Fourth and B, Fourth and C safer because there was less cross 
through traffic.  What this did was, because of the force of the increased volume up to Orange 
Avenue, result in traffic using D and E as a bypass.  This caused a lot of problems in the 
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community.  We had the initiative that took place that ultimately removed the semi-diverters in 
2004.  In 2004, you can see that traffic was again allowed to turn left from Third Street onto A, B 
and C.   You still had time restrictions in the mornings but in the afternoons you were allowed to 
make that turn.  You also had time restrictions on the alleys as well in both the mornings and the 
afternoons.  You did not have that same time restriction on A, B and C during the afternoons.  This 
helped improve the congestion on Orange Avenue but it still lacked the capacity to really handle 
that increase in volume.  From 2004 to 2010, you can see that the two left turn lanes were relatively 
short.  From 2010, after that second left turn lane was lengthened, you still have traffic turning left 
on A, B and C in the afternoons but the congestion on Orange Avenue has been significantly 
reduced because of the extension of the second left turn lane.  However, the cross through traffic 
on A, B and C in the afternoons is causing these intersections on Fourth and A/B/C to all be 
dangerous because of that cross through traffic.  He showed what the turn lanes look like on Orange 
Avenue now that have produced greater capacity which is better able to accommodate the volume 
of traffic that exists.  Even though there is excess capacity on Orange Avenue now, you still have 
a whole bunch of traffic cutting through A, B and C.   He showed a brief video of that first left 
turn sequence that happens as traffic is moving westbound from Third Street and turning left to 
get onto Orange Avenue and then proceeding to turn left onto Fourth.  The left signal right now, 
the left turn signal, has just stopped allowing northbound traffic from Orange Avenue and you are 
seeing now that the two left turn lanes start to fill up.   
 
Ms. Canlas stated she believes sufficient time has passed, especially if this is not going to be a 
discussion item.   
 
Mr. Bailey concluded by saying that there is excess capacity on Orange Avenue to handle an 
increase in volume of traffic that would result from further restricting left hand turns on A, B and 
C and he intends to agendize this at a future meeting and he hopes to have two other 
Councilmembers’ support.   
 
Mayor Tanaka reiterated that under a special meeting, in state law, you can only stick to what is 
on the agenda.  He restated that the Council will deliberate and/or give direction concerning these 
key areas:  traffic enforcement, crossing guards, the speed survey and miscellaneous early action 
improvements to reduce speeds and calm traffic on SR 75 east of Orange Avenue.  What Mr. 
Bailey just showed he presumed would be part of miscellaneous early action improvements but it 
is up to staff to put the agenda together and as they put the agenda together that wasn’t something 
that was included for discussion at this meeting.   

 
3. CITY COUNCIL BUSINESS: 

   
 3a. Deliberation and/or Discussion Concerning Traffic Enforcement, Crossing 
Guards, Speed Survey and Miscellaneous Early Action Improvements to Reduce Speeds and 
Calm Traffic on State Route 75 East of Orange Avenue, Also Referred to as Third and 
Fourth Streets, and Take Action to Encourage and Support the Use of Radar and Lidar to 
Enforce the Speed Limit.   City Manager Blair King introduced the item.  Mr. King and Chief of 
Police Jon Froomin provided the presentation.   
 
Councilmember Downey did some research trying to figure out the last time we lowered the speed 
limit.  Based on what she can find out, it actually was Caltrans that came to the City first.  They 
had done some study and discovered that we had a higher than average pedestrian accidents on 
Third and Fourth.  They came to what was then the Traffic Operations Committee and the City 
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Council gave direction that it wanted to do something about lowering the speed limits and 
eventually the law changed that allowed Caltrans the option of using the 5 mph decrease based on 
residential density and other issues.  At that time, Caltrans came to the City first.  We received a 
briefing from Caltrans at our last Council meeting and they told us that they did another pedestrian 
survey because they were concerned about pedestrian issues.  Has that survey been released to 
Chief Froomin? 
 
Chief Froomin has not seen it yet.  He believes that the antennas that are up in the area are doing 
those counts.   
 
Mr. King commented that the information he has was delivered from Engineering & Public 
Services.  Caltrans has told staff that we don’t expect to see the results of that pedestrian 
information until August or September.   
 
Chief Froomin doesn’t know if that would have any impact.  As Caltrans stated at the last meeting 
they have already done the 5 mph reduction.  He doesn’t know that it could go down any further 
than that.   
 
Ms. Downey agrees.  She is trying to figure out, since as best she can figure out, they started 
helping the City back in 2002 realize that maybe we should do something.  She wanted to see if 
they had any more ideas that we could be expecting but we don’t know because we haven’t seen 
anything.   
 
Mr. King noted his presentation is the result of the collective discussion among various elements 
of staff.  We can talk about the methodology.  We do know differences in the 2014 edition of the 
California Speed Survey Methodology than previous.  We do think that apparently some flexibility 
that Caltrans or traffic engineers may have had prior to the 2014 edition they don’t have now but 
have come back in one 5 mph increment reduction. 
 
Ms. Downey stated that one of the things she found out is that it turns out that the surveys then 
suggested that the speeds were lower and they still allowed us to lower our speed limit.  The survey 
had lower results than we are seeing today but did discuss exactly what Mr. King said that it was 
a difference in how the rules could be interpreted under the Caltrans regs.  Has anyone seen the 
surveys or have access to the surveys that were done back in 2002?  She couldn’t find those 
anywhere in the records.   
 
Chief Froomin is sure they would have those at the station as officers would use them in court.   
 
Mr. King made his presentation for the Council.   
 
Mayor Tanaka explained to the public how he intends to manage the rest of the meeting.   
 
The Mayor invited public comment. 
 
Wayne Strickland considers himself to be a public safety guy as a retired Coronado firefighter.  He 
likes what the City is trying to do here and really appreciates it.  He was up north and did see the 
pedestrian flag thing and liked it.  He put it on Coronado Happenings and then they have these 
crosswalks that light up.  He likes that.  He also saw, and he appreciates the Police Chief doing 



Minutes of the Special Meeting of the   Page  294 
City Council of the City of Coronado of June 23, 2015   
 

294 

that, the reserve Senior Patrol out practicing traffic control just yesterday.  Senior Patrol possibly 
helping out with people trying to cross somehow will help.  Traffic definitely needs to be taken 
care of and he appreciates anything the City is doing.  At a later date, he would bring up the idea 
of having a left turn on Glorietta that would eliminate a lot of that traffic on A, B and C and it 
would eliminate a lot of accidents.  He knows that is difficult.   
 
Terry Leary asked the Council to give serious consideration to pedestrian barricades that would 
direct traffic to Orange.  Particularly he notices a lot of tourists coming up from the Ferry Landing 
and getting to the corner of Third and B and looking at their phone where maybe their app says to 
continue on B to get to the Del.  He lives on that corner and asks them go to the light because it is 
a lot safer.  The other thing is that there would be more people going down to the business section 
which he would think the businesses would prefer.   
 
Margo Roberts asked how the speed survey lapsed.  How did it come to be?  Who is responsible 
for making sure that these are kept up so that we can use radar?  Another consideration is when 
tourists come they use Google Maps and Google directs them down A and it is just treacherous.  
Can someone talk to Google?   
 
Susan Hardy is retired Navy.  If you go on NAB, you don’t go over 20 mph and it has been that 
way for a long time because you know you will get a ticket.  She is very thankful that the City is 
going to finish the speed survey and she would love to see the Police Department out there giving 
tickets left and right until the word is out there that we are serious about traffic and enforcing 
traffic.  The other thing is that it would be great if the City had statistics from the Police Department 
on when those tickets are given because she sees a lot of tickets given on Saturdays and Sundays 
and not necessarily tickets between 5 and 8 a.m., Monday through Friday, on Third going in and 
on Fourth coming out in the afternoons.  It would be great to get some more fidelity on when the 
actual tickets are given.  The decoys are effective the first time you see them and then they are not 
effective but she applauds the Police Department because she knows that they are trying to do 
what they can.   
 
David Greer spoke about the speed study.  He remembers back in the 1990s that the speed limit 
on Third and Fourth was 35 mph.  He wonders how that got to be 35 and then how we subsequently 
got it to 25 which it is now and which we want to keep it to.   
 
Mayor Tanaka reminded the public that this is a comment period.  The Council meetings aren’t 
really set up for a back and forth exchange.  Questions have been posed.  The Council is here to 
listen to the public’s comments.   
 
Michael Schmid commented that pedestrian barriers are not a good idea.  If people were driving 
the speed limit and watchful of pedestrians, there would be no need and for people to have to go 
blocks out of their way just to get to the grocery store is ridiculous.  Second of all, he is wondering 
if we can use radar and lidar to at least write warnings so they are on the record.  Let’s do what we 
can to slow the traffic down.  It seems to him that if they raise the speed limit, we are just going to 
be raising it again in five years and raising it again in another five years so it is just going to be a 
constant battle.   
 
Doug Brandt provided some information that he and Mr. Bailey have been talking about 
concerning gps.gov.  Gps.gov is an interactive website which you can, as a city, encourage change 
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upon Apple and android devices, Tom Tom and Garmin devices and also, to interact with trucks, 
there is a company called Fleetmatics which provides the apps for trucks that encourages them to 
use truck routes.  The GPS system is run by the Air Force and gps.gov is a place where we can 
start to get people to go the right ways into Coronado and not use A, B and C and also encourage 
trucks to use the truck routes.  This would also help the pedestrians who use their Apple phones, a 
way to walk around town and would encourage this to change.  It is a process that the City staff 
needs to do.  He thinks it will be very effective in creating a safer environment.   
 
David Slack seconded everything that the public has said.  These are concerns of the City and the 
citizens of the City.  He feels it is important for us to actually consider alternate transportation at 
this point.  Even if we get the ferry routes coming back in so they can come into the Landing or to 
the military base or somewhere else besides everyone flowing over the bridge.  It is only going to 
get worse and not better.  He would like to ask everyone in the room what our superior officers in 
the room that are elected doing about this.  What is Toni Atkins, the Speaker of the Assembly, 
doing about this?  What is her interest?  We are her residents.  What is going on?   
 
Thomas Slattery can address, to some extent, the Toni Atkins issue.  He went to her office hours 
at the library some time ago.  He received a very nice postcard from her saying that she was going 
to be looking into it and that is the last he heard from her.  He guesses she is not doing very much.  
Secondly, he referred the Council’s attention to an interview that Chief Froomin gave shortly after 
he was appointed.  In that interview, he was addressing the issue of cyclists crossing in front of the 
entrance to the Cays.  He says, quite categorically, “People will respond if they know that tickets 
are being issued and it will effect the way that they behave.”  He thinks it behooves him to instruct 
his officers to abide by his own stated opinion and start giving out more tickets.  It is very simple.   
 
Greg Walti is a new resident but is also speaking on behalf of Neville and Susan Rich who have 
been long-term residents of Coronado.  As the long-term residents, Neville and Susan strongly feel 
that police enforcement is the best and simplest solution.  Chief Froomin’s report says that it would 
cost approximately $150,000 a year to add an additional officer.  The Traffic Commission 
proposals greatly exceed that amount.  Essentially, one officer added to the street will be about the 
same – that is 11 years of employment for that officer in comparison to some of the proposals of 
the $1.5 million range that the Traffic Commission put forth.  He moved here from Santa Monica.  
In Santa Monica there are very busy streets that are not nearly as busy as Third and Fourth but 
there are three lane streets with the lit crosswalks.  Those are very effective.  He advocated for the 
simplest solution, which would be enforcement and then look and see how that changes things.  If 
that doesn’t have the impact that the City wants, then maybe start looking at some of these more 
investment heavy options.  Once you start blocking off streets, there will be impacts that the City 
isn’t able to predict right now.  The one thing you can predict is adding officers or adding an officer 
and patrolling Third and Fourth a lot better.  That is an obvious solution.  Anything else is going 
to put the City in an unknown area that maybe no one is prepared for.   
 
Fern Nelson wants another study.  It seems to her that we need a Citywide traffic study.  What we 
have so far that is current is the F&P study that was specifically between Second and Fifth and 
from the Base to the Bridge.  It did not take into account anything or any impacts that it has on the 
whole rest of the City.  She feels that the study just is not sufficient to make decisions about for 
the whole City.  In terms of police, everyone would like to see more enforcement.  That would 
really be excellent.  She is more in favor of barriers than not because it would really cut the cross 
traffic. Cross traffic is a big problem.  If we somehow manage to do no right turns/no left turns or 
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whatever on Third and Fourth that would probably be helpful as well but we need a Citywide study 
to tell us about that.  She is going to propose that the City hire what she would call a neighborhood 
liaison person.  This would be a full time, well salaried person because at this point we are a big 
enough City that we have independent areas of interest such as the Cays, Third and Fourth, the 
Base area all of which have entrances.  We need to coordinate the Bridge Gateway project, along 
with the Third and Fourth Street project.  As it is right now, many residents of the City are going 
through all kinds of data and ways to pull information from here and there.  It shouldn’t be the 
work of all of these different residents to pull all of this data together.  She wanted to suggest that.  
She thinks the City has enough money to hire a person that would be able to represent all of us 
with no interest in particular of his or her own.  
 
Mayor Tanaka mentioned that on pages 2 and 3 of the agenda packet there are eight items of 
analysis and eight things the Council could discuss and take action on if it wants to.  He suggested 
that the Council take one of those items out of order and talk about it first.  That would be the 
speed survey.  He knows that staff wants to know if we are going to support them on the existing 
speed survey that has already been conducted or if it is the goal of the Council to request a new 
one or not.  Mayor Tanaka will certainly support the staff.  If that is what they need to start the 
lidar enforcement and radar again and if that survey has already lapsed by six months, he certainly 
doesn’t like the outcome of it.  We all were unanimous in voting against that as a good idea but at 
the same time if we want enforcement we either have to take that survey and start running with it 
or take the risk of doing a new survey and hoping that we like the results.   
 
Councilmember Sandke commented that not only through the Chief’s remarks today and anecdotal 
comments with the officer in the last week or so, we have left a weapon out of their arsenal in 
terms of enforcement.  Through Caltrans’ inaction and maybe our reticence to allow the process 
to move forward, we may have slowed down some improvements that we can offer our residents 
in terms of enforcement.  The Chief was clear in his remarks in terms of statistics where 
enforcement has resulted in fewer collisions.  He would be in favor of moving ahead and letting 
Caltrans know that the sooner we get that speed study, even though it is not the number we had 
hoped for, in force, the sooner our officers can get out there and do their job.   
 
Councilmember Woiwode referred to the staff report where it mentions something that he thinks 
most of us know.  We have been doing informal speed studies as well.  We have had staff out there 
with radar guns and we have every reason to believe that if we do this again the number will be 
higher.  He is certainly in favor of getting on with it and getting this thing approved and enforcing 
what we can enforce. 
 
Councilmember Downey was ready to act on the speed study at our last meeting.  She is glad we 
waited as the Mayor suggested.  It gave us an opportunity to get more information.  It gave our 
Chief of Police an opportunity to put more information out about enforcement and how effective 
or not effective it has been in the last couple of years.  One of the things she discovered, and Mr. 
Greer is absolutely right, was that in 2002 the City Council directed staff to see what they could 
do about lowering the speed limit because it was much higher than it is now.  Caltrans, on its own 
in 2002, wound up doing some surveys and studies and then they were concerned that the traffic 
rates were higher in our Third and Fourth Street corridor than they expected or in other similar 
corridors in the Caltrans area.  When the survey was done, for whatever reason, it came down at a 
lower amount than the posted speed limit, which was wonderful.  Our Council hopped on that then 
and we lowered the speed limit because it was a recommendation from the TOC, which is how it 
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went back then.  One of the things that is interesting is that it was right before, within the span of 
one year, that we had the lowering of the speed limit, the barriers go up, and the tolls come off.  
We had all kinds of things that changed how traffic flowed.  Remember the presentation said that 
the only way you can get new speed surveys and do new things is because traffic conditions 
change.  All traffic conditions changed.  It was completely a different driving experience in 2002.  
She was unaware of all of that at our last meeting.  She doesn’t want to publicly suggest that she 
thinks a new survey would have a higher speed limit.  She does not think that is a good idea.  We 
don’t know what the speed limit would be.  The only one we have is the one that was done by 
Caltrans.  To answer the question as to why there was a delay, people didn’t wait.  Caltrans and 
City staff actually did the survey back in November 2014 before the old one expired but when the 
survey results suggested that it should be increased from a 25 mph zone to a 30 mph zone that 
caused pause.  City staff said that it needed to bring this to the City Council to find out what could 
and should be done about it.  That is why the delay was there and that is why our City Police 
Department used other methods until we could have these meetings.  She would be happy to make 
the motion that we accept the current speed survey done by Caltrans which would then, of course, 
allow them to have the speed limits to 30 mph but would allow our Police Department to enforce 
with every tool that they have.  She agrees with Mayor Tanaka that getting the speed limit certified 
is the best first step.   
 
 MSUC  (Downey/Bailey) moved that the City Council accept the current speed 
survey done by Caltrans. 
 
Ms. Downey continued by saying that when we talk at future meetings about some of the other 
options, one of the things that has caused her a little bit of confusion is that there be a set speed 
limit input so that anything that we talk about in the future can be modeled with that as the approved 
speed limit.  It is important that we get down what the speed limit will be so that any future changes 
we are suggesting making will be able to be spoken to by our modelers.   
 
Mr. Bailey feels that the question is really what needs to happen to allow our officers to enforce 
the speed limit.  It is as simple as that.  The answer to that is simply that the speed limit has to be 
supported by a speed survey so he is all for moving forward and giving our officers the tools they 
need to do just that.   
 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Woiwode, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
 
Mayor Tanaka commented that naturally leads to traffic enforcement.  We heard from the Police 
Chief.  One of the things Ms. Downey mentioned was that it was good that we had a little bit of 
time to pause and one of the things we needed to pause on was at our June 2 meeting we heard 
people quoting data that had come from the Police Department.  The Council was inundated with 
comments that enforcement had gone down, that they weren’t writing speeding tickets, etc.  The 
Council didn’t have the benefit of some chunk of data that had been collated for our benefit at that 
meeting.  Regardless of what the numbers are, there is also perception and he will say that what 
he heard loud and clear on June 2 is the perception that we weren’t enforcing as much as we could, 
backed up with their own anecdotal evidence that they aren’t seeing it.  One of the goals of today 
is to reinforce that mantra that the Council and community do want to see more enforcement.  



Minutes of the Special Meeting of the   Page  298 
City Council of the City of Coronado of June 23, 2015   
 

298 

Obviously, if that is heard and understood by our Police Department, then data six months from 
now, a year from now, will bear out that is something that they have taken to heart or accepted as 
direction.  He asked Chief Froomin, during his presentation, about how much overtime potential 
he has with his existing police force.  Mayor Tanaka asked that question deliberately because 
something that the Council certainly isn’t at liberty to do today and would take a considerable 
amount of time is adding police officers.  It is something the City could do but you can’t do that 
on an ad hoc basis.  We certainly wouldn’t today say to hire two new officers.  He can’t imagine 
a Council saying that it would pick numbers out of thin air hire, those people and go from it.  But 
one of the things the Council can do as part of what is a budget process that goes on every year is 
ask that question.  Is our Police Department properly staffed?  What do we expect it to do and is it 
doing that?  Something we can do quickly, without hiring new officers, is looking at how much 
potential there is for more overtime and then assigning more officers, if they wish, to work an extra 
day or a certain number of shifts in a month or a week if they want the extra pay and we want the 
extra enforcement.  He certainly wants to make it clear today, right now, that to the extent that we 
have officers, the extent to which they can work overtime, he is certainly willing to start doing 
that.  He does believe there is an expectation on behalf of the public that we should do more in 
terms of getting our officers there and getting them visible.  The more visible they are on the streets 
with the highest traffic, with the most collisions, the more likely we are to change driver behavior.   
When he is in Pacific Beach or downtown San Diego, he sees police officers all the time.  We brag 
about how well we run our finances and we mean it but he doesn’t feel as if we see our officers on 
patrol as much as we probably would like.  For all those residents who are here from Third and 
Fourth Street and B or whatever street you are on, he has a feeling that you probably don’t feel 
like you are seeing officers coming down those streets with the frequency you want.  If nothing 
else today, as far as enforcement goes, he would like to encourage our police department to, if we 
have more capacity, to start using it.   
 
Councilmember Downey couldn’t agree more.  Ms. Hardy made a very good point.  She, too, is 
retired Navy and she has to say that you sweat it out getting a ticket on the Base.  They always 
seem to be there.  It wasn’t just a matter of you got the ticket but there was a repercussion of the 
ticket.  If you got so many tickets, you lose your privileges to drive on the Base.  Her children also 
know that they best not get a speeding ticket on the Base.  She thinks that whatever we can do to 
create that feeling for all motorists going through our town, whether you live here or visit, that we 
take it seriously.  We want that image.  Once they feel that way, it will go viral.  She doesn’t know 
that right now the Council can dictate hiring more people but she likes how many days every other 
month the Police Department does this concentrated effort.  She also knows that sometimes 
regionally people come together and help other police forces.  She is thinking that if we warn 
everyone so that everyone knows, we would get support for that.  She is suggesting that we give 
the Police the go ahead to do that as often as the finances in the budget would allow them to do it.   
 
Mayor Tanaka previously asked Chief Froomin about capacity.  He responded back in terms of 
the budget.  He is talking about the actual mathematics of how many officers he has, how many of 
them are doing overtime now – he is willing to expand that part of the budget.  This is a strange 
setting to do that in but it is a cost he is willing to pick up.  That is a budget amendment he is 
willing to make.  He is willing to pay for the extra.  And to the extent that the Council needs to 
take another vote at another time in the future to authorize that, he is fine with that.  If we can say 
today and put ourselves on record that we are willing to pay for more enforcement through 
overtime, he would do that.   
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Ms. Downey would be willing to support it but doesn’t know that she wants to say just through 
overtime.  She would like to let the Police Chief and the City Manager figure out how best to do 
that and to suggest that we are willing to pay.  Chief Froomin said that he could do that, with his 
current staffing and current budget, every other month.  Maybe we suggest that they come back 
with what they need to do it once a month. 
 
Mayor Tanaka thinks that if we surveyed the people in the audience to ask if once a month is 
enough, they would say no.  His point, again, is mathematics.  We have a certain number of officers 
taking a certain amount of overtime and also you have to factor in whether or not they want it.  He 
doesn’t want to put anyone in a position where they feel like they had to work an extra shift but he 
knows that in many walks of life there are always people who are interested in making a little more 
money and he is saying that he would want staff to come back to say what is possible, not within 
their current budget, but within their current staffing and how many more officers they could throw 
on the street.   
 
Ms. Downey is not limiting by current staffing.  She thinks she and Mayor Tanaka are on the same 
page that they would like to see more enforcement and would like to see it very concentrated on 
Third and Fourth.  She is trying to put some parameters on that so that the City Manager and the 
Police Chief can go forward.   
 
Mayor Tanaka has heard a couple of different options for how direction can be given to staff.  He 
thinks the public is tired of waiting on the Council and the Council doing it by the book.  He would 
like to send them a stronger signal.   
 
Councilmember Bailey is in favor of expanding the budget to accommodate the overtime that is 
necessary to increase enforcement during critical hours starting now especially because it is a 
priority for the entire community.  He would like to give the direction to go ahead and do that 
today as well as direct staff to bring back a report in the very near future in terms of what can be 
accomplished with specific numbers about what the Police Department thinks it needs to perhaps 
add a full-time officer or two or three or whatever they think would be most appropriate to increase 
the enforcement at a reasonable level.   
 
 MSUC  (Tanaka/Bailey) moved that the City Council direct staff and the Police 

Department to immediately increase enforcement efforts, to specifically 
look at overtime availability, to start doing that immediately but also 
to come back to the Council with what plans they have come up with 
and to direct them to give the Council a range of options when they 
report back on how the new enforcements have gone.   

 
Councilmember Woiwode is in favor of increased enforcement.  He is fine with that.  As the Chief 
pointed out, it is one of the three legs of accomplishing this.  We can’t ignore the fact that there 
are two other legs.  To the extent that we increase enforcement and that we want them to begin 
that as soon as they have the tools in hand to do so and that we want them to come back to us and 
tell us the impacts and what we have to authorize in order to make that effective, he is on board 
with all of that.  He made a side comment that for much of his adult life he would get up in the 
morning and drive out of Coronado to San Diego and then in the evening drive back into Coronado.  
There are a lot of other people who do that and generally they are going well above the speed limit.  
One of the consequences of increased enforcement will be many more Coronadans getting 
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speeding tickets.  That is okay.  We just need to know that is going to be an issue.  The other thing 
will be the Navy people complaining to their commanding officers about being picked on because 
they are Navy.  Those are all fine.  We just have to acknowledge that those things are going to 
happen and be ready for that.  He is supportive of the contemplated measure.   
 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Woiwode, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
 
Mayor Tanaka stated that pedestrian crossing guards would be the next topic.  The reason he is 
ready to take a chance on pedestrian crossing guards is because naturally we are concerned that 
Third and Fourth Streets, particularly during rush hours, are becoming difficult if not somewhat 
impossible, depending on if it is right in the heart of rush hour.  He has observed our City use 
crossing guards with some effectiveness already.  Where we already have crossing guards is for 
the same reason – to try to get people across Third and Fourth Streets safely.  The one area that he 
thinks is in the most need for a crossing guard, but it will also be the biggest challenge because the 
need is there, is at Third and B and then again at Fourth and B.  He thinks Third and B is the bigger 
challenge because of the physical environment where you have a little bit of an s-curve.  If you 
don’t put it at the right spot, you have a blind spot where the cars won’t be able to see it.  If you 
put it at the right spot, though, right at the part of Third and B that is closer to the bridge, then you 
have a line of sight if you are on the Bay side where you can see the cars and the cars can see you.  
In order to do a crossing guard situation there correctly, you are always going to need at least one 
person on that corner because it is the only corner with full visibility to the traffic coming up.  That 
would mean that you might have to staff it in a more exorbitant way where you would have two 
people at that one intersection.  Naturally, you would need a particularly bright stop paddle, one 
that is lit up and very visible, so that cars have plenty of time to see the guard.  There are a couple 
of ways of looking at that.  One way is to say that is dumb and not to do it.  He thinks we need to 
determine if three or more Councilmembers just think it is a non-starter.  If one is willing to try 
that, and he is one who is, you would have to do it properly.  You would have to have more than 
one person at that particular spot because most of it is blind and then you would have to be 
committed to doing it right at that location.  He thinks if we could make a crossing guard work 
properly and safely at that spot, we would have an ability to start slowing traffic down.  He has sat 
at that place in a car before and you just have to wait.  He heard the Police Chief say that the job 
of a crossing guard is waiting for those gaps to occur and then, when a gap does occur, that crossing 
guard can help define it and then get people across.  If nothing else, a crossing guard will assist 
making that intersection work and doing so, at least initially, without a traffic signal.  He also 
thinks that, if that works, cars will stop if they see a paddle lit up saying STOP STOP STOP.  It is 
going to be far more effective than any of us sitting in our car.  He has watched as pedestrians and 
bicyclists sit there and cannot get people to stop for them.  He is willing to take a chance on putting 
a crossing guard at that corner, not at all hours of the day, but at least during the afternoon rush 
hour, to see if we can effect some change and to create some safe opportunities for people to cross 
on B, again with the assistance of at least two crossing guards on that corner and he guesses we 
would have to talk a little bit more about on Fourth and B.  You don’t have a problem with line of 
sight but you do have a problem with people coming down a hill and their speeds are accelerating.  
That segment, that intersection, needs the help just as much as the one at Third and B.  That is one 
area where he is inclined to give it a try.   
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Mr. Sandke asked if Mayor Tanaka’s proposal encompasses any painting of a crosswalk or perhaps 
a speed table like the ones that are recommended for Third and Fourth through the F&P study.   
 
Mayor Tanaka believes that what he read in the staff report is that staff recommended against it.  
They said you couldn’t do it without it but you could so he felt as if it was wishy-washy.  He 
thought staff was ambivalent about whether or not to put in a marked crosswalk.  This meeting is 
about what we can do.  He feels we can put in a crossing guard if we desire to.   
 
Mr. Sandke thinks it would encompass some type of markings or some type of roadway 
engineering changes to go with that in order for it to be effective and safe.   
 
Mayor Tanaka is not opposed to looking at it but is opposed to waiting and waiting and not doing 
anything.  He also knows that if you read the handbook, those are crosswalks whether or not we 
choose to paint them up.  We know people are using them.  We can either do nothing and hope 
that common sense prevails, which he thinks we have seen doesn’t happen as much as we want, 
or we could try to do something that improves the likelihood of people being able to use that 
intersection effectively.  To him, a crossing guard would dramatically improve the likelihood of 
that intersection being used effectively. 
 
Councilmember Woiwode doesn’t know how to do that without painting a crosswalk.  That is the 
concern he has.  The campaign that was kicked off in San Diego yesterday to get rid of pedestrian 
fatalities, which is part of a worldwide campaign, that is being led by Circulate San Diego – the 
staff report indicates that more people get hit in crosswalks than not.  There may be reasons for 
that in terms of human behavior.  Circulate San Diego’s point of view is that they are in favor of 
cross walks.  They believe it helps everyone a lot.  While we are not here to talk about that today, 
he guesses he doesn’t know that the crossing guard methodology makes sense without one.  He is 
trying to envision someone trying to stop traffic there by walking out in an unmarked roadway 
with a sign.  He is having trouble visualizing that.  He wouldn’t mind doing this if we could do it 
in conjunction with an engineering change but as we have said earlier that is part of another 
meeting and not today’s meeting.   
 
Mayor Tanaka asked Mr. Maurer a question.  If, theoretically, the first step was getting the marked 
crosswalk in and then discussing whether or not to put a crossing guard, what would the next steps 
be and what would the timetable be?  Are we completely at Caltrans’ mercy to put in a marked 
crosswalk in those locations? 
 
Mr. Maurer responded that we would have to coordinate with Caltrans to put a marked crosswalk 
in there.   
 
Mayor Tanaka asked if they have indicated an opposition to that before. 
 
Mr. Maurer thinks they have indicated concern at that location without a traffic control device.   
 
Mr. Sandke asked for clarification on traffic control device.  Could that involve flashing yellow 
lights that a pedestrian crossing may be oncoming or does that encompass the entire gamut of 
lights and everything that would go with the installation of a light at that intersection? 
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Mr. Maurer responded that Caltrans has expressed to staff their aversion to the HAWK signal.  In 
answer to Mayor Tanaka’s question about an in roadway flashing light similar to the one by the 
golf course, Mr. Maurer doesn’t know that we have explicitly discussed that with them.  To that 
point, they have not come out and advocated traffic signals either.   
 
Mr. Sandke clarified that he is talking about a warning signal and not a pedestrian activated HAWK 
signal.   
 
Mr. Maurer does not have the answer to that.  He doesn’t think it has been discussed with Caltrans 
but it certainly can be.   
 
Councilmember Bailey asked Mr. King a question.  It says in the staff report that the estimated 
cost to provide a crossing guard is $42/hour.  The estimated cost to provide a crossing guard 
Monday through Friday at two intersections on a split shift for seven hours per day is 
approximately $154,000 annually.  Does that figure equal two crossing guards, hypothetically, at 
Third and B and, hypothetically, at Fourth and B?   
 
Mr. King explained that was information from the Police Chief.  That was the cost to operate at an 
intersection with two periods of the day.  Currently, we pay for crosswalks at school crossings.  
We know when there is a concentration of traffic.  That was the estimate that the Chief provided.  
When we say split shifts, we mean for two periods of the day when the pedestrian traffic is most 
intense.   
 
Chief Froomin added that is personnel cost.  He wasn’t thinking what the Mayor was thinking with 
two at one intersection but if you had one at Third and one at Fourth some number of hours in the 
morning and some number of hours in the afternoon that is the approximate cost.   
 
Mr. Bailey concluded that if you had two crossing guards in the morning and two in the afternoon 
it would be roughly $300,000.   
 
Mayor Tanaka asked a question about the crossing guards the City has at Orange and Seventh.  He 
asked if there are drawn crosswalks there.   
 
Chief Froomin responded that they do.   
 
Mr. Bailey thinks it doesn’t seem very safe to him.  He can’t imagine someone walking out into 
the intersection at Third and B with nothing more than a sign and a uniform and hoping the traffic 
slows down from what will be an increased speed limit.  He is not sure it is safe.  He is not sure 
that we want to be directing more pedestrians down an unsafe intersection for pedestrians to cross.  
He doesn’t think it makes a lot of sense to direct more people down Third and B which will then 
lead them to Fourth and B.  That would then require the City to have multiple crossing guards at 
both of those intersections.  He also doesn’t think it is very cost effective.  The cost to get from the 
Ferry Landing to the school area is about $5 per trip.  At $150,000 per year that means we could 
do thousands of trips.  It would be cheaper for the City to pay for the students to use Uber than it 
would to put these crossing guards in.  He doesn’t see it being safe and he doesn’t see it being very 
cost effective.  He couldn’t support this.  He doesn’t mean to make light of the recommendation 
by any means but when he tries to weigh the options we could probably put another bus route in.   
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Councilmember Downey wanted to hear what everyone else had to say because she is reticent to 
support it for two reasons.  One is based on her personal experience growing up.  The sign is not 
enough to stop the driver who is on his or her way to work convinced that he or she has to get 
somewhere in five minutes before they are in trouble.  She is not convinced of the safety of that.  
She is convinced that she wanted the HAWK intersection lights.  She really thought that was the 
solution.  Caltrans has said that they don’t believe, from an engineering safety perspective, that it 
is enough and that the drivers will see it in enough time to stop.  She would like to put this 
recommendation on hold until we get to the point where we are going to talk about what we can 
do at the intersections.  If we can light it or put the signs with the flashing lights, she could be 
convinced to put a crossing guard there but she does think it requires some engineering work for 
her to feel it would be safe enough for us to pursue that.  She doesn’t have a problem with the cost 
of the crossing guard but she thinks we need more than just a crossing guard and she is open to 
look at it at the next meeting.   
 
Mayor Tanaka pointed out to Mr. Bailey that he appreciates how he has costed everything out.  He 
doesn’t have any control over the staff report saying that it is $42/hour.  He just knows that people 
are tired of the situation as it exists and we are looking to see if we can come up with better.  He 
does see that there are challenges and he likes that in the staff report it says that in Fort Meyers, 
Florida a crossing program was instituted in December 2014 at one busy intersection and after 
doing it, they were able to get 1,000 pedestrians per day safely across.  He doesn’t deny that it 
would be a difficult task but does deny that it is impossible.  He thinks we could do it if we were 
committed to it.  He does think it is reasonable to say that you can’t put the cart before the horse 
and a marked crosswalk may need to come first.  With that said, the problem still exists.   
 
Ms. Downey pointed out that the one thing that is different in Fort Myers and her example from 
her childhood is that during the hours when school wasn’t in session and they didn’t have a 
crossing guard there, it still was a signalized intersection.  Her concern is if you were to put a 
crosswalk in there, then the hours that we didn’t have a crossing guard people would be encouraged 
to use it as a good place to cross.  That is what scares her unless we do other things.  It is not a safe 
place that we want to encourage.  That is her fear in the City doing something until we figure out 
how we are going to control that traffic all the time, 24 hours a day.  She hears the residents saying 
not to encourage more people to cross there and she thinks a crosswalk would do that and she 
doesn’t know that she is ready to fund a 24 hours a day crossing guard there.   
 
Mayor Tanaka can also say that he is fairly confident that at 8 p.m. he can cross that intersection 
with a minimum of feeling afraid for his life.  It depends on the time of day.  The time of day 
determines everything in terms of the number of vehicles and the likelihood or lack of likelihood 
of there being a gap between traffic where you can move across safely.   
 
Mr. Sandke doesn’t want Mayor Tanaka to think that the Council is not behind him.  We want to 
see significant things happen quickly.  We know we need to do something.   
 
Mayor Tanaka thinks it sounds like there is a consensus to table the crossing guard idea and moved 
on to vehicle speed feedback signs. 
 
Councilmember Downey loves this idea.  We saw in the staff report that some studies might 
suggest that once you see them a couple of times it doesn’t affect you.  It affects her every time.  
Every time she drives by, because she is trying so hard to vigilantly do 25 mph so she can 
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encourage everyone behind her to do 25 mph and if she sees the sign saying that she is doing 27, 
she is bothered.  She thinks they are worth it anywhere we can put them.  Maybe everyone doesn’t 
follow it but if at least one or two do, it causes everyone else to have to slow down.  She is ready 
to support a motion that says we look at how many other places, besides the places Caltrans is 
going to help us, we want them.   
 
Mr. Bailey agrees that this is a no brainer. 
 
Mr. Sandke would love to put in a ticketing system like they have in Europe.  These signs are a no 
brainer. 
 
Mr. Woiwode thinks that Ms. Downey brings up a really interesting point.  To the extent that we 
enlist our own residents, it really helps a lot with this.  That is one of the frustrations that he has 
felt in watching this.  Our residents are exceeding the speed limit.  That is where this thing would 
really pay dividends by letting the residents know what they are doing to their own City. 
 
Ms. Downey asked if the proposals in the staff report were going to be ones that we go out and 
buy or were there two that we own already and there were others that Caltrans was offering. 
 
Mr. King explained that the genesis of the situation was in discussions with Caltrans staff, as we 
were coming up to the cusp of presenting their results of the traffic study, is that they had offered 
or suggested that they would be willing to pay for the installation of a permanent speed advisory 
sign.  We then went back to Caltrans and tried to receive that commitment in writing but we were 
unsuccessful in doing that.  However, if you watch the tape carefully of the presentation, the 
Deputy Director did make that offer.  Staff did not move quickly on this as there has been a 
dynamic tension in the community in terms of signage.  Staff didn’t want to commit to a sign 
without hearing from the Council.  Staff will communicate the results of this meeting back to 
Caltrans and also will communicate our willingness and desire to see a permanent sign and then 
we will move from there.  There is a graphic that suggests one in the east bound direction and one 
in the west bound direction so at a minimum he thinks that is what we are talking about.   
 
 MS  (Downey/Sandke) moved that the City Council accept the staff 

recommendation with respect to vehicle speed feedback signs.   
 
Mr. Bailey commented that when you are traveling eastbound on Fourth, your speed really starts 
to increase right as you go over that hill.  He wouldn’t mind seeing two on Fourth – one before 
you start going over that hill and one a little further down, before you would actually reach 
Pomona.   It is very difficult for the residents of Pomona to pull out onto Fourth because people’s 
speed has been increasing.  He would like to see at least two on Fourth.  He wouldn’t mind seeing 
two on Third.  These are pretty nominal expenses.  These are just as expensive as the wayfinding 
signs we just approved.   
 
Mr. Sandke suggested that consideration should be given to the idea of putting them on alternate 
sides of the roadway.   
 
Mayor Tanaka asked Ms. Downey if she would be willing to change her motion to include having 
the City matching that and funding two additional signs at its own expense.   
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Ms. Downey is happy to amend her motion and asked if the locations should be included in the 
motion as she agrees with Mr. Bailey.   
 
 MSUC  (Downey/Sandke) moved that the City Council accept the staff 

recommendation with the City to provide matching funds for the 
installation of two additional signs.   

 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Woiwode, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
 
Mayor Tanaka moved on to discuss the Pedestrian Flag Program.   The staff report was 
pessimistic about the program as people steal the flags.   
 
Councilmember Woiwode has had some conversations with folks about this and does not think 
this is going to be effective.  He doesn’t believe that these are the kinds of streets where something 
like this can make a difference.  He thinks it is even more problematic than the crossing guard 
walking out with a lit sign.  He would not want to see the City spend any more time on this one.   
 
Councilmember Sandke has been a part of this program in Ketchum, Idaho where they have a 
draconian speed enforcement program as well as these little handheld things.  It is quite effective 
there but in the Third and Fourth Street corridor between Orange and the bridge, it is not effective.  
However, at Seventh and maybe Ninth, in a business district where people are already slowing 
down to look in store windows, he thinks there is an opportunity to get some traction with that.   
 
Councilmember Downey agrees with Mr. Sandke in that she doesn’t think Third and Fourth is a 
good location for this.  We had a period of time when people went around stealing the real flags.  
Her flag has been stolen three times.  We have people that like to steal flags already in town so 
that makes her a little worried about that.  She agrees, it occurs to her that the Seventh and Ninth 
Street locations might be worth having staff look at.  The one place that she occasionally exceeds 
wise driving is when she sees some poor pedestrian kid or older person trying to cross at Seventh 
and Ninth and the idiots in the next lane on Orange won’t stop so she might move her car over to 
make it more difficult to pass in either lane to try to help the people crossing the street.  Part of it 
is that the drivers don’t see.  The flags at that location might be a perfect place to try something 
like this.  She does worry about the loss of flags.   
 
Councilmember Bailey could see this being effective at 282 and other parts along Orange Avenue 
but for all the reasons we said that crossing guards don’t necessarily make a lot of sense at this 
time on Third and Fourth Street, he wouldn’t be in favor of giving untrained people the impression 
that they can safely cross with a flag at this intersection.   
 
Mayor Tanaka suggested tabling this discussion and then if a more specific proposal comes up, 
the Council can consider it at that time.  He moved on to painted speed limit markings.  The 
speed limit could be painted in each travel lane to remind the motorist to drive the speed limit. 
 
Mr. Bailey would be in favor of putting down 25 mph before the speed survey increases only 
because he knows how quick Caltrans is to not change something.  He wouldn’t mind seeing it.   
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Ms. Downey is in favor but she thinks it will have to be the speed limit that really is on the street.   
 
Mr. Sandke is in favor of it and perhaps some sort of wayfinding could go with this along with the 
speed limit.  We may have some opportunities to get creative with Caltrans and help in terms of 
lane choice a little earlier.   
 
Mr. Woiwode was going to reference the ones on I-8.  He thinks they are very effective.  He is in 
favor of doing this.  Whether we want to go further with them in terms of direction may be a 
different subject.  From the standpoint of speed, he would be supportive.   
 
Mayor Tanaka concluded that there is consensus to move forward with that.  The Council is 
interested in hearing what other options there are that could go with the painted speed limit.   
 
 MSUC  (Downey/Woiwode) moved that the City Council approve the staff 

recommendation and paint the speed limit on Third and Fourth.   
 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Woiwode, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
 
Mayor Tanaka commented that the next suggestion is pedestrian prohibition sign.  The staff 
report says that the no pedestrian crossing sign may be used to prohibit pedestrians from crossing 
a roadway at an undesirable location or in front of a school or other public building where crossing 
is not designated.  It also says that these signs are typically used at signalized intersections that 
have three crossings that can be used and one leg that cannot.  Although no studies or statistics can 
be found on the effectiveness of these signs, anecdotal evidence and observations suggest that 
these signs are often ignored if the pedestrian is required to deviate a considerable distance out of 
their way.  The distance would be 1400 to 1500’.  Mayor Tanaka does not favor this approach.  It 
is one of the reasons he wanted to look at the crossing guard one.  He knows people are going to 
do it.  He doesn’t think it will be effective if we tell pedestrians not to cross or that they shouldn’t 
cross.  They are going to do it anyway.  When we had the diverter, there were people that illegally 
turned against them in the wrong lane of traffic.   
 
Councilmember Sandke is in favor of some engineering changes at that intersection that go beyond 
this particular prohibition.  He is not ready to vote on this one.   
 
Councilmember Woiwode is not in favor of this for several reasons.  One is that most hours of the 
day it is fine to cross on those streets.  There are hours of the day when it is not a good idea.  The 
signs would be there all the time and what that does is cause the public to disregard them because 
they are used to the idea of making the choice when they get there.  He believes it would be 
ineffective from that standpoint.  The other aspect is that, to the extent that you exclude other uses 
of the road, you increase vehicle speeds.  This is the sort of thing that he thinks could well drive 
up vehicle speeds if we were to try to do it.   
 
Councilmember Downey has a similar fear.  The one place we have on Orange that has an 
indication that pedestrians are supposed to go to the other side of the street to cross she sees people 
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ignoring almost every day.  Her concern is that if that is up and we know people are going to ignore 
it, the cars are even more likely to presume that no one is going to be there.  She understands that 
a lot of the residents would very much like the City to try to stop pedestrians from crossing there 
but other than physically having a police officer stand there telling them they cannot cross, she 
doesn’t think anything we do would prevent pedestrians from crossing there.  She is not ready to 
do this.  She agrees with Mr. Sandke that if there are some physical changes to the roadway that 
might make this more appropriate, she would be willing to look at it but at this time she does not 
think it is appropriate. 
 
Councilmember Bailey commented that the most cost effective, safest way to cross Third and 
Fourth Street is at Orange Avenue.  That is the bottom line.  There is no doubt about it.  He 
understands that in the wee hours of the morning you get less traffic so it is less dangerous to cross 
there but it is really never safe to cross there.  People are going to disobey signs.  They do it all the 
time.  When the semi-diverters went up, although some people did skirt the law, we did see a 
substantial reduction in the number of people that did cross at those intersections.  One no 
pedestrian crossing sign that is very effective is the one that is at Fourth and Orange that prohibits 
people from crossing eastbound on Orange.  People obey that one all the time.  He understands the 
concern of people ignoring signs but you can’t help everyone and if these pedestrian signs simply 
directed people up to Orange Avenue for a safer crossing perhaps some people would actually 
follow them.  In his opinion, it is better than doing nothing.  He agrees with Mayor Tanaka that he 
is frustrated and tired of maintaining the status quo.  He appreciates the suggestion of the crossing 
guards because at least it gave an opportunity to discuss something different than the status quo.  
This is at least different than the status quo.  He doesn’t see many downsides to it other than people 
might ignore them.  At least we can say that we are now directing people who might not otherwise 
be familiar with a safe crossing route up to a safer crossing route.  He would be in favor of moving 
forward with these. 
 
Mr. Sandke had not thought of it in the terms Mr. Woiwode did in terms of a promotion of speed.  
Did that weigh into Mr. Bailey’s thinking at all? 
 
Mr. Bailey responded that he hasn’t seen any quantitative evidence to suggest that at these 
intersections.  Bicyclists would still be able to cross, just like any other car would.  He does not 
anticipate a significant reduction in the number of pedestrians that try to cross the street, even with 
these signs in place.  What he does hope to accomplish with these signs is to be able to tell the 
public that at the very least we are directing people who are unfamiliar with safer crossing routes 
where the safest crossing route is.   
 
Mayor Tanaka asked Mr. Bailey where he envisioned these signs would go if they were approved.   
 
Mr. Bailey would say they would probably be signs similar to what we see at Fourth and Orange.  
He would see these signs possibly being located along A, B and C, right as a pedestrian is 
attempting to cross.   
 
Mayor Tanaka wouldn’t support no pedestrian crossing because people are going to do it and as a 
matter of public policy, you shouldn’t tell them to do something that you know they are going to 
do or if you aren’t really willing to put your shoulder into it and say we are going to enforce this.  
He agrees with Mr. Woiwode there are certainly times of day where it can be crossed safely.  He 
doesn’t want to tell people no pedestrian crossing but you can do it at 9 p.m.  He thinks Mr. Bailey’s 
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point is a good one about suggesting that there is a safer crossing up at Orange but he is not 
convinced that we have come up with an efficient way to do that.  Will they be heeded?  Will the 
real effect just be sign clutter rather than something that is an effective message?  He is not 
convinced that would succeed. 
 
Mr. Woiwode asked Mr. Bailey if it would satisfy his intent if we had signs that said recommended 
pedestrian crossing and pointed in that direction. 
 
Mr. Bailey feels it would, as effectively that is all it would be anyway. 
 
Mr. Woiwode thinks that makes sense.  Telling people who are unfamiliar that it is recommended 
that they go up there is a fine idea.  Putting up signs that say prohibited just looks like trying to 
keep the lawyers away.   
 
Mr. Bailey thinks a message for safer crossing at Orange makes a lot of sense.  We just spent a ton 
of money on wayfinding signage that is very questionable in some locations but this makes a lot 
of sense to direct people up to a safer crossing route that he thinks we can all agree, for the most 
part, Orange Avenue is a safer place to cross than these intersections.  He could see additional 
wayfinding signage at these intersections directing pedestrians up to Orange Avenue so that they 
don’t necessarily take on the look and feel of big, industrial signs.  If they say safer crossing or 
recommended crossing, he is all for that.   
 
Mayor Tanaka asked if the Council is comfortable with how many and where we would put these.  
That is the part where he feels like it is just going to be an abundance of signage.   
 
Ms. Downey was actually going right where Mr. Woiwode was headed.  Her concern is that if we 
had just put no crossing at A, as the staff report suggests, normally when you do that you can cross 
in a shorter period of time.  When they walk to B and they can’t cross there, they will do it anyway 
because they don’t know what to do.  As soon as you couple or replace a sign at those three 
locations, at A, B and C on Third, directing, and she likes the idea of a smaller version of the 
wayfinding sign, that says recommended crossing.  The sign could have other points of interest 
with arrows in the same direction.  This would point everything towards Orange where the light 
is, including recommended pedestrian crossing.  Then everything they want is on one sign and 
they know where to go.  She would be in support of that.  You need it at three locations, just on A, 
B and C on Third.  To make it happen quicker, rather than to wait too long, since we already have 
approved pedestrian wayfinding signs, we can ask the City Manager how long that would take to 
use.   
 
Mr. Woiwode is not sure if there was a motion but he would be leery of directing staff too 
specifically.  He thinks what we are saying is it is the Council’s intent, as a matter of policy, to 
direct pedestrians to cross at Orange Avenue as a recommended crossing.  He’d like to see the 
proposal back from staff on how to best do that.   
 
Mr. Bailey would agree.  If staff can incorporate the wayfinding sign look and feel into the staff 
report that would be appreciated.   
 

MSUC (Bailey/Downey) moved that the City Council direct staff to come back 
to the Council with a report on signs along A, B and C directing 
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pedestrian traffic up to Orange Avenue and, if possible, incorporate 
that into the wayfinding design. 

 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Woiwode, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
 
Mayor Tanaka moved on to the last item – marked crosswalks and pedestrian crossing warning 
signs at SR 75 and A, B and C Avenues.  The staff report says a marked crosswalk would provide 
motorists with a visual clue that there may be pedestrians present; however, City warrants would 
not support a marked crosswalk at these locations unless combined with other engineering 
enhancements.  Mr. Sandke made the point that we already know that our Transportation 
Commission has a set of recommendations they are going to send our way.  Do we want to not 
take action on marked crosswalks until we take a look at the broader range of recommendations 
that they are coming up with?   
 
Council consensus was to table this item.    
 
4. ADJOURNMENT:  The meeting was adjourned at 1:57 p.m. 
 
 
       Approved: (Date), 2015 
 
 

______________________________ 
       Casey Tanaka, Mayor 
       City of Coronado 
Attest:  
 
 
______________________________ 
Mary L. Clifford 
City Clerk 
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APPROVAL OF READING BY TITLE AND WAIVER OF READING IN FULL OF 
ORDINANCES ON THIS AGENDA 

The City Council waives the reading of the full text of every ordinance contained in this agenda 
and approves the reading of the ordinance title only.   
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ACCEPT THE GOLF COURSE 15th FAIRWAY BARRIER NETTING PROJECT AND 
DIRECT THE CITY CLERK TO FILE A NOTICE OF COMPLETION 

RECOMMENDATION:  Accept the Golf Course 15th Fairway Barrier Netting project and 
direct the City Clerk to file a Notice of Completion.   

FISCAL IMPACT:  The City Council appropriated $200,000 for the 15th Fairway Barrier 
Netting Improvement project in the Fiscal Year 14/15 Capital Improvement budget.  As shown in 
the table below, the project was constructed within the budgeted amount and the remaining funds 
will be returned to the Capital Improvement Project Fund 400. 

PROJECT BUDGET

CIP Budget (Fund 400 – Capital Projects General Fund) $200,000 
Design Costs $7,743 
Construction Costs $184,570 

     Total Expenses $192,313 
Return to CIP Fund 400 Balance $7,687 

CEQA:  The project is categorically exempt from the provisions of CEQA based on Class 3, 
Section 15303 (new construction, small structures). 

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  Approving a Notice of Completion is a ministerial action.  
Ministerial decisions involve the use of fixed standards or objective measures, removing personal 
subjective judgment in deciding whether or how the project should be carried out. 

PUBLIC NOTICE:  None required. 

BACKGROUND:  In October 2013, a Tennis/Golf Working Group was reestablished to review 
the efficiency of the lowering of the 15th tee and installing a hedge along the edge of the tee. 
Based on the analysis of balls entering the courts before and after the implementation of the tee 
lowering, a slight improvement was noted.  However, based on the frequency of balls entering 
the courts, additional measures were recommended. 

At the May 6, 2014, City Council meeting, the Council considered several additional alternatives 
to block stray golf balls from entering the tennis courts.  These included additional fencing, 
enclosing part of the tennis courts with netting, reorientation of the 15th hole, and shortening the 
15th hole.  Of those alternatives, the working group only recommended the additional fencing, 
which was approved by the Council. 

On September 16, 2014, the Council approved bidding the project and on November 20, 2014, 
bids were opened.  The Council awarded the project to NRG Building and Consulting on 
December 16, 2014.  The project was substantially completed on May 7, 2015. 
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ANALYSIS:  Although long-term observation has not occurred, based on the short time the 
netting has been in place, the number of errant golf balls has significantly dropped, with only 
three golf balls being reported as having entered the tennis courts since May 12.  
 
The project was completed in accordance with the project plans and specifications by the 
beneficial use date noted above.  Recording of the Notice of Completion is an important step in 
finalizing the construction contract.  It is a written notice issued by the owner of the project to 
notify concerned parties that all the work has been completed and it triggers the time period for 
filing of mechanics’ liens and stop notices to 30 days.  Final retention payment is not made to the 
contractor until the 30-day period to file liens and stop notices has lapsed.  This action will allow 
the contract between NRG and the City to be closed and retention to be paid.   
 
Submitted by Public Services & Engineering /Cecil 
 
N:\All Departments\Staff Reports - Drafts\2015 Meetings\07-21 Meeting - SR Due July 9\FINAL NOC Golf Course Netting.doc 
CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
BK TR LS JNC MLC NA EW NA NA NA CMM RAM 
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AWARD OF CONTRACT TO ROY ALLAN SLURRY SEAL, INC. IN THE AMOUNT OF 
$310,765 FOR THE STREET PREVENTIVE MAINTENANCE FY 14-15 PROJECT 

RECOMMENDATION:  Award a contract to Roy Allan Slurry Seal, Inc. in the amount of 
$310,765 for construction of the Street Preventive Maintenance FY 14-15 project (Contract No. 
15-CO-ES-569).  

FISCAL IMPACT:  This project was funded as part of the FY 14-15 Capital Improvement 
Program.  The budget for the project is $340,000, which consists of $60,000 from the General 
Fund and $280,000 from Highway User Tax Account (HUTA 206). 

Project Budget 
Contract Award $310,765 
Project Contingency (≈5%) $14,735 
Inspection/Testing (≈5%) $14,500 

Total Project Budget $340,000 

CEQA:  This project is categorically exempt pursuant to Class 1 of Section 15301 (existing 
facilities) and Class 2 of Section 15302 (replacement or reconstruction) of Title 14 of the California 
Code of Regulations. 

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  Awarding a construction contract is an administrative 
decision not affecting a fundamental vested right.  When an administrative decision does not affect 
a fundamental vested right the courts give greater deference to decision makers in administrative 
mandate actions.  The court will inquire (a) whether the city has complied with the required 
procedures, and (b) whether the city’s findings, if any, are supported by substantial evidence. 

PUBLIC NOTICE:  None required. 

BACKGROUND: Every year, as part of the annual preventive maintenance program, the City 
slurry seals approximately one-seventh of the City streets on a rotating basis.  Slurry seal is a 
preventive maintenance treatment that consists of a thin layer of asphalt and sand mixture applied 
to the road surface which extends the life of the road by protecting it from oxidation.  Slurry sealing 
rejuvenates or revitalizes old bituminous-wearing surfaces and makes slippery surfaces “nonskid.” 
Pavement markings are also repainted, improving visibility at night.  With the project anticipated 
to begin construction this summer, the following areas will be slurry sealed: 

• Orange Avenue (First Street to Third Street)
• Second Street (Orange Avenue to Alameda Boulevard)
• Fifth Street (Glorietta Boulevard to Alameda Boulevard)
• Tenth Street (Orange Avenue to Alameda Boulevard)
• I and J Avenues, Alameda Boulevard (First Street to Tenth Street)
• Olive Avenue, Avenida del Sol, Avenida Lunar
• Parking Lot adjacent to Avenida Lunar
• Parking Lot adjacent to Avenida de las Arenas
• Bayshore Bikeway from a point 2,000' south of Cays entrance to southern City

boundary
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In accordance with City Council direction provided at its meeting on April 21, 2015, modifications 
to existing striping patterns will be made as follows: 
 

• Olive Avenue:  Install new buffered bike lanes and convert existing angled parking to 
back-in angled parking. 

• Alameda Boulevard:  Install new bike lanes (except portion between Third and Fourth 
Streets). 

• Tenth Street (Alameda Boulevard to Orange/D alley):  Install new bike lanes. 
• Install new shared lane markings (aka “sharrows”) on I and J Avenues, Orange Avenue 

between First and Third Streets, and along Second and Fifth Streets. 
 
A separate item on this agenda considering the installation of yield signs on H Avenue at Olive 
Avenue is being presented to the City Council.  If approved, the yield signs would also be installed 
as part of this project. 
 
ANALYSIS:  Bids were publicly opened on June 24, 2015, with the following results: 
 

BIDDER BID 
Roy Allen Slurry Seal, Inc. $310,765.00 
American Asphalt South, Inc. $319,946.50 
Pavement Coatings Co. $459,900.00 

 
Staff reviewed the bid package, insurance, bonding, and references for Roy Allan Slurry Seal, Inc.  
In accordance with the Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction, Roy Allan Slurry 
Seal, Inc. is the lowest responsible and responsive bidder.  Public contracting laws require the City 
to award the contract to the lowest responsible and responsive bidder, in this case, Roy Allen Slurry 
Seal, Inc. 
 
ALTERNATIVE:  The Council may elect to reject all bids. 
 
Submitted by Engineering & Project Development/Johnson 
 
N:\All Departments\Staff Reports - Drafts\2015 Meetings\07-21 Meeting - SR Due July 9\FINAL Contract Award - Street Preventive Maint.docx 

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
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AWARD OF CONTRACT TO CIRCULATE SAN DIEGO IN THE AMOUNT OF $35,200 
FOR THE CORONADO SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL EDUCATION PROJECT 

RECOMMENDATION:  Award a contract to Circulate San Diego in the amount of $35,200 
for the Coronado Safe Routes to School Education project. 

FISCAL IMPACT:  The City was awarded a $36,000 Active Transportation Program (ATP) 
Grant from the California Department of Transportation for this education project.  There is no 
matching fund requirement for this reimbursement grant; however, the City is responsible for 
oversight and project management.   

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  Awarding or renewing a contract is an administrative 
decision not affecting a fundamental vested right.  When an administrative decision does not 
affect a fundamental vested right the courts will give greater weight to the City Council in any 
challenge of the decision to award the contract 

CEQA:  This is not a project under CEQA; it is a non-infrastructure, education effort that will 
not cause either a direct physical change in the environment or a reasonably foreseeable indirect 
physical change in the environment. 

PUBLIC NOTICE:  None required. 

BACKGROUND:  On April 1, 2014, the City Council authorized staff to submit a grant for an 
active transportation education program; the City was notified in September 2014 that the grant 
application was successful and had been awarded $36,000 to fund an education project.  On 
April 21, 2015, the Council adopted a resolution authorizing the City Manager to accept the 
Active Transportation Grant for the Coronado Safe Routes to School Education project and 
proceed with the project.  The project entails a comprehensive, multi-year Safe Routes to School 
program, including the following key elements: 

 Workshops to teach the rules of the road
 Safe bicycling and walking practices
 Hands-on skills training “rodeos”

The program will be designed to include age-appropriate curriculum and skills training geared 
toward the interests and abilities of elementary, middle, and high school students.  Village 
Elementary, Strand Elementary, Coronado Middle School, and Coronado High School are all 
participating.  The grant is subject to the timely use of the funds per provisions enacted by the 
approved ATP guidelines which require the project to be awarded by July 22, 2015, with 
completion of the project within three years from the date of award. 

ANALYSIS:  In response to its Request for Proposals issued on May 22, 2015, the City received 
proposals from Circulate San Diego and Safe Moves, both of which are non-profit organizations 
that do advocacy, education, and training in the area of alternative transportation.  The proposals 
were evaluated and rated based on the following criteria: 
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• Key Personnel and Experience 
• Fee* 
• References 
• Other supportive information 

 
Based on the above criteria, it is recommended that the City Council award a contract to 
Circulate San Diego.   
 
*It should be noted that the fee proposals were submitted in separate, sealed envelopes and each 
firm was evaluated on its qualifications and ability to perform the work prior to fees being 
opened.  Circulate San Diego and Safe Moves were both found to be amply qualified; however, 
Circulate San Diego was ranked above Safe Moves.  Fees were then opened with the following 
results: 
 

Firm Fee 
Circulate San Diego $35,200 
Safe Moves $46,200 

 
ALTERNATIVE:  The Council could elect not to award the project at this time; however, in 
doing so the grant funding would be jeopardized.   
 
Submitted by Public Services & Engineering/Walton 
 
N:\All Departments\Staff Reports - Drafts\2015 Meetings\07-21 Meeting - SR Due July 9\FINAL Award Safe Routes to School 
Grant Contract.doc 
CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
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ADOPTION OF A RESOLUTION DESIGNATING THE INTERSECTION OF H 
AVENUE AT OLIVE AVENUE AS A YIELD-CONTROLLED INTERSECTION 

ISSUE:  Whether to adopt a resolution to install yield signs and associated pavement markings 
on H Avenue at its intersection with Olive Avenue. 

RECOMMENDATION:  Adopt “A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Coronado 
designating the Intersection of H Avenue at Olive Avenue as a Yield-Controlled Intersection.”  

FISCAL IMPACT:  The cost to install two yield signs and associated pavement markings is 
approximately $1,000 and will be included as part of the annual slurry seal program, which is 
slated to be awarded as a separate agenda item at this Council meeting. 

CEQA:  The installation of the two yield signs is categorically exempt under Article 19, Section 
15301, Class 1 ‒ Existing Facilities. 

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  Adoption of traffic control signs, parking restrictions or 
regulations is a legislative function of the City Council.  Generally, legislative actions receive 
greater deference from the courts, and the person challenging legislative actions must prove that 
the decision was “arbitrary, capricious, entirely lacking in evidentiary support, or unlawfully or 
procedurally unfair.”  (Fullerton Joint Union High School District v. State Bd. of Education 
(1982) 32 Cal. 3d 779, 786.) 

PUBLIC NOTICE:  Courtesy notices were sent to residents within 300' of the subject 
intersection. 

BACKGROUND:  On April 21, 2015, the City Council directed staff to design the annual Street 
Preventive Maintenance project to include the installation of buffered bike lanes along Olive 
Avenue.  In response to that direction, the existing lane configurations along Olive Avenue were 
reviewed and striping plans were created to install the buffered bike lanes.  During this effort, 
staff identified the intersection of H and Olive Avenues as one where additional traffic controls 
and pavement markings in the form of yield signs and pavement legends could provide improved 
direction to drivers.  

This topic was presented to the Coronado Traffic Operations Committee (TOC) at its meeting on 
June 26, 2015; the staff recommendation was supported by the TOC. 

ANALYSIS:  H Avenue is the only street currently intersecting Olive Avenue that is not already 
controlled by either yield or stop signs and pavement markings.  Staff is therefore proposing the 
installation of yield signs on H Avenue to clarify the right-of-way through the intersection in an 
effort to improve safety. 

The City has warrant criteria used to evaluate the possible installation of stop and yield signs. 
The criteria specific to yield signs state the following: 

Yield Signs 
5) Yield signs may be considered for use instead of two-way stop control when both of the

following criteria are met: 
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a. Traffic volumes contained in Warrant Criterion 1. a. are 75% met. 
b. The subject intersection has experienced two or more collisions susceptible to 

correction by yield signs within a one-year period.  
 
The warrant criterion 1.a. as referenced above states the following: 
 

1) Stop signs will only be considered when at least one of the following conditions is met: 
a. The principal street of the subject intersection experiences at minimum 500 vehicles 

per day or 50 vehicles per hour during the peak hour of any average day and the 
minor street experiences 50% of same volume criteria. 

 
In addition, the City’s warrant regarding stop and yield signs states the following: 
 
In accordance with California Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices guidelines, 
engineering judgment should always be utilized to identify unique conditions that might affect 
the feasibility of stop and yield signs in addition to the specific criteria contained within this 
policy. 
 
Traffic volume data collected on both H and Olive Avenues shows Olive Avenue is the primary 
street due to its higher traffic volume. The average daily traffic (ADT) on Olive Avenue is 1,230 
vehicles per day while the ADT on H Avenue is 480 vehicles.  These data exceed the minimum 
threshold values for both the principal and minor streets at the subject intersection.  
 
The yield control warrant requires that the minimum traffic volume threshold be met as well as a 
review of the most recent one-year accident history indicating that two or more collisions 
susceptible to correction by yield signs have occurred at the intersection.  In the case of the 
Olive/H Avenue intersection, the most recent collision data (year 2013) show that no reported 
collisions have occurred at this location. Therefore, this criterion for yield sign installation is not 
met. 
 
As described above, the intersection does not meet both of the City’s warrant criteria regarding 
the installation of yield signs and pavement markings. However, considering the untraditional 
intersection geometry, the fact that all other streets intersecting Olive Avenue feature right-of-
way controls, and that a painted bike lane is being added to Olive Avenue, staff recommends the 
installation of yield signs and pavement markings based on engineering judgment. 
 
ALTERNATIVE:  The Council may elect not to install any traffic controls at this time. 
 
Submitted by Public Services & Engineering/Newton 
Attachments: A) Resolution  

B) Location Map & Proposed Traffic Controls 
  C) Intersection Approach Volumes 
  D) Stop and Yield Sign Warrant Policy 
  E) Resident Correspondence 
 
N:\All Departments\Staff Reports - Drafts\2015 Meetings\07-21 Meeting - SR Due July 9\FINAL Olive & H Yield Signs.docx 
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ATTACHMENT A 

RESOLUTION NO. __________ 
 
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORONADO 
DESIGNATING THE INTERSECTION OF H AVENUE AT OLIVE AVENUE AS A 
YIELD CONTROLLED INTERSECTION 
 
 
BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Coronado, California, that Resolution 
No. 5837, entitled “A RESOLUTION DESIGNATING YIELD INTERSECTIONS ON THE 
STREETS OF THE CITY OF CORONADO,” adopted on May 15, 1979, is hereby amended 
by editing Section V as follows: 
 
 V. H AVENUE  
  1. Palm Avenue 
  2. Olive Avenue 

 
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Coronado City Council of the City of Coronado, 
California this 21st day of July 2015 by the following vote, to wit: 
 
AYES: 
 
NAYS: 
 
ABSTAIN: 
 
ABSENT: 
 
 
       ______________________________ 
       Casey Tanaka, 
       Mayor of the City of Coronado 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
____________________________ 
Mary L. Clifford 
City Clerk 
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Attachment B - Location Map & Proposed Traffic Controls 
(Exhibit taken from design plans for Street Preventive Maintenance project) 
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ATTACHMENT C 

Attachment C – Intersection Approach Volumes 
 

 
 
 

07/21/15 

105



ATTACHMENT C 
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Attachment D 

Attachment D –Stop and Yield Sign Warrant Policy 
 
 
 

Stop and Yield Sign Warrant Policy 
City of Coronado – Engineering Standards and Procedures    04/07/15 

 
As described in the California Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (CaMUTCD): 
 

“When two vehicles approach an intersection from different streets or highways at 
approximately the same time, the right-of-way rule requires the driver of the vehicle 
on the left to yield the right-of-way to the vehicle on the right.  The right-of-way can 
be modified at through streets or highways by placing YIELD signs or STOP signs on 
one or more approaches.”  

 
The following criteria are used to determine whether these types of signs are warranted at a given 
intersection: 
 
Minimum Criteria 

1) Stop signs will only be considered when at least one of the following conditions is met: 
 
a. The principal street of the subject intersection experiences at minimum 500 vehicles 

per day or 50 vehicles per hour during the peak hour of any average day and the 
minor street experiences 50% of same volume criteria. 

b. The subject intersection includes a designated “through street” and the minor street 
has no stop or yield sign in place. 

c. The subject intersection has experienced three or more collisions susceptible to 
correction by stop signs within a one-year period. 

 
Two-Way Stop Criteria 

2) Stop signs on the minor street of an intersection are considered warranted when two of 
the above mentioned criteria have been met or when one of the above mentioned criteria 
and one of the following are met: 
 
a. The principal street of the subject intersection experiences at minimum 1,000 vehicles 

per day or 100 vehicles per hour during the peak hour of any average day and the 
minor street experiences 50% of same volume criteria. 

b. The intersection has experienced five or more types of collisions susceptible to 
correction by stop signs within a two-year period. 

c. The available stopping sight distance along any approach to the intersection is less 
than what is recommended for the speed limit of the roadway per the AASHTO 
“Greenbook” methodology. 

d. The principal street of the subject intersection experiences over 6,000 vehicles per 
day. 
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Attachment D 

All-Way Stop Criteria 
3) Stop signs are warranted on both the principal and minor street of an intersection if the 

Minimum Criteria have been met and at least one of the following conditions exist: 
 

a. Total vehicular volume entering the intersection from all approaches averages 300 
vehicles per hour for any eight hours of an average day and the volume on the minor 
street totals at least two-thirds of the volume of the principal street.  Pedestrian and 
bicycle traffic may be included in the volume counts where their volumes are 
significant. 

b. The intersection has experienced five or more types of collisions susceptible to 
correction by stop signs within a one-year period. 

c. The available stopping sight distance along at least one approach on the principal 
street is less than what is recommended for the design speed of the roadway per the 
AASHTO “Greenbook” methodology. 

 
Stop Sign Exclusions 

4) Stop signs will not be considered along approaches where any of the following conditions 
exist: 

 
a. Another stop sign controlling traffic along the same path of travel exists within 800 

linear feet of the proposed location. 
b. New stop signs will not be placed on designated through streets. 

 
Yield Signs 

5) Yield signs may be considered for use instead of two-way stop control when both of the 
following criteria are met: 

 
a. Traffic volume warrants contained in Warrant Criteria 1. a. are 75% met. 
b. The subject intersection has experienced two or more collisions susceptible to 

correction by yield signs within a one-year period.  
 
In accordance with California Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices guidelines, 
engineering judgment should always be utilized to identify unique conditions that might affect 
the feasibility of stop and yield signs in addition to the specific criteria contained within this 
policy. 
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Attachment E 

Attachment E - Resident Correspondence 
 

 
From: jay citrin 
Sent: Sunday, July 05, 2015 1:32 PM 
Subject: Proposed Yield sign at H and Olive 
 
Dear Mr. Newton: 
 
Please forward the enclosed comments to the city council regarding the yield sign at Olive and H 
 
Please confirm via email that you received this email 
 
We have done some research regarding the proposed sign at Olive and H.  We would like to 
encourage the city council not to proceed with this sign.  In researching this proposal, we have 
discovered that there are certain criteria that are necessary to place a yield sign at an 
intersection.   
 
One of these criteria is, if there is a necessity for a sign.  The number of accidents that occur at 
the intersection is one of the requirements for a sign. The number of reported accidents within 
that intersection for the latest five years’ worth of data available, 2009 – 2013,  was zero.  (0) 
reported accidents within the intersection of Olive and H. 
 
Zero accidents is not a reason to place a sign. 
 
In addition, at this time, our governments tend to provide us with this nanny style 
leadership.  The population cannot make obvious decisions and government must monitor every 
movement.  The accident history of this intersection proves it is just not necessary to place a 
yield sign. 
 
Finally, from our own personal feelings, government always feels obligated to spend every 
penny of it's budget.  I would really prefer we start here, save the money for a rainy day and use 
it for something really important. 
 
Thank you so much, 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Dr. Jay and Betty Citrin 
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ADOPTION OF A RESOLUTION FOR A ONE-LOT FINAL SUBDIVISION MAP TO 
ALLOW FOR CONVERSION OF NINE EXISTING APARTMENTS TO SEVEN 
CONDOMINIUM UNITS FOR THE HISTORICALLY DESIGNATED PROPERTY 
ADDRESSED AS 1106 FOURTH STREET AND LOCATED IN THE R-4 (MULTIPLE 
FAMILY RESIDENTIAL) ZONE OF THE ORANGE AVENUE CORRIDOR 
SPECIFIC PLAN (PC 2013-09 1106 FOURTH AVENUE LLC) 

RECOMMENDATION:  Adopt the resolution entitled “A Resolution of the City Council of 
the City of Coronado Approving a One-Lot Final Subdivision Map to allow for conversion of 
nine existing apartments to seven condominium units for the historically designated property 
legally described as Lots 21 and 22, Block 121, of Map 376 CBSI, addressed as 1106 Fourth 
Street and located in the R-4 (Multiple Family Residential) Zone of the Orange Avenue 
Corridor Specific Plan (PC 2013-09 1106 Fourth Avenue LLC).” 

FISCAL IMPACT:  If the subdivision map is approved it is anticipated that property tax 
revenue will increase due to the conversion of nine apartments to seven condominium units. 
Additionally, the developer has paid in-lieu housing fees of $49,000 ($7,000 per unit) rather 
than providing affordable units. 

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  Approval of a Final Subdivision Map is considered a 
Ministerial action under the California Environmental Quality Act CEQA (Sec. 15268 (b) 
(3)).  Briefly, a ministerial action “describes a government decision involving little or no 
personal judgment by the public official as to the wisdom or manner of carrying out the 
project.  The public official merely applies the law to the facts as presented but uses no special 
discretion or judgment in reaching a decision.  A ministerial decision involves only the use of 
fixed standards or objective measurements (e.g., Tentative Map conditions, etc.), and the 
public official cannot use personal, subjective judgment in deciding whether or how the 
project should be carried out….” 

The City Council’s authority to act upon Final Subdivision Maps is also addressed under the 
Coronado Municipal Code Subdivision Ordinance (Sec. 82.54.130 A and C) as follows: 

A. At least 60 days prior to the expiration of the tentative map, the subdivider shall 
submit the proposed final map to the Department of Community Development, which 
shall set the matter as a consent calendar item on the agenda of the next available 
regular meeting of the City Council. 

B. At the meeting at which it receives the proposed final map, or at its next regular 
meeting, the City Council shall approve the map if it conforms to all of the 
requirements of this Title applicable at the time of approval or conditional approval of 
the tentative map and any rulings made thereunder; or, if it does not so conform, 
disapprove the map.  If the City Council does not act within the prescribed time, or 
any authorized extension thereof, and the map conforms to all said requirements and 
rulings, it shall be deemed approved, and the City Clerk shall certify its approval 
thereon. 
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PUBLIC NOTICE: None required. 
 
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA): Ministerial and not 
subject to CEQA (Sec. 15268 (b) (3) CEQA Guidelines).  In addition, the tentative map was 
categorically exempt per Section 15301(k) Existing Facilities and Section 15331 Historic 
Resource Restoration/Rehabilitation. 
 
BACKGROUND: 

1. Applicant: Ann Keyser for 1106 Fourth Avenue LLC 
2. Property Owner: 1106 Fourth Avenue LLC 
3. Request: One-lot Final Subdivision Map per CMC Chapter 82.54 Major Subdivisions; 

and conversion of nine apartments to condominium units per CMC Chapter 82.40, 
Conversion of Residential Property; and CMC Section 84.10.090, Historic Resource 
Preservation Benefits. 

4. Location: Property is addressed as 1106 Fourth Street and is located on the southeast 
corner of Orange Avenue and Fourth Street. 

5. Description of Property: The property is comprised of two 25 ft. x 140 ft. lots totaling 
7,000 square feet. The property is located on a corner and has both street and alley 
access. The property is currently developed with a historically designated two-story 
apartment complex which, per the approved Tentative Parcel Map and Historic 
Alteration Permit, has been remodeled to a building with seven units and 5 off-street 
parking spaces. 

6. Zoning Designation: R-4 Multi-Family Residential Zone of the Orange Avenue 
Corridor Specific Plan. The R-4 Zone permits 40 dwelling units per acre or one unit 
per 1,090 sq. ft. of lot size. The R-4 zoning designation and parcel size of 7,000 sq. ft. 
would allow a maximum of six units at the subject property; however, the existing 
building contained nine units (an existing non-conforming condition) at the time that 
the property owner applied for the Tentative Subdivision Map. The Planning 
Commission recommended that the Tentaive Subdivision Map and condominium 
conversion be approved with the condition that the applicant redesign the project to 
reduce the number of units to seven. Subsequent to the City Council hearing on the 
Tentative Subdivision Map, the applicant revised the tentative map to reduce the 
number of units from nine to seven. The project still exceeds allowable density by one 
unit; however, the City Council approved the additional one unit as a density bonus. 
Per CMC Section 84.010.090(G), an owner of a historic resource in a Residential Zone 
is eligible for a density bonus to allow an increase in the number of dwelling units that 
would normally be permitted in the underlying zone. The density bonus is only 
allowed within an existing historic resource. 

7. General Plan Land Use Designation: High Density Residential up to 40 Dwelling 
Units per Acre. The residential land use categories in the Land Use Element are 
expressed in terms of density maximums. Implied in the approach is a City policy 
prerogative, which simply says that all residential development in any specific 
category may be built as desired by the residents, as long as the density does not 
exceed a certain upper limit. The Land Use Element describes the R-4 Zone as 
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“intended to provide high density residential opportunities typified by apartment or 
condominium development.”  

8. Related Approvals: On June 19, 2013, the Historic Resource Commission designated 
the property as a Historic Resource per resolution HR 26-13.  On November 20, 2013, 
the Historic Resource Commission adopted Resolutions HR 48-13 and HR 49-13 
approving a Historic Alteration Permit for improvements to the building, and 
recommending that an exception to parking requirements be granted. On March 18, 
2014, the City Council adopted resolution 8656, conditionally approving the Tentative 
Subdivision Map. 

 
ANALYSIS:  The Final Map complies with the previously approved Tentative Map.  The 
project complies with the State Map Act and the Coronado Subdivision Ordinance. The final 
map has been tentatively approved by the Public Services and Engineering Department. 
 
The property improvements required by the City Council at the time the Tentative Map was 
approved have been completed. A covenant will be recorded to memorialize the one-year 
warranty period for improvement and performance of conditions. This agreement will be 
recorded and will run with the land. All improvements and conditions will need to be fulfilled 
prior to the building permit being finaled and occupancy permitted. 
 
Section 82.54.130 “A” of the City’s Subdivision Ordinance requires Final Subdivision Maps 
to be specifically placed on the City Council’s agenda as a consent calendar item. 
 
For additional details, please see the attachments.  A full size copy of the proposed Final Map 
is available to review in the Community Development Department. 
 
 
Submitted by Community Development Department/Tricia Olsen 
Attachments:  A) Draft Resolution 

B) City Council Resolution No. 8656   
C) Final Subdivision Map  
 

i:\city council, boards, and commissions\pc\pc staff reports\pc2013-09 1106 fourth tent parcel map\final 
map\final map_1106 fourth.doc 

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
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ATTACHMENT “A” 
 
 

RESOLUTION NO. __________ 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORONADO 
APPROVING A ONE-LOT FINAL SUBDIVISION MAP TO ALLOW FOR 

CONVERSION OF NINE EXISTING APARTMENTS TO SEVEN CONDOMINIUM 
UNITS FOR THE HISTORICALLY DESIGNATED PROPERTY LEGALLY 

DESCRIBED AS LOTS 21 AND 22, BLOCK 121, OF MAP 376 CBSI, ADDRESSED 
AS 1106 FOURTH STREET AND LOCATED IN THE R-4 (MULTIPLE FAMILY 

RESIDENTIAL) ZONE OF THE ORANGE AVENUE CORRIDOR SPECIFIC PLAN 
(PC 2013-09 1106 FOURTH AVENUE LLC) 

_________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 WHEREAS, Ann Keyser, representing 1106 Fourth Avenue LLC, per the California 
Subdivision Map Act and the City of Coronado Subdivision Ordinance, requested City 
approval to subdivide 1106 Fourth Street for conversion of nine apartment units to seven 
residential condominium units; and 
 
  WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Coronado did, pursuant to 
section 66854 of the Government Code, hold a public hearing on the Tentative Subdivision 
Map on January 28, 2014, and subsequently adopted a motion recommending approval with 
findings and conditions to the City Council; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Coronado did, pursuant to section 66854 of 
the Government Code, hold a public hearing on said subdivision request on March 18, 2014, 
and subsequently adopted Resolution No. 8656 approving said map; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Coronado at its regularly scheduled meeting 
of July 21, 2015, reviewed the subject Final Subdivision Map in the form and manner required 
by law. 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Coronado 
that the proposed Final Subdivision Map for 1106 Fourth Street, be approved and that the 
approval be based upon the following findings: 
 
1. The proposed conversion and map, with zoning exceptions granted by the City Council,  

are consistent with the Coronado General Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and Orange Avenue 
Corridor Specific Plan (OACSP) in that the existing residential use and density of 
development are permitted under the General Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and OACSP 
requirements; 

2. The design and improvement of the proposed conversion and subdivision are consistent 
with the Coronado General Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and OACSP in that the overall design 
and physical condition of the conversion and subdivision achieves a high degree of 
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appearance, open space, quality, and safety, and provides sufficient lot area and street 
access for the existing development; 

3. The site is physically suitable for the type of development in that the 7,000 sq. ft. subject 
lot has supported 9 units over the past 70 years; 

4. The proposed conversion will not displace predominantly low and moderate income 
families or tenants without adequate provision for the suitable relocation of such families 
or tenants as approval of the map is subject to CMC Section 82.40.070, which states that 
the City Council shall not approve a final map or parcel map for a subdivision to be 
created from the conversion of residential real property into a condominium project, a 
community apartment project, or a stock cooperative project unless it makes all of the 
findings set forth in Section 66427.1 of the Subdivision Map Act relating to notices and 
offers to tenants; 

5. The design of the subdivision and the proposed improvements are not likely to cause 
substantial environmental damage, nor are they likely to substantially and avoidably injure 
fish or wildlife or their habitat and the project is categorically exempt, in accordance with 
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15301(k) Existing Facilities and Section 15331 Historic 
Resource Restoration/Rehabilitation, from environmental review according to the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); and 

6. The approval of a Final Subdivision Map is considered a ministerial action and is not 
subject to CEQA (Sec. 15268 (b) (3) CEQA Guidelines); 

7. The design of the subdivision and the type of improvements are not likely to cause serious 
public health problems within the authority of the Coronado Public Health Officer; 

8. The design of the subdivision and the type of improvements will not conflict with any 
easements acquired by the public at large and which are recorded or established by 
judgment of a court of competent jurisdiction; and 

9. The Final Subdivision Map meets all the requirements of the Subdivision Map Act and the 
Coronado Subdivision Ordinance and is in substantial compliance with the previously 
approved Tentative Map. 

 
 PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Coronado, California, this         
21st day of July 2015, by the following vote: 
 
 AYES:   
 NAYS:   
 ABSTAIN:  
 ABSENT:   
    ____________________________ 
    Casey Tanaka, Mayor of the 
    City of Coronado, California 
Attest: 
______________________________ 
Mary L. Clifford 
City Clerk 
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ADOPTION OF A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING PARTICIPATION IN THE PARS 
POST-EMPLOYMENT BENEFITS TRUST PROGRAM TO PREFUND PENSION 
OBLIGATIONS 

ISSUE:  Whether to place the funds currently held in the City’s internal CalPERS Stabilization 
Fund 118 into a special trust fund, administered by the Public Agency Retirement Services (PARS) 
and U.S. Bank, as Trustee, in order to prefund pension obligations and reduce outstanding 
liabilities. 

RECOMMENDATION:  1) Adopt “A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Coronado 
Approving the Adoption of the Public Agencies Post-Employment Benefits Trust to Be Used to 
Prefund Pension and OPEB Obligations”; 2) Direct the City Manager to execute all necessary 
agreements and plan documents associated with establishment of the new trust; and 3) Direct staff 
to advance funds set aside in the City’s internal CalPERS Rate Stabilization Fund 118 to the new 
trust.  

FISCAL IMPACT:  This action does not require an appropriation. The City has funds which 
have been reserved for pension liabilities and rate stabilization in a subset of the General Fund.  If 
approved, these funds will be deposited into the proposed trust fund.  The City will pay fees to 
PARS for management of the trust fund and investment of the plan assets based on the amount of 
funds under management and according to a sliding scale (see Exhibit 1B of Administrative 
Services Agreement – Attachment B).  The fee structure is the same structure that is currently in 
place with the OPEB trust that was established in 2013.   Based upon the recommended initial 
funding level for the pension trust account, the fee for the next year is expected to be less than 
$5,000.  These fees will be netted against interest earnings in the trust.     

Further discussion about the fiscal impact of establishing this trust fund is discussed in the Analysis 
section below.  

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  This action is an administrative decision, which does not 
implicate any fundamental vested right.  In such a decision, a reviewing court will examine the 
administrative record to determine whether the City Council complied with any required 
procedures and whether the decision is supported by substantial evidence in the record. 

PUBLIC NOTICE: None required. 

BACKGROUND: The City of Coronado has taken several steps during the last four years to 
manage and reduce its pension and other employee post-employment benefit liabilities.   These 
actions represent best practices for financial management, have lowered the City’s annual pension 
costs, and positioned the City for achieving savings into the future.  Among these steps were two 
occasions when advance payments were made to CalPERS that resulted in immediate reductions 
in the City’s annual employer contributions.  The savings resulting from these rate reductions have 
been set aside into an internal rate stabilization fund (Fund 118).  This agenda item is seeking 
authorization to place these funds into an irrevocable trust to be used exclusively for future 
retirement costs.  The City has an existing trust with PARS which was set up in the fall of 2013 to 
fund its retiree health benefit (Other Post-Employment Benefits – OPEB).  Today’s action will set 
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up a new trust to replace the existing OPEB Trust, one that will have two accounts.  One account 
will be for the existing OPEB assets that have been set aside since 2013 and the other account will 
be for prefunding pension liabilities.   The new trust will be set up through the PARS Pension Rate 
Stabilization Program (PRSP). Attachment C is the IRS Private Letter Ruling on the tax-exempt 
status of the PARS trust program.  
 
ANALYSIS: This action will have two notable fiscal impacts for the City.  The first is that assets 
placed into the proposed trust will earn a greater return over time than where they are currently 
invested.   The funds will earn a return closer to that earned by CalPERS but, unlike the funds that 
have been forwarded to CalPERS, these funds will be controlled by the City, including establishing 
the risk tolerance level.  Furthermore, rating agencies perceive prefunding into a trust more 
favorably than earmarking funds within the City’s pooled cash and investments. 
 
The second fiscal impact is that assets placed into the proposed trust will directly reduce the City’s 
net pension liability for financial reporting purposes as required by the Government Accounting 
Standards Board (GASB) Statement No. 68, Accounting and Financial Reporting for Pensions.    
GASB 68 requires that governments recognize a net pension liability on their balance sheets 
beginning in the financial statements for the year ending June 30, 2015.  Previously, pension 
liabilities were not presented on the balance sheet, but were discussed separately in a footnote.   
Because this action will be accomplished in July 2015, the presentation of this information will 
not be included until the June 30, 2016 financial reports.   
 
The City might consider making additional advance contributions to CalPERS instead of 
establishing this separate trust.  In this instance, CalPERS would amortize these additional 
contributions over 30 years.  In the instance of the $5 million advance payment, the City sought a 
“fresh start” of its liability schedule.  This would not be feasible for the smaller contribution 
amounts that are contemplated here.  The proposed trust fund allows annual contributions and 
these assets will have an immediate impact on the City’s net pension liability. 
 
Attached to this report is the implementing resolution as well as a copy of the PARS Agreement 
for Administrative Services and a copy of the Private Letter Ruling issued by the IRS on the tax-
qualified status of the PARS Post-Employment Benefits Trust program.   
 
ALTERNATIVE:  If the pension trust is not authorized, the funds will remain in the internal 
CalPERS Stabilization Fund, a subset of the General Fund, to be used for paying future pension 
costs.  These reserves will not be applied to the “Net Pension Liability” presented in future 
Financial Statements and will earn a much lower rate of return.   
 
Submitted by Administrative Services/Suelter 
Attachments:  A) Implementing Resolution  

   B) Agreement for Administrative Services  
   C) IRS Private Letter Ruling  

 
I:\stfrpt\budget & finance\resolution establishing pension benefits trust with pars 
 

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
BK TR LS JNC MLC NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
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A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORONADO 
APPROVING THE ADOPTION OF THE PUBLIC AGENCIES POST- EMPLOYMENT 

BENEFITS TRUST TO BE USED TO PREFUND PENSION AND OPEB OBLIGATIONS 
 
 

WHEREAS, since 2011, the City has taken several steps to manage its long-term pension 
and other post-employment benefits (“OPEB”) liabilities; and  

  
WHEREAS, the City is currently participating in the PARS Public Agencies Post-

Retirement Health Care Plan Trust for the pre-funding of its retiree health benefits or OPEB; and  
 
WHEREAS, the City desires to set aside additional funds for the purpose of pre-funding 

its CalPERS pension obligation that will be held in trust for the exclusive purpose of making future 
contributions of the City’s required pension contributions and any employer contributions in 
excess of such required contributions at the discretion of the City; and  

 
WHEREAS, PARS has made available the PARS Public Agencies Post-Employment 

Benefits Trust (the “Program”) for the purpose of pre-funding both pension obligations and/or 
OPEB obligations; and 

 
WHEREAS, the City is eligible to participate in the Program, a tax-exempt trust 

performing an essential governmental function within the meaning of Section 115 of the Internal 
Revenue Code, as amended, and the Regulations issued thereunder, and is a tax-exempt trust under 
the relevant statutory provisions of the State of California; and 

 
WHEREAS, the City can manage the pre-funding of its pension and OPEB obligations in 

one trust under this Program, thereby gaining administrative and cost efficiencies; and  
 
WHEREAS, the City’s adoption and operation of the Program has no effect on any current 

or former employee’s entitlement to post-employment benefits; and 
 
WHEREAS, the terms and conditions of post-employment benefit entitlement, if any, are 

governed by contracts separate from and independent of the Program; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City’s funding of the Program does not, and is not intended to, create any 

new vested right to any benefit nor strengthen any existing vested right; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City reserves the right to make contributions, if any, to the Program. 
 
 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT: 
 

1. The City Council hereby adopts the Public Agencies Post-Employment 
Benefits Trust, effective July 21, 2015; and 

 
2. The City Council hereby appoints the City Manager, or his/her successor or 

his/her designee, as the City’s Plan Administrator for the Program; and 
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3. The City’s Plan Administrator is hereby authorized to execute the PARS 

legal and administrative documents on behalf of the City and to take whatever 
additional actions are necessary to maintain the City’s participation in the Program and 
to maintain compliance with any relevant regulation issued or as may be issued; 
therefore, authorizing him/her to take whatever additional actions are required to 
administer the City’s Program; and 

 
4. The City Council hereby authorizes the Plan Administrator, in accordance 

with Section 3.3 of the Public Agencies Post-Retirement Health Care Plan Trust 
adopted on January 1, 2014, to withdraw from said trust and direct the transfer of assets 
held in said trust to the OPEB Account established in the name of the City under the 
Public Agencies Post-Employment Benefits Trust, adopted herewith.  

 
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Coronado, California, this 

21st day of July 2015, by the following vote, to wit: 
 
AYES:    
NAYS:    
ABSTAIN: 
ABSENT:    
 
 
 
 
      ____________________________________ 
      Casey Tanaka, Mayor 
      City of Coronado, California 
 
 
 

ATTEST: 
 

____________________________________ 
Mary L. Clifford, City Clerk 
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AGREEMENT FOR ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES 

This agreement (“Agreement”) is made this _____ day of _____________, 2015, between 
Phase II Systems, a corporation organized and existing under the laws of the State of 
California, doing business as Public Agency Retirement Services (hereinafter “PARS”) and 
the [Agency Name] (“Agency”). 

WHEREAS, the Agency has adopted the PARS Public Agencies Post-Employment Benefits 
Trust for the purpose of pre-funding pension obligations and/or OPEB obligations (“Plan”), 
and is desirous of retaining PARS as Trust Administrator to the Trust, to provide 
administrative services.  

NOW THEREFORE, the parties agree: 

1. Services.  PARS will provide the services pertaining to the Plan as described in the
exhibit attached hereto as “Exhibit 1A” (“Services”) in a timely manner, subject to the
further provisions of this Agreement.

2. Fees for Services.  PARS will be compensated for performance of the Services as
described in the exhibit attached hereto as “Exhibit 1B”.

3. Payment Terms.  Payment for the Services will be remitted directly from Plan assets
unless the Agency chooses to make payment directly to PARS.  In the event that the
Agency chooses to make payment directly to PARS, it shall be the responsibility of the
Agency to remit payment directly to PARS based upon an invoice prepared by PARS and
delivered to the Agency.  If payment is not received by PARS within thirty (30) days of
the invoice delivery date, the balance due shall bear interest at the rate of 1.5% per
month.  If payment is not received from the Agency within sixty (60) days of the invoice
delivery date, payment plus accrued interest will be remitted directly from Plan assets,
unless PARS has previously received written communication disputing the subject
invoice that is signed by a duly authorized representative of the Agency.

4. Fees for Services Beyond Scope.  Fees for services beyond those specified in this
Agreement will be billed to the Agency at the rates indicated in the PARS’ standard fee
schedule in effect at the time the services are provided and shall be payable as described
in Section 3 of this Agreement.  Before any such services are performed, PARS will
provide the Agency with a detailed description of the services, terms, and applicable rates
for such services. Such services, terms, and applicable rates shall be agreed upon in
writing and executed by both parties.

5. Information Furnished to PARS.  PARS will provide the Services contingent upon the
Agency’s providing PARS the information specified in the exhibit attached hereto as
“Exhibit 1C” (“Data”).  It shall be the responsibility of the Agency to certify the
accuracy, content and completeness of the Data so that PARS may rely on such
information without further audit.  It shall further be the responsibility of the Agency to
deliver the Data to PARS in such a manner that allows for a reasonable amount of time
for the Services to be performed.  Unless specified in Exhibit 1A, PARS shall be under
no duty to question Data received from the Agency, to compute contributions made to the
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Plan, to determine or inquire whether contributions are adequate to meet and discharge 
liabilities under the Plan, or to determine or inquire whether contributions made to the 
Plan are in compliance with the Plan or applicable law.  In addition, PARS shall not be 
liable for non performance of Services to the extent such non performance is caused by or 
results from erroneous and/or late delivery of Data from the Agency.  In the event that the 
Agency fails to provide Data in a complete, accurate and timely manner and pursuant to 
the specifications in Exhibit 1C, PARS reserves the right, notwithstanding the further 
provisions of this Agreement, to terminate this Agreement upon no less than ninety (90) 
days written notice to the Agency. 

6. Records.  Throughout the duration of this Agreement, and for a period of five (5) years 
after termination of this Agreement, PARS shall provide duly authorized representatives 
of Agency access to all records and material relating to calculation of PARS’ fees under 
this Agreement.  Such access shall include the right to inspect, audit and reproduce such 
records and material and to verify reports furnished in compliance with the provisions of 
this Agreement.  All information so obtained shall be accorded confidential treatment as 
provided under applicable law. 

7. Confidentiality.  Without the Agency’s consent, PARS shall not disclose any 
information relating to the Plan except to duly authorized officials of the Agency, subject 
to applicable law, and to parties retained by PARS to perform specific services within 
this Agreement.  The Agency shall not disclose any information relating to the Plan to 
individuals not employed by the Agency without the prior written consent of PARS, 
except as such disclosures may be required by applicable law. 

8. Independent Contractor.  PARS is and at all times hereunder shall be an independent 
contractor.  As such, neither the Agency nor any of its officers, employees or agents shall 
have the power to control the conduct of PARS, its officers, employees or agents, except 
as specifically set forth and provided for herein.  PARS shall pay all wages, salaries and 
other amounts due its employees in connection with this Agreement and shall be 
responsible for all reports and obligations respecting them, such as social security, 
income tax withholding, unemployment compensation, workers’ compensation and 
similar matters. 

9. Indemnification.  PARS and Agency hereby indemnify each other and hold the other 
harmless, including their respective officers, directors, employees, agents and attorneys, 
from any claim, loss, demand, liability, or expense, including reasonable attorneys’ fees 
and costs, incurred by the other as a consequence of PARS’ or Agency’s, as the case may 
be, acts, errors or omissions with respect to the performance of their respective duties 
hereunder.  

10. Compliance with Applicable Law.  The Agency shall observe and comply with federal, 
state and local laws in effect when this Agreement is executed, or which may come into 
effect during the term of this Agreement, regarding the administration of the Plan.   
PARS shall observe and comply with federal, state and local laws in effect when this 
Agreement is executed, or which may come into effect during the term of this 
Agreement, regarding Plan administrative services provided under this Agreement. 
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11. Applicable Law.  This Agreement shall be governed by and construed in accordance 
with the laws of the State of California.  In the event any party institutes legal 
proceedings to enforce or interpret this Agreement, venue and jurisdiction shall be in any 
state court of competent jurisdiction. 

12. Force Majeure.  When a party’s nonperformance hereunder was beyond the control and 
not due to the fault of the party not performing, a party shall be excused from performing 
its obligations under this Agreement during the time and to the extent that it is prevented 
from performing by such cause, including but not limited to: any incidence of fire, flood, 
acts of God, acts of terrorism or war, commandeering of material, products, plants or 
facilities by the federal, state or local government, or a material act or omission by the 
other party.   

13. Ownership of Reports and Documents.  The originals of all letters, documents, reports, 
and data produced for the purposes of this Agreement shall be delivered to, and become 
the property of the Agency.  Copies may be made for PARS but shall not be furnished to 
others without written authorization from Agency. 

14. Designees.  The Plan Administrator of the Agency, or their designee, shall have the 
authority to act for and exercise any of the rights of the Agency as set forth in this 
Agreement, subsequent to and in accordance with the written authority granted by the 
Governing Body of the Agency, a copy of which writing shall be delivered to PARS.  
Any officer of PARS, or his or her designees, shall have the authority to act for and 
exercise any of the rights of PARS as set forth in this Agreement. 

15. Notices.  All notices hereunder and communications regarding the interpretation of the 
terms of this Agreement, or changes thereto, shall be effected by delivery of the notices 
in person or by depositing the notices in the U.S. mail, registered or certified mail, return 
receipt requested, postage prepaid and addressed as follows: 

(A) To PARS:  PARS; 4350 Von Karman Avenue, Suite 100, Newport Beach, CA 
92660;  Attention:  President 

(B) To Agency: [Agency]; [Address]; [City, State, Zip]; Attention: [Plan Administrator] 

Notices shall be deemed given on the date received by the addressee. 

16. Term of Agreement.  This Agreement shall remain in effect for the period beginning 
______________, 2015 and ending _____________, 2018 (“Term”).  This Agreement 
may be terminated at any time by giving thirty (30) days written notice to the other party 
of the intent to terminate. Absent a thirty (30) day written notice to the other party of the 
intent to terminate, this Agreement will continue unchanged for successive twelve month 
periods following the Term. 

17. Amendment.  This Agreement may not be amended orally, but only by a written 
instrument executed by the parties hereto. 

18. Entire Agreement.  This Agreement, including exhibits, contains the entire 
understanding of the parties with respect to the subject matter set forth in this Agreement.  
In the event a conflict arises between the parties with respect to any term, condition or 
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provision of this Agreement, the remaining terms, conditions and provisions shall remain 
in full force and legal effect.  No waiver of any term or condition of this Agreement by 
any party shall be construed by the other as a continuing waiver of such term or 
condition.   

19. Attorneys Fees.  In the event any action is taken by a party hereto to enforce the terms of 
this Agreement the prevailing party herein shall be entitled to receive its reasonable 
attorney’s fees. 

20. Counterparts.  This Agreement may be executed in any number of counterparts, and in 
that event, each counterpart shall be deemed a complete original and be enforceable 
without reference to any other counterpart. 

21. Headings.  Headings in this Agreement are for convenience only and shall not be used to 
interpret or construe its provisions. 

22. Effective Date.  This Agreement shall be effective on the date first above written, and 
also shall be the date the Agreement is executed. 

 
AGENCY:   
BY:        

TITLE:        

DATE:         

 
 
PARS: 
BY:        
  Tod Hammeras 

TITLE: Chief Financial Officer   

DATE:        

 

Page 4 

134



 

EXHIBIT 1A 

SERVICES 
 
PARS will provide the following services for the [Agency Name] Public Agencies Post-
Employment Benefits Trust: 
 
1. Plan Installation Services: 

(A) Meeting with appropriate Agency personnel to discuss plan provisions, 
implementation timelines, actuarial valuation process, funding strategies, benefit 
communication strategies, data reporting, and submission requirements for 
contributions/reimbursements/distributions; 

(B) Providing the necessary analysis and advisory services to finalize these elements of 
the Plan; 

(C) Providing the documentation needed to establish the Plan to be reviewed and 
approved by Agency legal counsel.  Resulting final Plan documentation must be 
approved by the Agency prior to the commencement of PARS Plan Administration 
Services outlined in Exhibit 1A, paragraph 2 below. 

2. Plan Administration Services: 

(A) Monitoring the receipt of Plan contributions made by the Agency to the trustee of the 
PARS Public Agencies Post-Employment Benefits Trust (“Trustee”), based upon 
information received from the Agency and the Trustee; 

(B) Performing periodic accounting of Plan assets, reimbursements/distributions, and 
investment activity, based upon information received from the Agency and/or 
Trustee; 

(C) Coordinating the processing of distribution payments pursuant to authorized direction 
by the Agency, and the provisions of the Plan, and, to the extent possible, based upon 
Agency-provided Data; 

(D) Coordinating actions with the Trustee as directed by the Plan Administrator within 
the scope this Agreement; 

(E) Preparing and submitting a monthly report of Plan activity to the Agency, unless 
directed by the Agency otherwise; 

(F) Preparing and submitting an annual report of Plan activity to the Agency; 

(G) Facilitating actuarial valuation updates and funding modifications for compliance 
with GASB 45, if prefunding OPEB obligations; 

(H)  Coordinating periodic audits of the Trust; 

(I) Monitoring Plan and Trust compliance with federal and state laws. 

 

3. PARS is not licensed to provide and does not offer tax, accounting, legal, investment or 
actuarial advice.   
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EXHIBIT 1B 

FEES FOR SERVICES 
 
PARS will be compensated for performance of Services, as described in Exhibit 1A based 
upon the following schedule:  

 
An annual asset fee paid by the Agency or paid from Plan Assets based on the following 
schedule: 

             For Plan Assets from: Annual Rate: 
 

              $0    to $10,000,000 0.25% 

$10,000,001    to $15,000,000 0.20% 

$15,000,001    to $50,000,000 0.15% 

$50,000,001      and above 0.10% 

 
Annual rates are prorated and paid monthly.  The annual asset fee shall be calculated 
by the following formula [Annual Rate divided by 12 (months of the year) 
multiplied by the Plan asset balance at the end of the month].  Trustee and 
Investment Management Fees are not included. 

 

Annual Asset Fee Payment Option (Please select one option below): 
 Annual Asset Fee shall be paid from Plan Assets. 
 Annual Asset Fee shall be invoiced and paid by the Agency. 
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EXHIBIT 1C 

DATA REQUIREMENTS 
 
PARS will provide the Services under this Agreement contingent upon receiving the 
following information:  
 

1. Executed Legal Documents: 

(A) Certified Resolution 

(B) Adoption Agreement to the Public Agencies Post-Employment Benefits Trust 

(C)    Trustee Investment Forms 

 

2. Contribution – completed Contribution Transmittal Form signed by the Plan 
Administrator (or authorized Designee) which contains the following information: 

(A) Agency name 

(B)  Contribution amount 

(C) Contribution date 

(D)  Contribution method (Check, ACH, Wire) 

 

  3. Distribution – completed Payment Reimbursement/Distribution Form signed by the 
Plan Administrator (or authorized Designee) which contains the following 
information: 

(A) Agency name 

(B)   Payment reimbursement/distribution amount 

(C)    Applicable statement date 

(D) Copy of applicable premium, claim, statement, warrant, and/or administrative 
expense evidencing payment  

(E) Signed certification of reimbursement/distribution from the Plan Administrator 
(or authorized Designee) 

 

4. Other information pertinent to the Services as reasonably requested by PARS and 
Actuarial Provider. 
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DESIGNATION OF VOTING DELEGATE FOR THE LEAGUE OF CALIFORNIA 
CITIES ANNUAL CONFERENCE ON SEPTEMBER 30 to October 2, 2015 

RECOMMENDATION:  Appoint Councilmember Carrie Downey as the voting delegate at the 
League of California Cities Annual Business Meeting.  

BACKGROUND:  The League of California Cities 2015 Annual Conference is scheduled for 
September 30 to October 2, 2015 in San Jose.   

One important aspect of the annual conference is the Annual Business Meeting where the 
membership takes action on conference resolutions.  Annual conference resolutions guide cities 
and the League in efforts to improve the quality, responsiveness, and vitality of local 
government.  This year the Annual Business Meeting will be held on Friday, October 2. 

The League’s bylaws require that a city’s voting delegate must be designated by the City 
Council.  The delegate must be registered to attend the conference and no transfer of the voting 
card is allowed unless it is to a City Council-designated alternate. 

ANALYSIS:  The past practice has been that the City Council’s representative to the League 
San Diego Division is designated as the voting delegate.  Councilmember Mike Woiwode is 
currently the League representative but is unable to attend the annual conference.  The alternate 
Council representative is Councilmember Carrie Downey.  The Mayor has proposed that 
Councilmember Downey represent the City.  Councilmember Sandke has requested that he be 
designated as the alternate. 

Submitted by City Clerk/Clifford 
Attachment:  2015 Annual Conference Voting Procedures 

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
BK TR NA JNC MLC NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
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APPROVAL OF REQUEST FROM THE CULTURAL ARTS COMMISSION TO 
WAIVE THE ALCOHOL PROBITION IN TIDELANDS PARK AT AN EVENT TO BE 
HELD ON SATURDAY, AUGUST 15, 2015, IN CELEBRATION OF CORONADO’S 
125TH ANNIVERSARY 

ISSUE: Whether to allow alcohol to be consumed at Tidelands Park on Saturday, August 15, 
2015, during a free Symphony Concert in celebration of Coronado’s 125th Anniversary 
sponsored by the City of Coronado, the Port of San Diego, the County of San Diego and the 
Coronado Woman’s Club. 

RECOMMENDATION:  Approve the request to waive the alcohol prohibition in Tidelands 
Park so the public may consume alcohol during the free Symphony Concert in celebration of 
Coronado’s 125th Anniversary. 

FISCAL IMPACT:  None. 

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  Approval of the waiver is an administrative decision on the 
part of the City Council. 

PUBLIC NOTICE:  None required. 

BACKGROUND: Coronado Municipal Code Section 40.28.010(A)  prohibits drinking alcohol 
“… on any public street, alley, sidewalk, beach, park or other public property within this City 
except in accordance with the terms of a lease approved by the City Council.”  In the case of 
Tidelands Park, Coronado Municipal Code Section 40.28.010(B) allows the City Council to 
make an exception to the prohibition. 

In addition, alcoholic beverages are allowed in Port of San Diego Parks with a valid Port of San 
Diego event permit. However, in accordance with Coronado Municipal Code, Sec. 40.28.010, 
the Port of San Diego will not issue a permit allowing alcohol in Port of San Diego parks or 
beaches located in Coronado with the exception of private events held in Tidelands Park that 
have secured approval of the Coronado City Council in compliance with its City Municipal 
Code. (Port of San Diego Park Permits Rules and Regulations)  

• Alcoholic beverages are expressly prohibited in the city parks and on the beaches of the
City of Coronado (Coronado Municipal Code §40.28.010).  This applies to all Port of San
Diego parks in Coronado.

Historically, City Council has waived the alcohol prohibition ordinance for special events in the 
City: Rotary Club October Fest, Lamb’s Players Celebration, Historical Museum Event, Flower 
Show beer garden and gala, and the annual Library party honoring volunteers.  Also, since 2000, 
the City Council has approved consumption of alcohol during the Coronado Summer Promenade 
Concerts as part of the special Events Permit conditions. When considering such events in the 
past, the Council has looked at factors including event impact and support by the community.  
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ANALYSIS:  This free symphony concert is one of three signature events being produced for 
the City by the Coronado Cultural Arts Commission in celebration of Coronado’s 125th 
Anniversary. The audience is expected to be primarily local citizens and is being promoted as a 
family-event with festival seating comparable to the Coronado Promenade Concerts held 
throughout the summer.  
 
ALTERNATIVE:  Deny the request. 
 
Submitted by City Manager’s Office/Kelly Purvis, CAA 

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
BK TR NA RRS MLC NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
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ANNUAL REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF THE CITY OF CORONADO INVESTMENT 
POLICY 

RECOMMENDATION: Review and approve the investment policy. 

FISCAL IMPACT: There is no fiscal impact associated with the review of the existing policy. 
The City receives funds from many sources, which it invests according to the City of Coronado 
Investment Policy.  All investments are made with the primary objectives of safety, liquidity and 
yield, in that order.    

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  The receipt and approval of the City’s investment policy is 
considered an administrative action not affecting a fundamental vested right on the part of the City 
Council. 

PUBLIC NOTICE: Not required. 

BACKGROUND:   Annually, staff conducts a review of the City’s investment policy with 
assistance from PFM Asset Management, LLC.  The policy also applies to the Successor Agency to 
the Community Development Agency of the City of Coronado. 

At March 31, 2015, the City’s investment portfolio totaled $98.5 million, and the Community 
Development Successor Agency’s portfolio totaled $7.7 million. The City’s investment policy 
establishes the framework within which these investment activities take place.  The investment 
policy specifies all permissible investments by type, along with requirements for diversification and 
credit quality.  The policy also discusses reporting requirements, safekeeping and custody, and 
internal controls.   

ANALYSIS:  In collaboration with PFM Asset Management, LLC, staff has completed a review of 
the City’s investment policy as it was last approved in June 2014.  The review concludes the 
investment policy attached to this report conforms to current law and requires no revision at this 
time.  PFM Asset Management recommended that the City revisit its investment policy in the fall of 
2015 to consider adding two investment sectors currently permitted by the code, but not by the 
policy.  Staff is currently in communication and discussion with PFM Asset Management to 
evaluate the proposed changes and their potential impact on City investment portfolio.  If agreed, 
staff will provide to Council a revised investment policy in the fall of 2015.  The policy along with 
a memorandum prepared by PFM Asset Management discussing the future proposed change are 
attached to this report as Attachments A and B, respectively.        

ALTERNATIVE:  The City Council may seek clarification or changes. 

Submitted by Administrative Services/Suelter, City Treasurer, Gewaily, Finance Manager 
Attachments: A. Proposed Investment Policy Effective July 21, 2015 

 B. Memorandum from PFM Asset Management, LLC.  

I:\STFRPT\investment\INVPOL-FY2016.doc 

CM ACM AS CA CC CDA CE F L P PSE R/G 
BK  TR EG JNC  MLC NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
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          Attachment A 

CITY OF CORONADO 
STATEMENT OF INVESTMENT POLICY 

Effective July 21, 2015 
 

1. Purpose 
This statement provides guidelines for the prudent investment of the temporary idle cash of the City 
of Coronado (hereafter referred to as City), and outlines the policies for maximizing the efficiency 
of the City's cash management system. The goal is to enhance the economic status of the City while 
protecting its pooled cash. 

 
2. Scope 
This investment policy applies to all financial assets of the City. For purposes of this policy, the 
City of Coronado includes the Community Development Successor Agency, and the Coronado 
Financing Authority which are component units of and are controlled by the City Council, share the 
same administrative services of the City, and are “related entities” of the City. These funds are 
accounted for in the City's Comprehensive Annual Financial Report and include: 

 
General Fund 
Special Revenue Funds 
Debt Service 
Capital Project Funds 
Enterprise Funds 
Trust and Agency Funds 
 

The investment of bond proceeds held with trustees is directed by the City, but is governed by the 
restrictions on permitted investments in the applicable bond indenture, or similar agreements. 
 
The City retirement plans are with the California Public Employees’ Retirement System, and the 
City has no authority or oversight over the investments in any of these plans.  The City participates 
in a multi-employer trust in accordance with Section 115 of the Internal Revenue Code.  The trust 
was prepared as an irrevocable exclusive benefit trust to fund retiree health care benefits (Other 
Post-Employment Benefits-OPEB).  Assets held in this trust are administered by Public Agency 
Retirement Services (PARS).  Further, the City administers deferred compensation and health 
savings plans through the ICMA-Retirement Corporation (ICMA-RC) and ING Financial Services. 
Assets held in these plans are held in trust for the participants, and are not assets managed by the 
City. The City does not have any authority over the investments held in these trusts.  

 
3. Policy 
The City's cash management system is designed to accurately monitor and forecast expenditures and 
revenues, and allows the City to invest funds to the fullest extent possible. The City attempts to 
obtain the highest possible yield while meeting the criteria established for safety and liquidity. 

 
It is the policy of the City of Coronado, a general law city, to invest public funds in a manner which 
will provide maximum security with the highest investment return while meeting the daily cash 
flow demands of the City.  
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4. Standard of Prudence 
Investments shall be made with judgment and care.  The standard of prudence to be used by 
investment officials shall be the "prudent investor" standard (Govt. Code Section 53600.3) and shall 
be applied in the context of managing an overall portfolio.  All governing bodies of local agencies 
or persons authorized to make investment decisions on behalf of those local agencies investing 
public funds are trustees and, therefore, fiduciaries subject to the prudent investor standard. When 
investing, reinvesting, purchasing, acquiring, exchanging, selling, or managing public funds, a 
trustee shall act with care, skill, prudence, and diligence under the circumstances then prevailing 
including, but not limited to, the general economic conditions and the anticipated needs of the 
agency that a prudent person acting in a like capacity and familiarity with those matters would use 
in the conduct of funds of a like character and with like aims, to safeguard the principal and 
maintain the liquidity needs of the agency.  Investment officers, acting in accordance with written 
procedures and the Investment Policy, and exercising due diligence, shall be relieved of personal 
responsibility for an individual security's credit risk or market price changes, provided deviations 
from expectations are reported in a timely fashion and appropriate action is taken to control adverse 
developments. 

 
5. Objectives 
The primary objectives, in priority order, of the City's investment activities shall be: 
 
 5.1. Safety: Safety of principal is the foremost objective of the investment program. 
Investments of the City shall be undertaken in a manner that seeks to ensure the preservation of 
capital in the overall portfolio. To attain this objective, diversification is required in order that 
potential losses on individual securities do not exceed the income generated from the remainder of 
the portfolio. 
 
 5.2. Liquidity: The City's investment portfolio will remain sufficiently liquid to enable the 
City to meet all operating requirements which might be reasonably anticipated.  
 
 5.3. Return on investment: The City's investment portfolio shall be designed with the 
objective of attaining a market rate of return throughout budgetary and economic cycles, taking into 
account the City's investment risk constraints and the cash flow characteristics of the portfolio. 
 
6. Delegation of Authority 
Authority to manage the City's investment program is derived from California Government Code 
Section 53607.  Management responsibility for the investment program is hereby delegated to the 
City Treasurer, who will maintain written procedures for the operation of the investment program. 
Such procedures shall include explicit delegation of authority to persons responsible for investment 
transactions.  No person may engage in an investment transaction except as provided under the 
terms of this Policy and the procedures established by the Treasurer.  
 
7. Ethics and Conflicts of Interest 
The investment responsibility carries with it the added duties of ensuring that investments placed 
are done so without the appearance of improper influence.  The Administrative Services personnel 
involved in the investment function shall adhere to the state's Code of Economic Interest and to the 
following: 
 

7/21/2015 

156



 7.1. All persons authorized to place or approve investments shall not personally or through a 
close relative maintain any accounts, interest, or private dealings with any firm through which the 
City places investments, with the exception of regular savings, checking and money market 
accounts, or other similar transactions that are offered on a non-negotiable basis to the general 
public.  Such accounts shall be disclosed annually to the City Clerk in conjunction with annual 
disclosure statements of economic interest. 
 
 7.2. All persons authorized to place or approve investments shall report to the City Clerk, 
kinship relations with principal employees of firms with which the City places investments.  
 
 7.3. Return on Investment: The investment portfolio of the City of Coronado shall be 
designed to attain a market average rate of return during budgetary and economic cycles, taking into 
account the City's investment risk constraint and the cash flow characteristics of the portfolio.  All 
brokers or investment advisors dealing with the City will be required to disclose any fees paid or 
received in connection with the purchase of said securities.  The City strives to maintain a 100% 
investment level of idle funds, less required reserve, through daily and projected cash flow 
determinations.  Cash management of idle funds is the responsibility of the Administrative Services 
Department.  
 
 7.4. Maintaining the Public Trust: All participants in the investment process shall seek to act 
responsibly as custodians of the public trust.  Investment officials shall avoid any transaction that 
might impair public confidence in the City of Coronado's ability to govern effectively. 
 
8. Authorized Financial Dealers and Institutions 
The Treasurer will maintain a list of financial institutions authorized to provide direct investment 
services. In addition, a list will also be maintained of approved security broker/dealers selected by 
credit worthiness, who maintain an office in the State of California. These may include "primary" 
dealers or regional dealers that qualify under Securities & Exchange Commission Rule 15C3-1 
(uniform net capital rule).  No public deposit shall be made except in a qualified public depository 
as established by State laws.  
 
All financial institutions and broker/dealers who desire to become qualified bidders for investment 
transactions directly with the City must supply the Treasurer with the following: proof of Financial 
Industry Regulatory Authority (FINRA) certification; trading resolution; proof of State of California 
registration; personal resume; certification of having read the City's investment policy; and 
depository contracts.  An annual review of the financial condition and registrations of qualified 
bidders will be conducted by the Treasurer. 
 
An audited financial statement shall be reviewed annually for each financial institution and 
broker/dealer with which the City invests. 
 
Before engaging in investment transactions with a broker/dealer, the City Treasurer shall have 
received from said firm a signed letter.  This letter shall attest that the individual responsible for the 
City’s account with that firm has reviewed the City of Coronado Investment Policy and that the firm 
understands the policy and intends to present investment recommendations and transactions to the 
City that are appropriate under the terms and conditions of the Investment Policy. 
 
For investments made by the City’s investment advisor and authorized by the City Treasurer, the 
City authorizes the investment advisor to use broker/dealers and financial institutions that the 
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investment advisor has reviewed and approved for investment purposes. The investment advisor’s 
approved list must be made available to the City upon request. 
 
 
9. Authorized and Suitable Investments 
The City of Coronado is empowered by California Government Code Section 53601 et seq. to 
generally invest in the following types of securities1: 
 

9.1 United States Treasury Bills, Bonds, Notes, and Certificates of Indebtedness, or those for 
which the full faith and credit of the United States are pledged for payment of principal and interest. 

9.2 Federal Agency or United States Government-sponsored Enterprise Obligations, 
Participations, or other Instruments, including those issued by or fully guaranteed as to principal 
and interest by federal agencies or United States government-sponsored enterprises. 

9.3 Registered Treasury Notes, Warrants, or Bonds of the State of California, including 
bonds payable solely out of the revenues from a revenue-producing property owned, controlled, or 
operated by the state or by a department, board, agency, or authority of the state. 

9.4 Registered Treasury Notes or Bonds of any of the other 49 states in addition to 
California, including bonds payable solely out of the revenues from a revenue-producing property 
owned, controlled, or operated by a state or by a department, board, agency, or authority of any of 
the other 49 states, in addition to California. 

9.5 Bonds, notes, warrants, or other evidences of indebtedness of a local agency within this 
state, including bonds payable solely out of the revenues from a revenue-producing property owned, 
controlled, or operated by the local agency, or by a department, board, agency, or authority of the 
local agency. 

9.6 Negotiable Certificates of Deposit (NCDs) issued by a nationally or state chartered bank, 
a state or federal savings and loan association, or by a federally- or state-licensed branch of a 
foreign bank, provided that the senior debt obligations of the issuing institution are rated A or its 
equivalent, or better (without regard to any gradations within such categories by numerical qualifier 
or otherwise) by a nationally recognized statistical-rating organization (NRSRO). NCDs shall not 
collectively exceed 30% of the market value of the portfolio.  

9.7 Time Deposits. The City may invest in non-negotiable time deposits collateralized in 
accordance with California Government Code Section 53630 et seq., in those banks and savings and 
loans associations that meet the State’s requirements for investment in a Time Certificate of 
Deposit.  The maximum term for deposits shall be one year.  The City, at its discretion, may waive 
the collateralization requirements for any portion that is covered by federal insurance.  The City 
shall have a signed agreement with the depository per Government Code Section 53649. 

9.8 Medium-Term Notes. Corporate and depository institution debt securities with a 
maximum remaining maturity of five years or less, issued by corporations organized and operating 
within the United States or by depository institutions licensed by the U.S. or any state and operating 
within the U.S. Medium-term corporate notes shall be rated A or better (without regard to any 
gradations within such categories by numerical qualifier or otherwise) by a NRSRO.  The aggregate 
total of all purchased medium-term notes may not exceed 30% of the cost value of the investment 

1 Section 53601 provides additional guidance for the authorized investment of the City’s money and should be referred 
to for specific restrictions on these, and any other, permitted investments. 
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portfolio.  No more than 5% of cost value of the portfolio may be invested in notes issued by any 
one corporation.  

9.9 Commercial Paper. Commercial paper of “prime” quality of the highest ranking or of the 
highest letter and number rating as provided for by a nationally recognized statistical-rating 
organization.  The entity that issues the commercial paper shall meet all of the following conditions 
in either paragraph 1 or paragraph 2: 

1. The entity meets the following criteria: (i) is organized and operating in the United 
States as a general corporation; (ii) has total assets in excess of five hundred million 
dollars ($500,000,000); (iii) has debt other than commercial paper, if any, that is rated 
“A” or higher by at least two nationally recognized statistical-rating organizations. 

2. The entity meets the following criteria: (i) is organized within the United States as a 
special purpose corporation, trust, or limited liability company; (ii) has program-wide 
credit enhancements including, but not limited to, over collateralization, letters of credit, 
or surety bond; (iii) has commercial paper that is rated “A-1” or higher, or the 
equivalent, by at least two nationally recognized statistical-rating organizations. 

Eligible commercial paper shall have a maximum maturity of 270 days or less.  The aggregate total 
of all commercial paper may not exceed 15% of the cost value of the investment portfolio. The City 
may purchase no more than 10% of the outstanding commercial paper of any single issuer. 

9.10 Bankers’ Acceptances issued by domestic or foreign banks, which are eligible for 
purchase by the Federal Reserve System, the short-term paper of which is rated in the highest letter 
and number rating category by one or more nationally recognized statistical rating organizations 
(NRSRO).  Bankers’ acceptances purchased may not exceed 180 days to maturity.  No more than 
40% of the market value of the portfolio may be invested in bankers’ acceptances and no more than 
30% of the market value of the portfolio may be invested in bankers’ acceptances issued by any one 
bank. 

9.11 Repurchase Agreements used solely as short-term investments not to exceed 30 days. 
The City may enter into Repurchase Agreements only with primary dealers of the Federal Reserve 
Bank of New York. The City shall have properly executed a PSA agreement with each counter 
party with which it enters into repurchase agreements.  The following collateral restrictions will be 
observed: only U.S. Treasury securities or Federal Agency securities are acceptable collateral.  All 
securities underlying repurchase agreements must be delivered to the City's custodian bank versus 
payment or be handled under a properly executed tri-party repurchase agreement.  The total market 
value of all collateral for each repurchase agreement must equal or exceed 102 percent of the total 
dollar value of the money invested by the City for the term of the investment.  For any repurchase 
agreement with a term of more than one day, the value of the underlying securities must be 
reviewed on an ongoing basis according to market conditions.  Market value must be calculated 
each time there is a substitution of collateral. The City or its trustee shall have a perfected first 
security interest under the Uniform Commercial Code in all securities subject to repurchase 
agreement.  No more than 30% of the portfolio may be invested in repurchase agreements.  Reverse 
repurchase agreements will not be allowed. 

9.12 Local Agency Investment Fund (LAIF). The City may invest in the Local Agency 
Investment Fund established by the State Treasurer for the benefit of local agencies up to the 
maximum amount permitted. 

9.13 County of San Diego Treasury (County Pool). The City may invest in the County of 
San Diego Investment Pool up to the maximum amount permitted.  
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9.14 Local Government Investment Pool (LGIP). Shares of beneficial interest issued by a 
joint powers authority. Purchases are limited to those pools that seek to maintain a constant net asset 
value. 

9.15 Money Market Funds. Shares of beneficial interest issued by diversified management 
companies that are money market funds registered with the Securities and Exchange Commission 
under the Investment Company Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. Sec. 80a-1, et seq.).  To be eligible for 
investment pursuant to this subdivision, these companies shall (1) have (a) attained the highest 
ranking or the highest letter and numerical rating provided by not less than two nationally 
recognized statistical rating organizations or (b) an investment advisor registered or exempt from 
registration with the Securities and Exchange Commission with not less than five years’ experience 
managing money market mutual funds and with assets under management in excess of 
$500,000,000; and (2) invest solely in securities issued by the U.S. Treasury and agencies of the 
federal government, and repurchase agreements collateralized with U.S. Treasury and federal 
agency obligations.  No more than 20% of the investment portfolio shall be invested in money 
market funds.  Additionally, no more than 10% of the City’s funds may be invested in shares of 
beneficial interest of any one mutual fund.  

Credit criteria and maximum percentages are calculated based on market value at the time the 
security is purchased. 

Prohibited Investments: Under the provisions of Government Code Sections 53601.6, the City of 
Coronado shall not invest any funds covered by this Investment Policy in inverse floaters, range 
notes, interest-only strips derived from mortgage pools, or any investment that may result in a zero 
interest accrual if held to maturity. 
 
10. Safekeeping and Custody 
All security transactions, including collateral for repurchase agreements, entered into by the City 
shall be conducted on a delivery-versus-payment (DVP) basis. Securities will be held by a third-
party custodian designated by the Treasurer and evidenced by safekeeping receipts.  The only 
exception to the foregoing shall be depository accounts and securities purchases made with: (i) local 
government investment pools; (ii) time certificates of deposit; and (iii) money market mutual funds, 
since the purchased securities are not deliverable.  Evidence of each these investments will be held 
by the Treasurer. 
 
11. Diversification 
The City will diversify its investments by security type and institution.  With the exception of U. S. 
Treasury securities and authorized pools, no more than 33% of the market value of the City's total 
investment portfolio will be invested in a single security, U.S. Government agency, or with a single 
financial institution.  
 
12. Maximum Maturities 
To the extent possible, the City will attempt to match its investments with anticipated cash flow 
requirements.  With the exception of securities received as part of the Frances G. Harpst bequest, 
the City will not invest in securities maturing more than five years from the date of purchase unless 
matched to a specific cash flow and approved by the City Council, either specifically or as part of 
an investment no less than three months prior to the investment.  The City will not invest in 
securities with maturities of greater than five years for the Frances G. Harpst bequest unless the 
securities are U.S. Treasury, Government Sponsored Enterprises (Federal Agencies) or state or local 
government obligations.  
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13. Internal Control 
The Treasurer shall establish an annual process of independent review by an external auditor. This 
review will provide internal control by assuring compliance with policies and procedures. 
 
14. Reporting 
The Treasurer is charged with the responsibility of preparing a quarterly report to the City Council. 
This report will include quarterly performance, a list of the current investments, and transactions 
which occurred during each month of the quarter.  Reporting shall be on the basis of both cost and 
market.  A detailed market analysis prepared by the City’s investment advisor will also be included. 
 
The Policy recognizes that reporting on a market basis will periodically cause market gains or losses 
to be reported.  In most instances, such gains or losses will not be realized since individual 
securities with specific maturities are purchased based upon projected cash flows and normally will 
not be liquidated prior to maturity. 
 
15. Investment Policy Review 
The City's Investment Policy shall be reviewed and approved annually by the City Council.  
 
When the City has funds on deposit with the State or County Pool or other local government 
investment pools, the Treasurer shall review annually the written investment policy of such pools. 
Documentation shall also be reviewed annually that such investment pools are operated in 
conformance with their investment policies. 
 
16. Other Constraints 
The City shall make its investments in conformance with California Government Code 
Section53601 et seq. (see Section 8) and other self-imposed constraints.  The City shall not 
purchase stocks, speculate, deal in futures or options, or buy on the margin.  In addition, the City 
will not purchase inverse floaters, range notes, interest-only strips or any security having an interest 
rate derived from an index, commodity price or other variable; i.e., securities commonly known as 
derivatives. 
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50 California Street 
Suite 2300 
San Francisco, CA  94111 

415 982-5544 
415 982-4513 fax 
www.pfm.com 

June 29, 2015 

Memorandum 

To: Leslie Suelter, Director of Finance 
Emad Gewaily, Finance Manager 
City of Coronado 

From: Nancy Jones, Managing Director 
Sarah Meacham, Director 
PFM Asset Management LLC 

Re: Review of Investment Policy 

We have completed our annual review of the City’s Investment Policy. There were no changes to 
California Government Codes (“Code”) that regulate the investment of public funds requiring the 
City to change its Policy. The Policy remains compliant with the Code and industry best practices. 

We recommend that the City revisit its Investment Policy in the fall of 2015 to consider adding two 
investment sectors currently permitted by the Code, but not by the Policy. These investment sectors 
are asset-backed securities and supranational securities. We believe that inclusion of these sectors may 
provide the City the opportunity to increase diversification and add value to the portfolio while 
maintaining a safe and high-quality portfolio. We can provide more information on the characteristics 
of these investments and their limitations under the Code. 

Please let us know if you have any questions about the Investment Policy. 
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ADOPTION OF A RESOLUTION AMENDING THE FY 2015-16 PERSONNEL 
AUTHORIZATION AND COMPENSATION PLAN RELATED TO CAFETERIA PLAN 
(HEALTH) BENEFITS AND OTHER MINOR ADJUSTMENTS 

RECOMMENDATION:  Adopt “A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Coronado 
Amending its Personnel Authorization and Compensation Plan for FY 2015-16.” 

FISCAL IMPACT:  The proposed changes to the Personnel Authorization and Compensation 
Plan include increases to the Cafeteria Plan benefit for all employee groups except those 
represented by AFSCME Local 127, which is still negotiating its compensation and benefits for 
FY 2015-16.  The cost to provide the proposed $100 increase in the Cafeteria Plan benefit for all 
classified employees, and a commensurate $112 increase for unclassified executive employees is 
approximately $143,000 in FY 2015-16, which would go into effect on January 1, 2016.  The 
majority of this increase is within the General Fund and will be funded from the remaining 
General Fund contingency, of which there is approximately $180,000 remaining.  The balance of 
the cost will be distributed to other operating funds.     

Other proposed changes to the plan include a reorganization in the Recreation Department that 
results in a net 0.25 reduction in the number of authorized permanent positions, but is otherwise 
cost neutral.  With this modest adjustment in staffing, the City’s total authorized permanent 
positions is 234.  The reorganization consists of eliminating a half-time Office Specialist 
assigned to Tennis (currently vacant) and the increase of one Recreation Coordinator from three-
quarter time to full time.  The elimination of the position in tennis reduces administrative 
redundancy within the Department and provides additional hours for the Recreation Coordinator 
position to better meet community needs.            

The Personnel Authorization and Compensation Plan includes a reference to the portal-to-portal 
compensation for Battalion Chiefs when they are serving on fire strike teams, typically deployed 
to fight inland wildfires.  When serving in this capacity, the Battalion Chiefs are paid from the 
moment they deploy from Coronado as opposed to when they arrive at the scene of the fire.   For 
the City to be reimbursed for the travel time, the State Office of Emergency Services requires that 
this portal-to-portal compensation be reflected in a labor agreement or compensation resolution. 
There is no fiscal impact for this change to the compensation plan.  

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  Approving negotiated compensation changes and 
establishing staffing levels are administrative decisions, which do not implicate any fundamental 
vested right.  For administrative decisions not affecting a fundamental vested right a reviewing 
court will examine the administrative record to determine whether the City Council complied 
with any required procedures and whether findings, if any are required, are supported by 
substantial evidence in the record.  The City Council has broad discretion to determine the terms 
and conditions of employment through the process of meeting and conferring with represented 
employee groups in good faith as required by law.  

PUBLIC NOTICE:  None required. 
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BACKGROUND:  The Personnel Authorization and Compensation Plan documents the number 
of authorized positions and classifications, as well as the approved pay ranges, benefits, and 
terms and conditions of employment for all classifications.   Adjustments are presented to the 
City Council from time to time when any compensation, benefit, or classification adjustments 
occur.    
 
ANALYSIS:  The City provides health benefits through a Section 125 Cafeteria Plan.  The 
cafeteria plan year begins in January with an open enrollment period during the fall.  The City 
provides employees with access to health plans through CalPERS and the Public Employees’ 
Medical and Hospital Care Act. The information about rates for 2016 became available at the end 
of June 2015.   
 
CalPERS offers a number of group health plans to participating agencies in the Southern 
California Region. City employees are currently enrolled in ten different health plans provided 
through CalPERS. These ten plans will see rate modifications in 2016 ranging from between a 
0.5% reduction to a 19% increase. The proposed adjustment in the monthly benefit for employees 
will allow most employees to cover the increase that they experience from their health plan.  
Unused cafeteria plan dollars remain with the City.  In FY 2014-15, $240,000 was restored to the 
Employee Benefits Fund 112 related to unused cafeteria plan dollars from FY 2013-14.   
 
Submitted by Administrative Services/Suelter, Director 
Attached: Resolution  
 
I:\stfprt\mou&salary\pacp update 7 15 14 
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RESOLUTION NO ________ 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORONADO 
AMENDING ITS PERSONNEL AUTHORIZATION AND COMPENSATION PLAN 

FOR FY 2015-16  
 

WHEREAS, the City Council is desirous of fixing the salary schedule, together with 
authorizing positions and adjustments to Personnel Classifications authorized in City 
Departments.  

 

 NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the number of authorized positions for 
the Recreation Department, as identified in Sections 1 and 3 of the FY 2015-16 Personnel 
Authorization and Compensation Plan, be amended to reflect a 0.50 decrease in the number of 
authorized Office Specialist positions and an increase of 0.25 in the number of authorized 
Recreation Coordinator positions. 
  

 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that Section 12 of the FY 2015-16 Personnel 
Authorization and Compensation Plan be amended to provide that the annual allotment for 
Health/Cafeteria Benefit Plan for Self-Represented employees, employees represented by the 
Coronado Firefighters’ Association, and the Coronado Police Officers’ Association for the period 
beginning January 1, 2016, shall be $1,298 per month. 
 

 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that Section 12 of the FY 2015-16 Personnel 
Authorization and Compensation Plan be amended to provide that the annual allotment for 
Health/Cafeteria Benefit Plan for Executive employees for the period beginning January 1, 2016, 
shall be $1,461 per month. 
 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that Section 15, Paragraph E of the FY 2015-16 
Personnel Authorization and Compensation Plan be amended to provide that employees 
classified as Battalion Chiefs will be compensated portal to portal when assigned to strike team 
or pre-positioned emergency response, consistent with other fire personnel and where the City is 
reimbursed for its participation. 

 

 PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Coronado, California, this 
21st day of July 2015 by the following vote, to wit: 
 

 AYES: 
 NAYS: 
 ABSTAIN: 
 ABSENT: 
 
 _______________________ 
 Casey Tanaka, Mayor 
 City of Coronado 
 

Attest: 
 
__________________________ 
Mary L. Clifford 
City Clerk 

07/21/2015 167



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

168



AUTHORIZATION FOR THE CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE A PROFESSIONAL 
SERVICES AGREEMENT WITH MERKEL & ASSOCIATES FOR $75,564 TO 
PROVIDE PERMITTING SUPPORT FOR THE DOCK C AND BOAT LAUNCH RAMP 
FACILITY (BLRF) RECONSTRUCTION PROJECT 

RECOMMENDATION: Authorize the City Manager to execute a Professional Services 
Agreement with Merkel & Associates (M&A). 

FISCAL IMPACT:  The necessary funding for the M&A contract is within previously 
appropriated Dock C and BLRF project funds.  No additional appropriation is required.  The 
costs of the M&A ($75,564) are limited to assisting the City with acquiring the necessary federal 
and state permits.  If successful, City staff will return with a Contract Change Order for the 
required eel grass surveys and biological monitoring and reporting for the Dock C/BLRF 
Reconstruction Project.  The projected costs for these tasks is $64,892. 

The estimated total cost of the Glorietta Bay Marina Dock C replacement project is $3,965,000.  
To date, $880,000 has been appropriated for the Project (account 220591-9830-LMRDCKC) for 
the design and permitting phases.  The funding source for this project is fee revenue generated by 
the marina operation.   

The BLRF Project (account 405 9804-09701) was authorized in 2012 upon receipt of a $630,000 
grant from the California Department of Boating and Waterways.  Subsequently, the City also 
received a $470,000 pledge from the San Diego Unified Port District in FY 2015-16 for this 
project, bringing the total project budget to $1,100,000.   

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  Authorizing the City Manager to execute a contract is an 
administrative decision not affecting a fundamental vested right.  When an administrative 
decision does not affect a fundamental vested right the courts will give greater weight to the City 
Council in any challenge of the decision to award the contract. 

PUBLIC NOTICE: Not applicable. 

CEQA:  Approval of this Agreement is not subject to CEQA review and approval.  However, 
the Dock C/BLRF Reconstruction Project itself is subject to environmental review. The City is 
serving as the lead Agency with regard to CEQA processing.   

BACKGROUND:  In June 2001, the City approved a contract with Merkel & Associates 
(M&A) to provide biological consulting services associated with Glorietta Bay.  Initially, this 
contract was limited to conducting periodic bathymetric and eelgrass surveys, but was 
subsequently modified to include additional work.  This additional work included serving as the 
environmental consultant for the “Glorietta Bay Marina, Marina Building and Promenade 
Redevelopment Project” constructed in 2007.  The scope of work for that project included:  

• Assisting the City’s CEQA Analysis by preparing a Resource Assessment (as part of the
Initial Study);

• Preparing and coordinating the permit applications to federal, state and local public
agencies;

• Supervising required marine biological (eelgrass) surveys in support of the federal and
state permit applications; and
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• Designing and coordinating the development of the Eelgrass Mitigation Area.  
 
Additionally, M&A advised City staff as well as the Marina engineer consultant, civil engineer 
consultant, general contractors, and building architect on various aspects of the bay dredging, rip 
rap repair, marina dock, boat rental dock, promenade, and marina building components. 
Recently, M&A worked on the biological resources section of the Initial Study for the Dock 
C/BLRF Reconstruction Project.   
 
ANALYSIS: Due to previous similar work with the City over the years, M&A has unique 
knowledge and experience with the marine environment in Glorietta Bay, as evidenced by their 
services rendered for the previous marina project.  M&A assisted in the evaluation of the various 
Dock C and “free” public dock concepts that were previously presented to the City Council.  To 
capitalize on M&A’s extensive knowledge of local conditions and to maximize the City’s 
previous investments, staff is recommending a new sole source professional services contract 
with M&A.  Other firms in San Diego County could provide the same professional services but 
do not have the well-established knowledge and experience with the marine environment in 
Glorietta Bay as well as familiarity with the permitting agencies. 
 
M&A will assist the City with obtaining permit approval from the various federal, state and 
regional public agencies.  The following is a list of public agencies that the City will seek permit 
approval from:  
 

• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
• California Coastal Commission 
• California State Lands Commission 
• California Department of Fish & Game 
• San Diego Unified Port District 
• San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board 

 
As indicated in the proposed Scope of Work, services to be provided under this agreement 
include:  developing a detailed timeline and schedule for the permitting process; developing a 
dredge cut and reuse fill design plan to the permittable design level; preparing required 
submittals for each agency; and attending necessary project team and resource and regulatory 
agencies meetings. 
 
Assuming all permits are received, City staff will return with a Supplemental Scope of Work and 
Contract Change Order for the required eel grass surveys and biological monitoring and 
reporting for the Dock C/BLRF Reconstruction Project.   
 
ALTERNATIVES:  Direct staff to conduct a Request for Qualifications and Proposals to select 
an environmental consultant for the Dock C/BLRF Project.  
 
Submitted by Office of the City Manager\Torres & Public Services & Engineering\Cecil 
Attachment:  Professional Services Agreement 
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AGREEMENT FOR PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 
 

MERKEL & ASSOCIATES 
 
 This AGREEMENT is made and entered into as of the date of execution by the City of 
Coronado, a municipal corporation, hereinafter referred to as “CITY” and Merkel & Associates, 
Inc., California Corporation, hereinafter referred to as “CONSULTANT.”  Where the contracting 
entity is a joint venture such entity is hereinafter referred to as “CONSULTANT.” 
 

RECITALS 
 

 The CITY requires the services of a CONSULTANT to provide permitting support for 
the Dock C/Boat Launch Ramp (BLR) Reconstruction Project.  These services will generally 
consist of assisting the City with preparation of permit applications and conducting bathymetric 
and eelgrass surveys in support of federal and state permit applications.  The work to be 
performed by CONSULTANT shall be referred to herein as the “PROJECT,” or “DESCRIBED 
SERVICES.” 
 
 On June 16, 2015, the City Council for the CITY approved this AGREEMENT and 
authorized the City Manager to execute the form of this Agreement. 
 

CONSULTANT represents itself as being a professional biological consulting firm, 
possessing the necessary experience, skills and qualifications to provide the services required by 
the CITY.  CONSULTANT warrants and represents that it has the necessary staff to deliver the 
services within the time frame herein specified. 
 

The CITY’s Director of Public Services and Engineering and his authorized 
representative shall serve as the CITY’s “Contract Officer” for this AGREEMENT and has the 
authority to direct the CONSULTANT, approve actions, request changes, and approve additional 
services.  Any obligation of the CITY shall be the responsibility of the Contract Officer.   
 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of these recitals and the mutual covenants 
contained herein, CITY and CONSULTANT agree as follows: 
 
1.0 TERM OF THE AGREEMENT 
 
1.1 This AGREEMENT shall be effective beginning the day, month and year of the 
execution of this document by the CITY.  The Contract shall be in effect for a term of three years 
or until June 30, 2018, whichever occurs later.  The CITY shall have the option to extend the 
AGREEMENT, if agreed to by the CONSULTANT.   
 
1.2 The CONSULTANT shall commence the performance of the DESCRIBED SERVICES 
immediately upon execution of this AGREEMENT. Time is of the essence in this 
AGREEMENT.  Failure to meet the schedule contained in this AGREEMENT is a default by the 
CONSULTANT. 
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1.3 Any delay occasioned by causes beyond the control of CONSULTANT may merit an 
extension of time for the completion of the DESCRIBED SERVICES.  When such delay occurs, 
CONSULTANT shall immediately notify the Contract Officer in writing of the cause and the 
extent of the delay, whereupon the Contract Officer shall ascertain the facts and the extent of the 
delay and grant an extension of time for the completion of the DESCRIBED SERVICES when 
justified by the circumstances. 

 
1.4 This AGREEMENT may be terminated in accordance with the provisions contained in 
this AGREEMENT. 
 
2.0 CONSULTANT'S OBLIGATIONS AND SCOPE OF WORK (ATTACHMENT A) 
 
2.1 CONSULTANT shall provide the CITY with the professional services for the project 
which are described in ATTACHMENT A, hereinafter referred to as “DESCRIBED 
SERVICES.” 
 
2.2 CONSULTANT shall perform all the tasks required to accomplish the DESCRIBED 
SERVICES in conformity with the applicable requirements of Federal, State and local laws in 
effect at the time that the scope of work is substantially completed by the CONSULTANT. 
 

a. The CONSULTANT is responsible for ensuring the professional quality, 
technical accuracy, and coordination of all services and documents furnished by the 
CONSULTANT under this AGREEMENT. 
 
b. The CONSULTANT shall be obligated to comply with applicable standards of 
professional care in the performance of the DESCRIBED SERVICES.  CITY recognizes 
that opinions relating to environmental, geologic, and geotechnical conditions are based 
on limited data and that actual conditions may vary from those encountered at the times 
and locations where the data are obtained despite the use of professional care.  Where any 
condition exists for which the CONSULTANT must make a judgment which could result 
in an actual condition that is materially different, the CONSULTANT shall advise the 
CITY in advance and request specific direction. 
 
c. The CONSULTANT shall, without additional compensation, correct or revise any 
DESCRIBED SERVICES which do not meet the foregoing professional responsibility 
standards. 

 
2.3 During the term of this AGREEMENT, CONSULTANT shall maintain professional 
certifications as required in order to properly comply with all applicable Federal, State and local 
laws.  If the CONSULTANT lacks such certification, this AGREEMENT is void and of no 
effect. 
 
2.4 The CITY's review, approval or acceptance of, or payment for, the services required 
under this AGREEMENT shall not be construed to operate as a release or waiver of any rights of 
the CITY under this AGREEMENT or of any cause of action arising out of CONSULTANT’s 
performance of this AGREEMENT, and CONSULTANT is responsible to the CITY for all 
damages to the CITY caused by the CONSULTANT's performance of any of the services under 
this AGREEMENT. 
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2.5 Conflict of Interest and Political Reform Act Obligations if determined to be applicable - 
according to ATTACHMENT B - CONFLICT OF INTEREST DETERMINATION. 
CONSULTANT shall at all times comply with the terms of the Political Reform Act and the 
local Conflict of Interest Ordinance.   The level of disclosure categories shall be set by the City 
and shall reasonably relate to the SCOPE OF SERVICES provided by CONSULTANT under 
this AGREEMENT. 
 
3.0 PAYMENT AND SCHEDULE OF SERVICES (ATTACHMENTS C AND D) 
 
3.1 CONSULTANT is hired to render the DESCRIBED SERVICES and any payments made 
to CONSULTANT are full compensation for such services. 
 
3.2 The amount of payment to CONSULTANT for providing the DESCRIBED SERVICES 
is set forth in ATTACHMENT C which is attached hereto and incorporated herein.  No 
payment shall be allowed for any reimbursable expenses unless specifically described in 
ATTACHMENT C. 
 
3.3 Payment for all undisputed portions of each invoice shall be made within 45 days from 
the date of the invoice. 
 
3.4 Unless provided by the CITY, a Project Schedule showing all milestones shall be 
developed by the CONSULTANT and submitted to the CITY for approval.  The form of the 
schedule shall be a “bar chart,” “critical path,” or other format, in any event as specified by the 
CITY or approved by City’s Contract Officer.  The final schedule is attached herein as 
ATTACHMENT D. 
 
4.0 CITY'S OBLIGATIONS 
 
4.1 CITY shall provide information as to the requirements of the PROJECT, including 
budget limitations.  The CITY shall provide or approve the schedule proposed by the 
CONSULTANT. 
 
4.2 CITY shall furnish the required information and services and shall render approvals and 
decisions expeditiously to allow the orderly progress of the CONSULTANT’s services as shown 
on the schedule required under ATTACHMENT D. 
 
5.0 SUBCONTRACTING (Reserved) 
 
6.0 CHANGES TO THE SCOPE OF WORK  
 
6.1 The CONSULTANT shall not perform work in excess of the DESCRIBED SERVICES 
without the prior written approval of the CONTRACT OFFICER.  All requests for extra work 
shall be by written Change Order submitted to the CONTRACT OFFICER and signed prior to 
the commencement of such work.  Fees for additional work will be negotiated on a fixed fee 
basis. 
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6.2 The CITY may unilaterally reduce the scope of work to be performed by the 
CONSULTANT.  Upon doing so, CITY and CONSULTANT agree to meet in good faith and 
confer for the purpose of negotiating a deductive change order. 
 
7.0 VERBAL OR WRITTEN AGREEMENT OR CONVERSATION; INTEGRATION 
 
7.1 This AGREEMENT, along with any exhibits, appendices, addendums, schedules, and 
amendments hereto, encompasses the entire AGREEMENT of the parties, and supersedes all 
previous understandings and agreements between the parties, whether oral or written. The parties 
hereby acknowledge and represent, by affixing their hands and seals hereto, that said parties have 
not relied on any representation, assertion, guarantee, warranty, collateral contract or other 
assurance, except those set out in this AGREEMENT, made by or on behalf of any other party or 
any other person or entity whatsoever, prior to the execution of this AGREEMENT. The parties 
hereby waive all rights and remedies, at law or in equity, arising or which may arise as the result 
of a party’s reliance on such representation, assertion, guarantee, warranty, collateral contract or 
other assurance, provided that nothing herein contained shall be construed as a restriction or 
limitation of said party’s right to remedies associated with the gross negligence, willful 
misconduct or fraud of any person or party taking place prior to, or contemporaneously with, the 
execution of this AGREEMENT. 
 
8.0 TERMINATION OF AGREEMENT 
 
8.1 In the event of CONSULTANT's default of any covenant or condition hereof, including, 
but not limited to, failure to timely or diligently prosecute, deliver, or perform the DESCRIBED 
SERVICES, or where the CONSULTANT fails to perform the work in accordance with the 
project schedule (ATTACHMENT D), the CITY may immediately terminate this AGREEMENT 
for cause if CONSULTANT fails to cure the default within ten (10) calendar days of receiving 
written notice of the default.  Thereupon, CONSULTANT shall immediately cease work and 
within five (5) working days: (1) assemble all documents owned by the CITY and in 
CONSULTANT's possession, and deliver said documents to the CITY, and (2) place all work in 
progress in a safe and protected condition.  The Contract Officer shall make a determination of 
the percentage of work which CONSULTANT has performed which is usable and of worth to 
the CITY.  Based upon that finding, the Contract Officer shall determine any final payment due 
to CONSULTANT. 
 
8.2 This AGREEMENT may be terminated by the CITY, without cause, upon the giving of 
fifteen (15) days written notice to the CONSULTANT.  Prior to the fifteenth day following the 
giving of the notice, the CONSULTANT shall assemble the completed work product to date, and 
put same in order for proper filing and closing, and deliver said product to the CITY.  The 
CONSULTANT shall be entitled to just and equitable compensation for any satisfactory work 
completed.  The Contract Officer and CONSULTANT shall endeavor to agree upon a percentage 
complete of the contracted work if fees are fixed, or an agreed dollar sum based on services 
performed if hourly, and terms of payment for services and reimbursable expenses.  
CONSULTANT hereby expressly waives any and all claims for damages or compensation 
arising under this AGREEMENT except as set forth herein. 
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9.0 OWNERSHIP OF DOCUMENTS 
 
9.1 All work products (i.e., documents, data, studies, drawings, maps, models, photographs 
and reports) prepared by CONSULTANT under this AGREEMENT, whether paper or 
electronic, shall become the property of CITY for use with respect to this PROJECT, and shall 
be turned over to the CITY upon completion of the PROJECT or any phase thereof, as 
contemplated by this AGREEMENT.  
 
9.2. Contemporaneously with the transfer of such documents, the CONSULTANT hereby 
assigns to the CITY and CONSULTANT thereby expressly waives and disclaims, any copyright 
in, and the right to reproduce, all written material, drawings, plans, specifications or other work 
prepared under this AGREEMENT, except upon the CITY’s prior authorization regarding 
reproduction, which authorization shall not be unreasonably withheld.  The CONSULTANT 
shall, upon request of the CITY, execute any further document(s) necessary to further effectuate 
this waiver and disclaimer. 
 
10.0 STATUS OF CONSULTANT  
 
10.1 CONSULTANT shall perform the services provided for herein in a manner of 
CONSULTANT's own choice, as an independent contractor and in pursuit of CONSULTANT's 
independent calling, and not as an employee of the CITY.  The CONSULTANT has and shall 
retain the right to exercise full control and supervision of all persons assisting the 
CONSULTANT in the performance of said services hereunder, the CITY only being concerned 
with the finished results of the work being performed.  CONSULTANT shall confer with the 
CITY at a mutually agreed frequency and inform the CITY of incremental work/progress as well 
as receive direction from the CITY.  Neither CONSULTANT nor CONSULTANT’s employees 
shall be entitled in any manner to any employment benefits including, but not limited to, 
employer paid payroll taxes, Social Security, retirement benefits, health benefits, or any other 
benefits, as a result of this AGREEMENT.  It is the intent of the parties that neither 
CONSULTANT nor its employees are to be considered employees of CITY, whether “common 
law” or otherwise, and CONSULTANT shall indemnify, defend and hold CITY harmless from 
any such obligations on the part of its officers, employees and agents. 
 
11.0 ASSIGNMENT OF CONTRACT  
 
11.1 This AGREEMENT and any portion thereof shall not be assigned or transferred, nor shall 
any of the CONSULTANT’s duties be delegated or sub-contracted, without the express written 
consent of the CITY. 
 
12.0 COVENANT AGAINST CONTINGENT FEES  
 
12.1 CONSULTANT warrants that it has not employed or retained any company or person, 
other than a bona fide employee working for CONSULTANT, to solicit or secure this 
AGREEMENT, and that CONSULTANT has not paid or agreed to pay any company or person, 
other than a bona fide employee, any fee, commission, percentage, brokerage fee, gift, or any 
other consideration contingent upon, or resulting from, the award or making of this 
AGREEMENT.  For breach or violation of this warranty, the CITY shall have the right to 
terminate this AGREEMENT without liability or, at the CITY's discretion, to deduct from the 
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AGREEMENT price or consideration, or otherwise recover the full amount of such fee, 
commission, percentage, brokerage fee, gift or contingent fee.  
 
13.0 INDEMNITY - HOLD HARMLESS 
 
13.1 To the extent permitted by law, CONSULTANT, through its duly authorized 
representative, agrees that CITY and its respective elected and appointed boards, officials, 
officers, agents, employees and volunteers (individually and collectively, "CITY Indemnitees") 
shall have no liability to CONSULTANT or any other person for, and CONSULTANT shall 
indemnify, protect and hold harmless CITY Indemnitees from and against any and all liabilities, 
claims, demands, actions, causes of action, proceedings, suits, damages, judgments, liens, levies, 
costs and expenses, including reasonable attorneys' fees and disbursements (collectively 
"claims"), which arise out of, or pertain to, or relate to the negligence, recklessness, or willful 
misconduct of CONSULTANT, its employees, agents, and SUBCONSULTANTS in the 
performance of services under this AGREEMENT. 
 
13.2 CONSULTANT’s obligation herein does not extend to liability for damages for death or 
bodily injury to persons, injury to property, or other loss, damage or expense arising from the 
sole negligence or willful misconduct by the CITY or its elected and appointed boards, officials, 
officers, agents, employees and volunteers. 
 
13.3 CONSULTANT shall provide a defense to the CITY’s Indemnitees, or at the CITY’s 
option, reimburse the CITY’s Indemnitees for all costs, attorneys’ fees, expenses and liabilities 
(including judgment or portion thereof) incurred with respect to any litigation in which the 
CONSULTANT is obligated to indemnify, defend and hold harmless the CITY pursuant to this 
AGREEMENT. 

 
13.4 This provision shall not be limited by any provision of insurance coverage the 
CONSULTANT may have in effect, or may be required to obtain and maintain, during the term 
of this AGREEMENT.  This provision shall survive expiration or termination of this 
AGREEMENT. 
 
14.0 INSURANCE   
 
14.1 CONSULTANT shall obtain and, during the term of this AGREEMENT, shall maintain 
policies of professional liability (errors and omissions), automobile liability, and general liability 
insurance from an insurance company authorized to do business in the State of California in  
insurable amounts of not less than one million dollars ($1,000,000) per occurrence and two 
million dollars ($2,000,000) aggregate.  For professional liability insurance, the policy shall be 
on a claims made and in the aggregate basis.  The insurance policies shall provide that the 
policies shall remain in full force during the life of the AGREEMENT, and shall not be canceled 
without thirty (30) days prior written notice to the CITY from the insurance company.  
Statements that the carrier “will endeavor” and “failure to mail such notice shall impose no 
obligation or liability upon the company, its agents or representatives,” will not be acceptable on 
insurance certificates. 
 
14.2 The CITY, its officers, officials, employees, and representatives shall be named as 
additional insureds on the required general liability and automobile liability policies.  All policies 
shall contain a provision stating that the CONSULTANT’s policies are primary insurance and 
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that insurance (including self-retention) of the CITY or any named insured will not be called 
upon to contribute to any loss. 
 
14.3 Before CONSULTANT shall employ any person or persons in the performance of the 
AGREEMENT, CONSULTANT shall procure a policy of workers’ compensation insurance as 
required by the Labor Code of the State of California, or shall obtain a certificate of self 
insurance from the Department of Industrial Relations. 
 
14.4 PROVIDER shall furnish certificates of said insurance and policy endorsements to the 
Contract Officer prior to commencement of work under this AGREEMENT.  Failure on the part 
of CONSULTANT to procure or maintain in full force the required insurance shall constitute a 
material breach of contract under which the CITY may terminate this AGREEMENT pursuant to 
Paragraph 8.2 above. 
 
14.5 The CITY reserves the right to review the insurance requirements of this section during 
the effective period of the AGREEMENT and to modify insurance coverages and their limits 
when deemed necessary and prudent by City’s Risk Manager based upon economic conditions, 
recommendation of professional insurance advisors, changes in statutory law, court decisions or 
other relevant factors.  The CONSULTANT agrees to make any reasonable request for deletion, 
revision or modification of particular policy terms, conditions, limitations or exclusions (except 
where policy provisions or established by law or regulation binding upon either party to the 
contract or upon the underwriter of any such policy provisions).  Upon request by CITY, 
CONSULTANT shall exercise reasonable efforts to accomplish such changes in policy 
coverages and shall pay the cost thereof. 
 
14.6 Any deductibles or self-insured retentions must be declared to and approved by the 
CITY.  At the CITY’s option, the PROVIDER shall demonstrate financial capability for payment 
of such deductibles or self-insured retentions.  
 
14.7 CONSULTANT hereby grants to CITY a waiver of any right to subrogation which any 
insurer of said CONSULTANT may acquire against the CITY by virtue of the payment of any 
loss under such insurance.  This provision applies regardless of whether or not the CITY has 
requested or received a waiver of subrogation endorsement from the insurer. 
 
15.0 DISPUTES 
 
15.1 If a dispute should arise regarding the performance of this AGREEMENT, the following 
procedures shall be used to address the dispute: 
 

a. If the dispute is not resolved informally, then, within five (5) working days 
thereafter, the CONSULTANT shall prepare a written position statement containing the 
party's full position and a recommended method of resolution and shall deliver the 
position statement to the Contract Officer. 

 
b. Within five (5) days of receipt of the position statement, the Contract Officer shall 
prepare a response statement containing the responding party’s full position and a 
recommended method of resolution. 
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c. After the exchange of statements, if the dispute is not thereafter resolved, the 
CONSULTANT and the Contract Officer shall deliver the statements to the City 
Manager for a determination. 

 
15.2 If the dispute remains unresolved, and the parties have exhausted the procedures of this 
section, the parties may then seek resolution by mediation or such other remedies available to 
them by law. 
 
16.0 GENERAL PROVISIONS 
 
16.1 Accounting Records.  CONSULTANT shall keep records of the direct reimbursable 
expenses pertaining to the DESCRIBED SERVICES and the records of all accounts between the 
CONSULTANT and SUBCONSULTANTS.  CONSULTANT shall keep such records on a 
generally recognized accounting basis.  These records shall be made available to the Contract 
Officer, or the Contract Officer's authorized representative, at mutually convenient times, for a 
period of three (3) years from the completion of the work. 
 
16.2 Contract Officer.  The Director of Public Services and Engineering shall serve as the 
CITY’s “Contract Officer” for this AGREEMENT and has the authority to direct the 
CONSULTANT, approve actions, request changes, and approve additional services within 
her/his authority.  Any obligation of the CITY shall be the responsibility of the Contract Officer.  
Excepting the provisions pertaining to dispute resolution, no other party shall have any authority 
under this AGREEMENT unless specifically delegated in writing. 
 
16.3 Governing Law.  This AGREEMENT and all matters relating to it shall be governed by 
the laws of the State of California and any action brought relating to this AGREEMENT shall be 
held exclusively in a state court in the County of San Diego.  CONSULTANT hereby waives the 
right to remove any action from San Diego County as is otherwise permitted by California Code 
of Civil Procedure Section 394. 
 
16.4 Business License.  CONSULTANT and its SUBCONSULTANTS are required to obtain 
and maintain a City Business License during the duration of this AGREEMENT. 
 
16.5 Drafting Ambiguities. The PARTIES agree that they are aware that they have the right 
to be advised by counsel with respect to the negotiations, terms and conditions of this 
AGREEMENT, and the decision of whether or not to seek advice of counsel with respect to this 
AGREEMENT is a decision which is the sole responsibility of each Party. This AGREEMENT 
shall not be construed in favor of or against either Party by reason of the extent to which each 
Party participated in the drafting of the AGREEMENT. 
 
16.6. Conflicts Between Terms. If an apparent conflict or inconsistency exists between the 
main body of this AGREEMENT and the Exhibits, the main body of this AGREEMENT shall 
control. If a conflict exists between an applicable federal, state, or local law, rule, regulation, 
order, or code and this AGREEMENT, the law, rule, regulation, order, or code shall control. 
Varying degrees of stringency among the main body of this AGREEMENT, the Exhibits, and 
laws, rules, regulations, orders, or codes are not deemed conflicts, and the most stringent 
requirement shall control. Each Party shall notify the other immediately upon the identification 
of any apparent conflict or inconsistency concerning this AGREEMENT. 
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17.0 NOTICES 
 
17.1 Any notices to be given under this AGREEMENT, or otherwise, shall be served by 
certified mail.  For the purposes hereof, unless otherwise provided in writing by the parties 
hereto: 
 

a. The address of the CITY, and the proper person to receive any notice on the 
CITY's behalf, is: 

 
City of Coronado 
Director of Public Services & Engineering 
1825 Strand Way 
Coronado, CA 92118 
Attn.:  Cliff Maurer, Director 
Phone: (619) 522-7385; Fax: (619) 522-2408 
 

b. The address of the CONSULTANT, and the proper person to receive any notice 
on the CONSULTANT's behalf, is: 

 
Keith Merkel, Principal 
Merkel & Associates, Inc. 
5434 Ruffin Road 
San Diego, CA  92123 
Phone: (858) 560-5465; Fax: (858) 560-7779 
 

18.0 PROFESSIONAL CONSULTANT'S CERTIFICATION OF AWARENESS OF 
 IMMIGRATION REFORM AND CONTROL ACT OF 1986 
 
18.1 CONSULTANT certifies that CONSULTANT is aware of the requirements of the 
Immigration Reform and Control Act of 1986 (8 U.S.C. §§ 1101-1525) and has complied and 
will comply with these requirements including, but not limited to, verifying the eligibility for 
employment of all agents, employees, SUBCONSULTANTS and CONSULTANTS that are 
included in this AGREEMENT. 

 
19.0 ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS 
 
19.1 Consequential Damages.  Neither party shall be liable to the other for consequential 
damages including, without limitation, loss of use or loss of profits, incurred by one another or 
their subsidiaries or successors, regardless of whether such damages are caused by breach of 
contract, willful misconduct, negligent act or omission, or other wrongful act of either of them. 
 
19.2 Responsibility for Others.  CONSULTANT shall be responsible to the CITY for its 
services and the services of its SUBCONSULTANTS.  CONSULTANT shall not be responsible 
for the acts or omissions of other parties engaged by the CITY nor for their construction means, 
methods, techniques, sequences, or procedures, or their health and safety precautions and 
programs. 
 
19.3 Representation.  The CONSULTANT is not authorized to represent the CITY, to act as 
the CITY’s agent or to bind the CITY to any contractual agreements whatsoever. 
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19.4 Third-Party Review of CONSULTANT’s Work Product (Peer Review).  At the 
option of the CITY, a review of the CONSULTANT’s work product may be performed by an 
independent expert chosen by the CITY.  In such case, the CONSULTANT agrees to confer and 
cooperate fully with the independent expert to allow a thorough review of the work product by 
the expert.  Such review is intended to provide the CITY a peer review of the concepts, all pre-
design documentation, methods, professional recommendations and other work product of the 
CONSULTANT.  The results of this review will be furnished to the CITY and shall serve to 
assist the CITY in its review of the CONSULTANT’s deliverables under this AGREEMENT. 
 
19.5 Periodic Reporting Requirements.  The CONSULTANT shall provide a written status 
report of the progress of the work on a monthly basis which shall accompany the 
CONSULTANT’s payment invoice.  The status report shall, at a minimum, report the work 
accomplished to date; describe any milestones accomplished; show and discuss the results on 
any testing or exploratory work; provide an update to the approved work schedule as set forth in 
Attachment D, and if not in accordance with the original work schedule, describe how the 
CONSULTANT intends to get back on the original work schedule; describe any problems or 
recommendations to increase the scope of the work; and provide any other information which 
may be requested by the CITY.  The report is to be of a form and quality appropriate for 
submission to the City Council. 
 
19.6 Reserved.  
 
19.7 Rights Cumulative.  All rights, options, and remedies of the CITY contained in this 
AGREEMENT shall be construed and held to be cumulative, and no one of the same shall be 
exclusive of any other, and the CITY shall have the right to pursue any one or all of such 
remedies or any other remedy or relief which may be provided by law, whether or not stated in 
this AGREEMENT. 
 
19.8 Waiver.  No waiver by either party of a breach by the other party of any of the terms, 
covenants, or conditions of this AGREEMENT shall be construed or held to be a waiver of any 
succeeding or preceding breach of the same or any other term, covenant or condition herein 
contained.  No waiver of any default of either party hereunder shall be implied from any 
omission by the other party to take any action on account of such default if such default persists 
or is repeated, and no express waiver shall affect default other than as specified in said waiver. 
 
19.9 Severability.  In the event that any part of this AGREEMENT is found to be illegal or 
unenforceable under the law as it is now or hereafter in effect, either party will be excused from 
performance of such portion or portions of this AGREEMENT as shall be found to be illegal or 
unenforceable without affecting the remaining provisions of this AGREEMENT. 
 
19.10 Exhibits Incorporated. All Exhibits referenced in this AGREEMENT are incorporated 
into the AGREEMENT by this reference. 
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20. SIGNATURES   
 
20.1 Each signatory and party hereto hereby warrants and represents to the other party that it 
has legal authority and capacity and direction from its principal to enter into this AGREEMENT, 
and that all resolutions or other actions have been taken so as to enable it to enter into this 
AGREEMENT. 
 
 
CITY: CONSULTANT 

 
By:  _____________________________ 
        Blair King, City Manager 
 

 
By:  ______________________________  
        Keith Merkel, Principal 

Date:  ____________________________ Date:  _____________________________ 
  

APPROVED AS TO CONTENT:  
  

______________________________________  
Cliff Maurer, Director                                 Date  
  
APPROVAL AS TO FORM:  

  
______________________________________  
Johanna N. Canlas, City Attorney              Date  

  
ATTEST:  

  
______________________________________  
Mary L. Clifford, City Clerk                     Date  

  
 
ATTACHMENT A: SCOPE OF WORK 
ATTACHMENT B: CONSULTANT CONFLICT OF INTEREST DETERMINATION 
ATTACHMENT C: PAYMENT FOR SERVICES 
ATTACHMENT D: SCHEDULE OF SERVICES 
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ATTACHMENT A 

 
SCOPE OF WORK 

 
TASK 1. PERMITTING STRATEGY 
 
Under this task, M&A would prepare a detailed flow chart of the regulatory permitting process 
that identifies prerequisite and critical path elements, along with anticipated timelines for each 
action within the permitting flow chart. This task includes project team meetings to review and 
discuss options. This flow charting process would generally follow that format used for the A-B 
Dock and Glorietta Bay Improvements project. The regulatory process is similar in that it 
includes the same basic agencies; however, since the completion of the last improvements 
project, National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has taken on a broader role in endangered 
species and essential fish habitat regulation and the Corps has adopted some additional 
mitigation policies that somewhat alter the processing process. 
 
TASK 2. DOCK C DREDGE MATERIAL CHARACTERIZATION AND REUSE 
 
The preferred Dock C plan includes some limited dredging to remove an encumbering shoal 
from the marina area. M&A would work with the project design engineers to refine the dredge 
cut and reuse fill design for the project as was done during the prior marina work for the A and B 
docks. We prepared an initial dredge plan for the environmental review process and ensured that 
the potential dredging to be analyzed in the environmental document was of adequate scale to 
encompass a final design. However, this dredge plan will need to be developed to a permittable 
design level and dredge material testing will be required. This dredging will require sediment 
characterization in accordance with the EPA/USACE Inland Testing Manual. M&A proposes to 
prepare a Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) with the intent of testing for beneficial reuse 
placement of material within the eelgrass mitigation site at Glorietta Bay Park. This SAP would 
be structured to rely heavily on our prior dredge material testing and placement program. M&A 
would submit the SAP and present the sampling program for concurrence from the Dredge 
Material Management Team (DMMT) including EPA, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), 
and RWQCB prior to proceeding. This will typically require a post submittal teleconference to 
obtain concurrence and potentially a final SAP submittal prior to proceeding.  Following 
approval of the SAP, M&A would conduct material sampling and testing and would prepare a 
final report of findings of reuse or disposal suitabilities. This report will be required to support 
project permitting and will required a Suitable for Unconfined Aquatic Disposal (SUAD) 
determination by the Corps and EPA as part of the regulatory process. M&A will work with the 
two federal agencies to obtain this determination. 
 
TASK 3. PERMIT APPLICATION PACKAGE PREPARATION 
 
Under this task, M&A would work with the core project team and resource and regulatory 
agencies to complete the required submittals and permit processing. The deliverable for this task 
will be one copy of the complete permit application package for each resource and regulatory 
agency requiring submittal materials, plus copies for the City and core consultant team members. 
Where feasible, permit application submittals will be provided in PDF format rather than hard 
copies. Application fees for agency processing shall be separately paid by the City. 
 
07/21/15 

185



Army Corps of Engineers, Rivers and Harbors Act Section 10/404 Permit 
M&A would complete and submit necessary application materials for a section 10/404 permit 
from the USACE under the Rivers and Harbors Act and the Clean Water Act. M&A would work 
closely with you and the USACE to ensure that the most efficient permitting avenue is pursued 
for this work. 
 

Clean Water Act, Section 401 Certification 
M&A would prepare and submit an application package to obtain a Clean Water Act section 401 
state water quality certification from the Regional Water Quality Control Board. We would rely 
on the City and core consultant team members to assist us in submitting the various items 
necessary to support the applications (e.g., engineering drawings) in order to complete the 
application package. 
 

Coastal Development Permit 
M&A would prepare and submit an application package to obtain a Coastal Development Permit 
for this project. Because the ultimate approval process will result in a change in the Port Master 
Plan to fit the marina uses, the CDP will be issued by the Port rather than the Coastal 
Commission. The application requires the assembly of a large amount of information in 
numerous attachments. We would rely on the City and core consultant team members to assist us 
in obtaining the various items necessary to support the applications in order to complete the 
application package. 
 
TASK 4. RESOURCE AND REGULATORY AGENCY CONSULTATION AND 
MEETINGS 
 
Under this task, M&A would work with the City, other project team consultants, and resource 
and regulatory agencies to complete the permit processing. Included in this task would be 
coordination, correspondence, and local meeting time with team members and the agencies as 
required.  Attendance at local hearings for Port issuance of the CDP and Coastal Commission 
action on the Port Master Plan amendment is contemplated; however, out of town travel has not 
been budgeted. The time and costs associated with this work effort would be billed on a time and 
materials basis and would not exceed the estimated total cost without your prior authorization. 
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ATTACHMENT B 
 

CONFLICT OF INTEREST DETERMINATION 
 
 CONSULTANT shall at all times comply with the terms of the Political Reform Act and 
the local conflict of interest ordinance.  CONSULTANT shall immediately disqualify itself and 
shall not use its official position to influence in any way any matter coming before the City in 
which the CONSULTANT has a financial interest as defined in Government Code Section 
87103.  CONSULTANT represents that it has no knowledge of any financial interests which 
would require it to disqualify itself from any matter on which it might perform services for the 
City. 
 

 “CONSULTANT1” means an individual who, pursuant to a contract with a state 
or local agency: 

 
 (A) Makes a governmental decision whether to: 
 
  1. Approve a rate, rule or regulation; 
  2. Adopt or enforce a law; 

3. Issue, deny, suspend, or revoke any permit, license, application, 
certificate, approval, order, or similar authorization or entitlement; 

4. Authorize the City to enter into, modify, or renew a contract 
provided it is the type of contract that requires City approval; 

5. Grant City approval to a contract that requires City approval and to 
which the City is a party, or to the specifications for such a 
contract; 

6. Grant City approval to a plan, design, report, study, or similar 
item; 

7. Adopt, or grant City approval of, policies, standards, or guidelines 
for the City, or for any subdivision thereof; or 

 
(B) Serves in a staff capacity with the City and in that capacity participates in making 

a governmental decision as defined in Regulation 18702.2 or performs the same 
or substantially all the same duties for the City that would otherwise be performed 
by an individual holding a position specified in the City’s Conflict of Interest 
Code. 

 
 
 
 

1 The City’s Conflict of Interest Code and the Political Reform Act refer to “consultants,” not “contractors.”  The 
City’s professional services agreements might refer to the hired professional as a “contractor,” not a “consultant,” in 
which case the Conflict of Interest Code may still apply.  The Conflict of Interest Code, however, does not cover 
public works contractors. 
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DISCLOSURE DETERMINATION: 
 

□ 1. CONSULTANT/CONTRACTOR will not be “making a government 
decision” or “serving in a staff capacity” as defined in Sections A and B 
 above.   

  No disclosure required. 
 

□ 2. CONSULTANT/CONTRACTOR will be “making a government 
decision” or “serving in a staff capacity” as defined in Sections A and B 
above.  As a result, CONSULTANT/CONTRACTOR shall file, with the 
City Clerk of the City of Coronado in a timely manner as required by law, 
a Statement of Economic Interest (Form 700) as required by the City of 
Coronado Conflict of Interest Code, and the Fair Political Practices 
Commission, to meet the requirements of the Political Reform Act. *  

 
Signature  Date  
Name  Department  
City Attorney Approval of Determination  
City Manager Approval of Determination  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
*The CONSULTANT’s disclosure of investments, real property, income, loans, business 
positions and gifts, shall be limited to those reasonably related to the project for which 
CONSULTANT has been hired by the CITY.  The scope of disclosure for CONSULTANT is 
attached hereto as Attachment B-1. 
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ATTACHMENT B-1 
 

CONFLICT OF INTEREST SCOPE OF DISCLOSURE  
(For use in preparing California Form 700) 

 
Investments: “Investment” means a financial interest in any business entity engaged in the 
business of marina biology consulting. 
 
Real Property: “Real property” interests are limited to real property in the City of Coronado, 
wherever located. 
 
Sources of Income: “Sources of income” means income (including loans, business positions, 
and gifts) of the CONSULTANT, or the CONSULTANT’s spouse or domestic partner in excess 
of $500 or more during the reporting period from sources that are business entities engaged in 
the business of marine biology consulting. 
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ATTACHMENT C 
 

PAYMENT FOR SERVICES 
 

A.  PAYMENT FOR SERVICES:  Payments to the CONSULTANT for the DESCRIBED 
SERVICES shall be made in the form of monthly payments due for the percentage of work 
performed on each Phase as a percentage of the total fee for the Phase.  Percentage of completion 
of a Phase shall be assessed in the sole and unfettered discretion of the Contract Officer or the 
designated representative.  All invoices submitted by the CONSULTANT shall show an hourly 
reconciliation of time spent on each Phase.  The original invoice shall be provided for any 
subcontracted services.  Normal processing time for payments is four (4) weeks. 
 
For performance of each Phase or portion thereof as identified below, CITY shall pay a fixed fee 
associated with the Phase of the DESCRIBED SERVICES in the amount and at the time or 
milestones set forth.  CONSULTANT shall not commence Services under any Phase, and shall 
not be entitled to compensation for the Phase, unless CITY shall have issued a Notice to Proceed 
to the CONSULTANT as to the Phase. 
 
PHASE          FIXED FEE FOR PHASE 
 
Task 1: Permitting Strategy $6,146 
Task 2: Dock C Dredge Material SED Characterization Testing $38,577 
Task 3: Permit Application Package Preparation $22,272 
Task 4: Resource/Regulatory Agency Consultation/Meetings $8,569 
 
TOTAL FIXED FEE $75,564  
    

 
B. REIMBURSABLE SERVICES - None  
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ATTACHMENT D 
 

SCHEDULE OF SERVICES  
 
 

PROJECT SCHEDULE – The Project Schedule shall be appended here. 
 

 
CONSULTANT agrees to diligently pursue the work described.  The following schedule 
contractually obligates the CONSULTANT to perform all services to meet the time duration for 
each Phase of work shown: 
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PUBLIC HEARING: APPEAL OF THE HISTORIC RESOURCE COMMISSION’S 
DENIAL OF A REQUEST FOR A HISTORIC ALTERATION PERMIT FOR AN 
EXCEPTION TO PARKING REQUIREMENTS FOR THE PROPERTY ADDRESSED 
AS 427 A AVENUE AND LOCATED IN THE R-1B (SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL) 
ZONE  (HAP 2015-04 STEPHEN MULLIN) 

ISSUE: Whether to affirm, modify, or overturn the decision of the Historic Resource 
Commission that a request for an exception to parking requirements for the property addressed as 
427 A Avenue should be denied. 

HISTORIC RESOURCE COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: Adopt the attached 
resolution (Attachment A) and uphold the decision of the Historic Resource Commission (HRC) 
that a request for an exception to parking requirements for the property addressed as 427 A 
Avenue should be denied. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Consider the information presented in the appeal, and affirm, 
modify, or overturn the decision of the Historic Resource Commission that a request for an 
exception to parking requirements for the property addressed as 427 A Avenue should be denied. 

FISCAL IMPACT: No impacts have been identified. 

COUNCIL AUTHORITY: This hearing is an administrative decision, sometimes called a 
“quasi-judicial” decision, involving the application of existing laws or policies to a given set of 
facts.  Courts generally give less deference to decision makers in administrative mandate actions 
and will inquire: (a) whether the City proceeded without, or in excess of, its jurisdiction; (b) 
whether there was a fair hearing; or (c) whether there was any prejudicial abuse of discretion 
(which is established when (i) the City has not proceeded in the manner required by law, (ii) the 
decision is not supported by the findings, or (iii) the findings are not supported by the evidence). 

PUBLIC NOTICE: Notice of this public hearing was published in the Coronado Eagle & 
Journal on July 8, 2015, and notices were mailed to all property owners within a 300-foot radius 
of the subject property.   

CEQA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) DETERMINATION:  Class 31 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15331 provides for exemptions to Historic Resource Restoration and 
Rehabilitation projects that involve maintenance, repair, stabilization, rehabilitation, restoration, 
preservation, conservation or reconstruction of historic resources in a manner consistent with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties and will not cause a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of a resource.  

The Historic Resource Commission determined that Alternative 1, as proposed by the property 
owner, does not comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. The Commission 
determined that Alternative 2 does comply with the Standards, but is not necessary in order to 
achieve preservation or improvement of the historic property, as further described in the Analysis 
section. 

BACKGROUND: On December 15, 2014 the property owner submitted a nomination for 
historic designation for the property addressed as 427 A Avenue. On January 7, 2015, the 
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Historic Resource Commission adopted Resolution HR 2-15, designating the property as a 
Historic Resource. The property was noted as historically significant as an example of the 
Craftsman Bungalow architectural style, and for its association with Mary Carlin King Ross. On 
April 17, 2015, the applicant submitted a Historic Alteration Permit application requesting an 
exception to parking requirements (Attachment 2 to Attachment C – Staff Report and 
attachments for February 4, 2015, HRC meeting).  
 
On June 3, 2015, the Historic Resource Commission considered the staff report, application, 
presentations by the applicant, and public comment at a noticed public hearing at which time the 
Historic Alteration Permit was denied, as outlined in the adopted resolution (Attachment B). 
Additional material relevant to the Historic Resource Commission meeting includes the staff 
report and attachments, including the original Historic Alteration Permit application (Attachment 
C); and HRC meeting minutes from February 4, 2015 (Attachment D).  
 
On June 12, 2015, the property owner submitted an appeal hearing form to the City Clerk’s 
office, appealing the decision of the Historic Resource Commission (Attachment E).  The appeal 
outlines the reason why the decision of the Historic Resource Commission should be overturned 
by the City Council, which is addressed in the Analysis section of this report. It should be noted 
that the appeal form submitted by the appellant references the project as a Historic Alteration 
Permit/Proposed Property Split at 427 A Avenue/424 Adella Lane; however, the Historic 
Resource Commission did not consider a proposed property split.  The Historic Alteration Permit 
application was specific to a request for an exception to parking requirements only. 
 
ANALYSIS:  The appellant states that because the property is a designated Historic Resource, 
the property is “eligible for a waiver or reduction in parking spaces per CMC 84.10.090(C).” The 
appellant indicates that he provided two alternatives for the Commission’s consideration that he 
would like the Council to also consider:  
 
Alternative 1 – Request to relocate an existing uncovered parking space at the rear of the 
property, accessed from Adella Lane, to the front yard of the property accessed from A Avenue.  
 
Alternative 2 - Request to waive the requirement for an uncovered space for the historic house, 
and proposal to retain only the covered and enclosed spaces accessed from Adella Lane.  
 
Alternative 1 does not reduce the number of off street parking spaces that currently exist on the 
property. However, the relocated space would be placed within the required front yard setback 
area and would be in very close proximity to the front porch of the historic dwelling. The three 
covered and enclosed spaces accessed from Adella Lane would be retained in their existing 
locations. A new curb cut on A Avenue would be required in order to accommodate this request, 
subject to approval of the Public Services and Engineering Department.  
 
Alternative 2 results in a loss of one off street parking space for the property, but does not impact 
the historic dwelling. 
 
When preparing staff reports for Historic Alteration Permit applications, staff presents to the 
Commission all of the information provided by the applicant, and provides a brief analysis of the 
proposal based on the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Historic Resource Ordinance 
(Attachment C). In addition to the staff report and application, the Commission considers 
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correspondence received from the public prior to the public hearing, and information provided 
during the public comment portion of the public hearing. 
 
When considering a Historic Alteration Permit, the City’s Historic Preservation Ordinance 
outlines specific findings that must be made in order to grant approval. The findings for approval 
can generally be made if a project complies with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, as the 
Standards address adverse impacts to the historic resource as well as retention of elements that 
make the historic resource significant. Additionally, the Historic Preservation Element and 
Chapter 84.20 call for use of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards.  If the proposed project 
does not meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, the applicant will have failed to meet any 
of the above City requirements for the approval of a historic alteration permit. This Historic 
Alteration Permit is unusual in that many of the Standards do not apply to the proposal because 
no changes are proposed for the historic dwelling.  
 
In addition to whether the request is consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, the 
Commission also considered whether the request for an exception to parking regulations should 
be granted. Chapter 84.10.090 (C) states that: an owner of a historic resource in a Residential 
Zone is eligible to apply for a historic resource alteration permit for a waiver or reduction in the 
number of required parking spaces, or modifications to size, location, access or setback 
requirements for parking. Note that the ordinance does not state that an owner of a Historic 
Resource is “eligible for a waiver,” as stated by the appellant; rather, it states that an owner is 
“eligible to apply” for a waiver. Benefits of historic designation related to zoning exception 
requests are subject to the approval of the Historic Resource Commission and City Council, not 
guaranteed entitlements of historic designation.  
 
The ordinance granting zoning exceptions to Historic Resources was written to provide 
incentives for individuals to pursue designation rather than demolition and to provide relief to 
historically designated properties where additions or modifications to structures on the site would 
provide difficult, if not prohibitive, if current zoning standards were to be applied. Granting an 
exception to zoning standards is a policy decision for the Historic Resources Commission and 
City Council, and there are no specific criteria required to be met in order to approve or deny a 
request for zoning exceptions. However, staff generally recommends that the Commission and 
City Council consider the impact of the exception request on the neighborhood, as well as 
whether the request is justified in order to achieve preservation or improvement of the Historic 
Resource. 
 
It is important to note that the property owner provided incorrect information in the Historic 
Alteration Permit application as justification for the request for an exception to parking 
standards. The application stated that the historic house “has no garage, driveway, or off street 
parking.”  Research into building permits and construction plans for the property provides a 
history of the parking conditions on the site. The historic dwelling was constructed in 1912. In 
1913, a stable was constructed, and in 1935 a foundation was constructed and the stable was 
moved onto the foundation and converted to a garage. Therefore, the historic dwelling is known 
to have off-street parking accessed from Adella Lane as early as 1935. 
 
Further, the off-street parking for the historic dwelling was memorialized in 1996, when the 
property owner secured permits for construction of a second dwelling on the property, fronting 
on Adella Lane. In order to comply with zoning regulations that project included a provision 
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requiring off-street parking spaces for the new Adella Lane dwelling, and retention of the 
required off-street parking for the house fronting on A Avenue. Therefore, the project included 
not only two covered and enclosed parking spaces for the Adella Lane dwelling, but also 
included one covered and enclosed space and one uncovered parking space for the A Avenue 
dwelling. It is clear, based on permits and plans, that one covered and enclosed space and one 
unenclosed space currently exist on the property for use by the A Avenue dwelling, as required 
by CMC 86.58 (Off-Street Parking).  Granting an exception that allows the property owner to 
remove the existing uncovered parking space would be in direct conflict with the parking 
requirements that the property owner was required to meet in order to construct the second 
dwelling in 1996.  
 
The Historic Alteration Permit application submitted by the property owner also made reference 
to a possible future subdivision of the property. Staff does not consider Alternative 1 or 
Alternative 2 to be necessary in order to achieve preservation or improvement of the Historic 
Resource, or to achieve a future subdivision of the property. It should be noted that a subdivision 
of this property may be accomplished without granting an exception to parking standards per 
either alternative by incorporating an easement for parking such that the parking for the A 
Avenue dwelling would remain accessible from Adella Lane (CMC 86.58.190(A)). This same 
parking easement has been utilized in other similar developments of two dwellings on properties 
with both street and alley frontage. 
 
At the close of the public hearing, after considering both alternatives, the Historic Resource 
Commission determined that Alternative 1 is not consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards, and Alternative 2 is consistent with the Standards; however, neither alternative is 
justified in order to achieve preservation or improvement of the Historic Resource, as outlined in 
resolution HR 17-15 (Attachment B), and the request for an exception to parking standards was 
denied.  
 
ALTERNATIVE: Grant the appeal, modify the attached resolution (Attachment A) and approve 
the Historic Alteration Permit request for an exception to parking standards per one of the 
alternatives proposed by the property owner.  
 
Submitted by Community Development/Olsen 
Attachments: 

A. Draft City Council Resolution 
B. Historic Resource Commission Resolution 17-15 
C. Staff Report and attachments (including original NOI application) from 6/3/15  
D. HRC meeting minutes from 6/3/15 
E. Appeal dated 6/12/15 
F. Additional information provided from the appellant dated  
G. Public hearing notice published 7/8/15 

 
I:\City Council, Boards, and Commissions\HR\HAP Staff Reports\2015\HAP 2015-04 427 A Avenue\City Council\CD - SR Appeal - NOI 2015-
01 944 H Avenue final.doc 
 

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

 

07/21/15 

198



Attachment A 

RESOLUTION NO.  
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORONADO TO UPHOLD THE 

HISTORIC RESOURCE COMMISSION’S DENIAL OF A REQUEST FOR A HISTORIC 
ALTERATION PERMIT FOR AN EXCEPTION TO PARKING REQUIREMENTS FOR THE 

PROPERTY ADDRESSED AS 427 A AVENUE AND LOCATED IN THE R-1B (SINGLE 
FAMILY RESIDENTIAL) ZONE  

 
WHEREAS, Stephen Mullin is the owner of the property addressed as 427 A Avenue and 

submitted a Historic Alteration Permit application April 17, 2015, to request an exception to 
parking regulations, in accordance with CMC 84.10.090 and CMC 84.20.080; and 
  

WHEREAS, on June 3, 2015, the Historic Resource Commission of the City of Coronado 
held a public hearing on HAP 2015-04 and denied the request for an exception to parking 
requirements, and adopted resolution HR 17-15 formalizing their findings in accordance with 
Section 84.20.080 of the Municipal Code; and 
 

WHEREAS, on June 12, 2015, the property owner submitted an appeal hearing form to the 
City Clerk’s office appealing the Historic Resource Commission’s denial of the request for an 
exception to parking standards; and 

 
WHEREAS, on July 21, 2015, the City Council of the City of Coronado conducted an 

appeal hearing in accordance with Chapter 1.12 of the Municipal Code to consider the appeal of the 
Historic Resource Commission’s denial of the request for an exception to parking standards; and 
 
 WHEREAS, evidence was submitted and considered to include without limitation: 
 

1. City Council staff report dated July 21, 2015; 
2. Appeal dated June 12, 2015; 
3. Oral testimony; 
4. Additional written information, exhibits and photographs provided by the appellant. 

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

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

Coronado hereby denies the appeal and upholds the decision of the Historic Resource Commission 
finding that the Historic Alteration Permit for a request for an exception to parking requirements, as 
described in the City Council staff report dated July 21, 2015, shall be denied based upon the 
following findings: 

 
A. The proposed parking exception request is not consistent with the purpose and intent of 

Chapter 84.20 of the Coronado Municipal Code, or the Historic Preservation Element of 
the General Plan, because while Alternative 2 generally complies with the Secretary of 
the Interior’s Standards, the exception to parking standards is not necessary in order 
achieve preservation of, or improvement of, the historic property, and is not necessary to 
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achieve the future subdivision of the property. Alternative 1 does not comply with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. 

B. The proposed parking exception request will not adversely affect the historical, 
architectural or aesthetic value of the Historic Resource, as described in Alternative 2, 
because no changes are proposed for the historic dwelling. The proposal as described in 
Alternative 1 would adversely affect the historical, architectural or aesthetic value of the 
Historic Resource as it would place a parking spot in close proximity to the front porch 
of the dwelling in the front yard where parking has not historically existed and would 
change the aesthetic of the resource as viewed from the street. 

C. The proposed parking exception request will retain the essential elements that make the 
Historic Resource significant, because no changes are proposed for the historic dwelling. 

D. The proposed parking exception request, as described in Alternative 2, will not adversely 
affect the Historic Resource’s relationship to its surroundings and neighboring Historic 
Resources, because no changes are proposed for the historic dwelling and therefore the 
proposal does not impact the historic dwelling’s relationship with surrounding buildings 
or Historic Resources, and the relationship of the building to its surroundings will 
remain unchanged. The proposal as described in Alternative 1 will adversely affect the 
Historic Resource’s relationship to its surroundings, as it would place a parking spot in 
close proximity to the front porch of the dwelling in the front yard where parking has not 
historically existed and would change the relationship of the historic dwelling to the 
street frontage on A Avenue. 

E. The proposed parking exception request will generally comply with the Secretary of 
Interior’s Standards as set forth in Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
of 1966 as outlined in Alternative 2, as the elimination of the existing off-street parking 
space accessed from Adella Lane will not impact the historic dwelling. Alternative 1 
does not comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards as the relocation of the 
existing off-street parking space from Adella Lane to A Avenue will change the spaces 
and spatial relationships that characterize the historic dwelling and the front yard as it 
has historically existed. The parking space will be placed quite close to the front porch 
of the dwelling, changing its relationship with the front yard and impacting the street 
aesthetic.   

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

Coronado hereby upholds the decision of the Historic Resource Commission that a Historic 
Alteration Permit for exceptions to parking standards related to location or number of off-street 
parking spaces should not be approved because neither Alternative 1 nor Alternative 2 is necessary 
in order to achieve preservation or improvement of the Historic Resource or to achieve a future 
subdivision of the property, and denies the issuance of a Historic Resource Alteration Permit for the 
historically designated property addressed as 427 A Avenue and located in the R-1B (Single Family 
Residential) Zone, as submitted in the application and plans comprising HAP 2015-04, in 
accordance with Chapter 84.20 of the City of Coronado Municipal Code.  
 
NOTICE REGARDING JUDICIAL REVIEW:   The City Council decision is final unless a petition 
for a writ of mandate is timely filed.  The time within which judicial review of this decision must be 
sought is governed by the Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5, which has been made applicable 
in the City of Coronado by the Coronado Municipal Code, Section 1.12.080.  Any petition or other 
papers seeking judicial review must be filed in the appropriate court not later than the ninetieth 
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(90th) day following the date on which this decision becomes final. This decision is final upon the 
adoption of this resolution. 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Coronado, California, this 21st day of 
July 2015, by the following vote, to wit: 
 

AYES:       
NAYS:    
ABSTAIN: 
ABSENT: 
 
           

       _____________________________  
       Casey Tanaka, Mayor 
       City of Coronado 
Attest: 
 

__________________________ 

Mary L. Clifford 
City Clerk 
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PUBLIC HEARING:  CONSIDERATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL INITIAL STUDY 
DOCUMENTS AND DETERMINATION OF WHETHER TO PROCEED BY 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION, MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION, OR 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE THIRD, FOURTH, AND I AVENUE 
STORM DRAIN PROJECT (CITY OF CORONADO IS 2013-02)  

ISSUE:  Whether the City Council should direct that a Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative 
Declaration, or Environmental Impact Report (EIR) be prepared for the construction of the 
Third, Fourth, and I Avenue Storm Drain project. 

RECOMMENDATION:  (1) Prepare a Mitigated Negative Declaration; and (2) circulate the 
Mitigated Negative Declaration and Initial Study for public review and comment.  

FISCAL IMPACT:  The City Council previously authorized a contract with RBF Consulting 
(now Michael Baker International) for environmental consultant services (in addition to design 
services) to assist with the technical preparation of the environmental checklist for the project.  
Their total contract fee amount is currently set at $225,250; $74,750 of that total is allocated 
toward environmental consultant services (approximately $33,000 of this has been spent to date).  
If an EIR is required, additional consultant services will be needed and the cost of those services 
will be identified for future City Council consideration.  The City has budgeted a total of 
$1,350,000 toward design and construction of the project from a variety of funding sources as 
follows: 

Funding Source Amount 
Highway User Tax Account (HUTA)  $300,000 
Regional Transportation Congestion 
Improvement Program (RTCIP) 

   $25,000 

Storm Drain Fund   $125,000 
Toll Funds   $900,000 

Total: $1,350,000 

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

PUBLIC NOTICE:  A public notice (Attachment 4) announcing this Environmental Initial 
Study hearing was published in the Coronado Eagle & Journal on July 8, 2015, and mailed to all 
property owners adjacent to or within 300' of the anticipated limits of the project (I Avenue 
between Fourth Street and San Diego Bay).  The Environmental Initial Study and associated 
technical studies are available for review at the City Council reading file, Coronado Public 
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Library, Community Development Department, or the following City of Coronado website link:  
Environmental Initial Study and associated technical studies  
 
CEQA:  The project requires an environmental review pursuant to the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) (California Public Resources Code §§ 21000 et seq.).  The CEQA process 
is intended to identify any and all potential significant impacts that the proposed project may 
have on the environment.  An Environmental Initial Study has been prepared that evaluates the 
potential environmental consequences of the project.   
 
This public hearing is the first step in the City’s CEQA review process.  Comments from the 
public are encouraged regarding the completeness/adequacy of the project description; potential 
environmental impacts of the project; the adequacy of the Environmental Initial Study 
documents; and whether a Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative Declaration, or an 
Environmental Impact Report should be prepared for the project.   
 
On the basis of the public hearing, comments received during the public review period, and the 
Environmental Initial Study, if the City Council finds that the project description is complete, 
and there is no evidence that the project may have significant impacts on the environment, or 
potential impacts will be mitigated to insignificance, the City Council will determine that a 
Negative Declaration or Mitigated Negative Declaration should be prepared for public review.  If 
the City Council finds that the project may have significant impacts, it will determine that an 
Environmental Impact Report should be prepared for public review.   
 
BACKGROUND:  This project proposes the replacement of an existing 24-inch storm drain 
outfall with a new 48-inch storm drain outfall at the same location.  The new outfall would carry 
the drainage from the existing outfall as well as drainage from a new storm system.  The new 
system to be constructed along I Avenue is intended to mitigate the existing flooding problems 
along Fourth Street at the intersection of Alameda Boulevard.  Inlets would be installed on the 
north and south sides of Fourth Street, on the east side of the Fourth Street intersection with I 
Avenue.  The new storm drain would run the length of I Avenue from Fourth Street to the San 
Diego Bay and would intercept the existing 24-inch storm drain conveying flows from First 
Street just prior to the existing point of discharge of the 24-inch pipe.  To handle the expanded 
peak flow, the outlet to the bay would be upsized from 24 inches to 48 inches.  In addition, a 
low-flow diverter would be installed within the storm drain system that would divert low flows 
to the sanitary sewer system and not out the storm drain outfall. 
 
The project would construct the proposed outlet at the same location as the existing outlet.  The 
inverts of the existing and new pipes would be similar.  The top of the existing precast reinforced 
concrete pipe (RCP) is located approximately at mean higher high water (MHHW) while the new 
top of pipe would rise above the highest high tide (HHT) (approximately two feet higher than the 
existing top of pipe). 
 
The existing pipe is bedded within the existing riprap revetment slope and discharges across the 
lower bank revetment and a rubble and sand apron to the bay.  The new pipe would include the 
addition of an anchor collar and an at-grade grouted riprap bedding at the outlet.  Energy 
dissipation, designed in accordance with the San Diego Regional Standards, would be installed at 
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the outlet of the new pipe to reduce displacement of sands into eelgrass beds. This would result 
in riprap extending beyond the limit of the existing revetment slope into an area of the shoreline 
that is composed of a mix of concrete and rock rubble interbedded in sand. Placement of the 
engineered dissipater apron is to be matched to a similar area of removal of existing non-
functioning rubble revetment located in the rubble/sand slope to the north of the pipe outlet such 
that there is no net expansion of rock placed on the beach. The rubble to be removed would come 
from the area directly adjacent to the apron in order to provide a potential area for the future 
expansion of the eelgrass.  
 
The drain outlet would be constructed from the land using a standard cut and cover construction 
methodology. At the revetment slope, the relatively new revetment slope would be removed to 
the top of the slope to excavate and remove the existing 24-inch outfall, and the new 48-inch 
outfall would be placed in the same location. A geosynthetic fabric would be placed around the 
new outlet pipe, and the stockpiled revetment would be replaced in a manner that repairs the 
slope to pre-project conditions around the new pipe.  
 
Other permits and/or approvals required from other agencies prior to construction of the project 
include: 
 

1) Obtaining a “right-of-entry” permit from the San Diego Unified Port District (SDUPD) for 
the work within Port jurisdiction, including the pipe outlet on the shore, the new at-grade 
riprap apron and balancing rubble/revetment removal. 

2) Issuance of a new easement from the SDUPD to the City allowing for maintenance of the 
new storm drain outlet to the bay. 

 
ANALYSIS:  This meeting is the first of at least two hearings to be held on the environmental 
document by the City, which is the lead agency for the project.  Subsequent to the City’s review 
and action on the environmental document and project, the Port District, will review the project, 
acting as a Responsible Agency. Using the City’s environmental documents, the Port District 
will ultimately consider the approval of a non-appealable Coastal Development Permit in 
addition to an easement for utility purposes and a right-of-entry permit.  
 
Based on the Environmental Initial Study, the proposed Third, Fourth, and I Avenue Storm Drain 
project would have no impacts or less than significant environmental impacts in the following 
study areas:  Aesthetics, Agriculture and Forest Resources, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Land Use/Planning, Mineral Resources, Noise, 
Population and Housing, Public Services, Recreation, Transportation/Traffic, and Utilities/ 
Service Systems.   
 
The environmental analysis also identifies environmental impacts that would be potentially 
significant unless mitigation measures are incorporated into the project.  These impacts are in the 
following study areas:  Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology and Soil, Hydrology 
and Water Quality.  Mitigation measures have been incorporated into the project to effectively 
minimize all of the potentially significant environmental impacts.  Compliance with the 
mitigation measures would avoid potentially significant impacts or reduce them to less than 
significant levels.  A summary of the mitigation measures being proposed as part of the project is 
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provided in the “Project Design Measures” in both the draft Environmental Initial Study and 
included with this report as Attachment 5.   In general, mitigation measures address possible 
eelgrass erosion impacts, water quality impacts, and offsets to ensure no net increase in 
hardscape along the bay front as a result of the project. 
 
The Environmental Initial Study is intended to analyze any potential negative impacts on the 
environment.  In considering the Initial Study for the proposed project, the City Council should 
determine: 
 

1. Whether the project description is complete/adequate; 
2. If there is potential for significant adverse impacts and, if so, if the mitigation proposed is 

adequate to reduce the potential impacts to less than significant; and 
3. Whether to proceed by: 

a.  Negative Declaration or Mitigated Negative Declaration or  
b.  Preparation of an EIR. 
 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15070 states: 
 
A public agency shall prepare or have prepared a proposed negative declaration or 
mitigated negative declaration for a project subject to CEQA when: 

 
(a) The initial study shows that there is no substantial evidence, in light of the 
whole record before the agency, that the project may have a significant effect on 
the environment, or 
 
(b) The initial study identifies potentially significant effects, but: 
 

(1) Revisions in the project plans or proposals made by, or agreed to by, 
the applicant before a proposed mitigated negative declaration and initial 
study are released for public review would avoid the effects or mitigate the 
effects to a point where clearly no significant effects would occur, and 

 
(2) There is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the 
agency, that the project as revised may have a significant effect on the 
environment.  

 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(f)(2) states: 
 
If the lead agency determines there is substantial evidence in the record that the 
project may have a significant effect on the environment but the lead agency 
determines that revisions in the project plans or proposals made by, or agreed to 
by, the applicant would avoid the effects or mitigate the effects to a point where 
clearly no significant effect on the environment would occur and there is no 
substantial evidence in light of the whole record before the public agency that the 
project, as revised, may have a significant effect on the environment then a 
mitigated negative declaration shall be prepared. 

 

7/21/15 

256



Based upon the project description and preliminary analysis completed, staff recommends that 
the City Council: 1) direct that a Mitigated Negative Declaration be prepared for the project; and 
2) direct the circulation of the Mitigated Negative Declaration and Environmental Initial Study 
for public and responsible agency review and comment prior to the City Council’s consideration 
of Adoption of the Mitigated Negative Declaration. 
 
ALTERNATIVE:  Direct staff to prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the project 
identifying the focus of the EIR analysis. 
 
Submitted by Community Development/Hurst & Public Services & Engineering/Newton  
Attachments:   1.  Project Location Maps 
     2.  Existing Conditions/Site Photographs 
     3.  Proposed Project Plan and Profile at Bay Interface 

4.  Public Notice 
5.  Project Design Measures 

 
N:\All Departments\Staff Reports - Drafts\2015 Meetings\07-21 Meeting - SR Due July 9\FINAL Initial Study Hearing - 3rd, 4th 
& I Avenue Storm Drain.doc 
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Attachment 2 – Existing Conditions/Site Photographs 
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Attachment 3 – Proposed Project Plan and Profile at Bay Interface 
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Attachment 4 – Public Notice and Correspondence Received 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

NOTICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL INITIAL STUDY 
PUBLIC HEARING AND REVIEW 

THIRD, FOURTH, AND I AVENUE STORM DRAIN PROJECT 
 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that a Public Hearing will be held by the City Council of the City of Coronado in 
the City Council Chambers located at the Coronado City Hall, 1825 Strand Way, Coronado, California, on 
Tuesday, July 21, 2015, at 4:00 p.m. or as soon thereafter as possible to consider Environmental Initial Study 
documents and determine whether to proceed by Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative Declaration, or 
Environmental Impact Report for the following project:  
 
IS 2013-02 CITY OF CORONADO:  The Third, Fourth, and I Avenue Storm Drain Project proposes the 
replacement of an existing 24-inch storm drain outfall with a new 48-inch storm drain outfall at the same location. 
The new outfall would carry both the drainage from the existing outfall as well as drainage from a new storm 
system along “I” Avenue intended to mitigate the existing flooding problems along Fourth Avenue at the 
intersection of Alameda Boulevard. Inlets would be installed on the north and south side of Fourth Avenue, on the 
east side of its intersection with “I” Avenue. The new storm drain would run the length of “I” Avenue from 
Fourth Street to the San Diego Bay and would intercept the existing 24- inch storm drain conveying flows from 
First Street just prior to the existing point of discharge of the 24- inch pipe. To handle the expanded peak flow 
capacity, the outlet to the Bay would be upsized from 24 inches to 48 inches.  In addition, a low-flow diverter 
would be installed within the storm drain system that would divert low-flows to the sanitary sewer system and not 
out the storm drain outfall. 
 
The project is required to undergo an environmental review pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) (California Public Resources Code §§ 21000 et seq.). An Environmental Initial Study has been prepared 
and evaluates the potential environmental consequences of the project.  Comments from the public are encouraged 
regarding the completeness/adequacy of the project description; potential environmental impacts of the project; 
the adequacy of the Environmental Initial Study documents; whether a Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative 
Declaration or an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is appropriate for the project, and on what basis, the EIR, if 
required,  should focus upon. The Environmental Initial Study documents that describe the project in detail and 
evaluate potential environmental impacts are available for public review at the Department of Community 
Development, City Hall, 1825 Strand Way, Coronado, California 92118, at the Coronado Library at 640 Orange 
Avenue, or on the City’s website at www.coronado.ca.us. 
 
If the City Council finds (on the basis of the public hearing, comments received during the public review period, 
and the Environmental Initial Study) that the project description is complete, and there is no evidence that the 
project may have significant impacts on the environment, or potential impacts will be mitigated to insignificance, 
the City Council will determine that a Negative Declaration or Mitigated Negative Declaration should be prepared 
for public review.  If the City Council finds that the project may have significant impacts, they will determine that 
an Environmental Impact Report be prepared for public review.  
 
For further information regarding this project, contact Jim Newton, Principal Engineer, at (619) 522-7313. 
 
CORONADO CITY COUNCIL  
Mary Clifford, City Clerk 
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COUNCIL REPORTS ON INTER-AGENCY COMMITTEE AND BOARD 
ASSIGNMENTS 

07/21/15 
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Councilwoman Carrie Downey’s report of Meetings and Activities Jun 3 – Jul 21, 2015 
 
 

Date Activity Subject 
7/21 City Council Meeting Attended 
7/9 Tour of HSM 41 Received briefing on Navy’s flight rules and 

efforts at noise abatement from helicopter 
activities. 

7/6 South County EDC Meeting Attended representing Coronado 
7/4 Fourth of July Parade Participated in Parade with the fire 

department 
7/1 Meeting with Caridad Sanchez in 

Senator Boxer’s Office 
Joined Dr. Jennifer Lewis and Rhonda Haiston 

in meeting to discuss federal funding 
opportunities to study suicide prevention 

options for bridges.  
6/23 Met with CALTRANS District 

Director Laurie Berman and Dr. 
Jennifer Lewis 

Discussed CALTRANS position regarding 
suicide prevention options for the Coronado 

Bridge. 
6/16 City Council Meeting Attended 
6/6 Coronado Woman’s Club 

Installation  
Attended 

6/5 Summer Bus Program Kick-Off  Attended kick-off for free summer bus 
program 
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APPROVAL OF REAPPOINTMENT OF DOUGLAS SIEGFRIED TO SERVE A 
SECOND TERM ON THE CORONADO LIBRARY BOARD OF TRUSTEES  

RECOMMENDATION:  Reappoint Douglas Siegfried to the Library Board of Trustees for a 
second term to expire August 31, 2018. 

FISCAL IMPACT:  None. 

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:   The Government Code provides that the Mayor is 
responsible for appointments to most commissions or committees, with the approval of the City 
Council.  An appointment to vacancies on City commissions, therefore, is a legislative action.  
Generally, “legislative” actions receive greater deference from the courts, and persons 
challenging a legislative action must prove that the decision was arbitrary, capricious, or 
unlawfully or procedurally unfair.     

BACKGROUND:  City of Coronado Administrative Procedure #204 and Council policy limits 
the time an individual may serve on a board or commission to a maximum of two terms or eight 
years, whichever is less.  City Council Policies #6 and #23 set forth the process for re-appointing 
eligible incumbents, and the competitive appointment process to fill vacancies on City boards, 
commissions, and committees. 

Mr. Siegfried was appointed to the Library Board on August 21, 2012, and has served one full, 
three-year term.  He is eligible for reappointment to a second three-year term to expire August 31, 
2018. 

PUBLIC NOTICE:  None required for reappointment. 

ALTERNATIVE:  Decline to make the reappointment and direct the City Clerk to advertise for 
additional applicants.   

Submitted by City Clerk/Clifford 

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PS R/G 
BK TR NA JNC MLC NA NA NA CE NA NA NA 
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REVIEW OF THE DESIGN AND MATERIALS FOR THE SENIOR ACTIVITY 
CENTER PROJECT 

RECOMMENDATION:  Receive the presentation and make any recommendations as 
necessary.     

FISCAL IMPACT:  The plans are still being developed; a new cost estimate will be presented 
at the next City Council meeting.   

CEQA:  The City Council certified a Negative Declaration at its November 18, 2014, meeting. 

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  Review of the design and materials for the Senior Activity 
Center is an administrative decision not affecting a fundamental vested right.  When an 
administrative decision does not affect a fundamental vested right the courts will give greater 
weight to the City Council in any challenge of the decision to select a design alternative. 

PUBLIC NOTICE:  None required. 

BACKGROUND:  The Council approved the current design at its November 18, 2014, meeting.  
Since that time, the architect has met with staff and developed the construction documentation 
for the project, which now includes many of the interior components.   

• Staff, the architect, and the City’s Public Arts Administrator met to discuss potential
locations for public art in the Center on April 20, 2015.

• On May 19, 2015, staff met with the architect to discuss access control, information
technology components, and security camera locations.

• Staff and the architect met with the Senior Center Working Group on June 11, 2015, to
review the proposed interior design, including finishes, audiovisual components, kitchen
equipment, and access controls.  Those components were accepted by the Working
Group.

ANALYSIS:  Since the November 18, 2014, City Council meeting, the plans were developed to 
include the interior components.  This includes the location of cabinets, interior theme and 
finishes, audiovisual equipment, potential locations for public art, donor wall, and computer 
equipment.  The architect, Robert Coffee, will review the building’s overall design, which was 
presented at the November meeting.  Mr. Coffee will also present, in greater detail, the interior 
components for the Council’s consideration.  Provided significant changes are not made to the 
plans, the architect will submit the drawings for plan check in August, on track with the project 
schedule.   

The proposed finishes, interior colors, and fixtures will be presented with visual aids at the 
Council meeting. 

Project milestones: 
o August 2015 – City Council determines project funding source
o August 2015 – City Council grants authority to bid the project
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o October 2015 – Following receipt and analysis of bids, City Council authorizes contract 
award 

o December 2015/January 2016 – Awarded contractor receives Notice to Proceed 
o October 2016 – Beneficial occupancy 
o November 2016 – Dedication ceremony 

 
ALTERNATIVES:   

1. Accept the proposed design scheme. 
2. Request modifications to the color and/or material palette.   
 

Submitted by Public Services & Engineering/Cecil   
 
N:\All Departments\Staff Reports - Drafts\2015 Meetings\07-21 Meeting - SR Due July 9\FINAL Senior Center - Review of 
Interiors.doc  

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
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APPROVE THE DESIGN OF THE SPRECKELS PARK RESTROOM REPLACEMENT 
AND AUTHORIZE THE CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE A CONTRACT 
AMENDMENT WITH HANNA GABRIEL WELLS TO COMPLETE THE 
CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS  

ISSUE:  Whether to approve the proposed design of the Spreckels Park Restroom Replacement 
or direct that modifications be made in order to reduce the estimated construction costs and 
whether to authorize a contract amendment with Hanna Gabriel Wells to complete the necessary 
construction documents.   

RECOMMENDATION:  Approve the design of the restroom, the contract amendment with 
Hanna Gabriel Wells, and direct staff to return at a subsequent meeting with a refined cost 
estimate and budget adjustment for approval.  

FISCAL IMPACT:  The Capital Improvements Program (CIP) has budgeted $630,000 for this 
project.   

CIP Budget Fiscal Year 14/15 $46,000 
Fiscal Year 15/16 $584,000 

Total $630,000 

Spent to date:  Design, advertising, printing $20,616 
Complete design $103,500 
Utility upgrade $45,000 
Public art murals and restoration of existing $15,400 
Construction estimate $684,900 
Project estimated cost $869,416 

As detailed above, the preliminary cost estimate exceeds the CIP appropriation by approximately 
$240,000.  Savings may be realized through value engineering although it is not anticipated that 
a significant reduction will occur unless the basic design and size of the restroom is modified.  
An additional appropriation will likely be required to construct the facility as designed.  An 
appropriation will be sought after the project has been bid and a hard construction cost is known, 
unless the City Council provides alternative direction.  Note:  Southern California construction 
costs have escalated back to near pre-recession levels since this project was originally scoped 
and estimated for the CIP. 

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  Authorizing the design is an administrative action not 
affecting a fundamental vested right.  When an administrative decision does not affect a 
fundamental vested right the courts give greater deference to decision makers in administrative 
mandate actions.  The court will inquire (a) whether the City has complied with the required 
procedures and (b) whether the City’s findings, if any, are supported by substantial evidence.   

PUBLIC NOTICE:  None required.  

CEQA:  A Categorical Exemption was processed for this project (Class 2, Section 15302, 
reconstruction or replacement of existing structures). 
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BACKGROUND:  The existing restroom was constructed in 1983.  The building is inadequate 
to handle the crowds that now use the park, where several hundred visitors can visit the site on 
any given weekend.  It does not meet current ADA requirements, storage needs for stocking the 
restroom, or storage for park functions such as the Concerts in the Park.  In September 2014, the 
Council directed staff to accelerate this project from FY 17/18 to this year to respond to concerns 
over the adequacy of the existing restroom.  After a Request for Qualifications was issued, the 
firm of Hanna Gabriel Wells was selected to design the new facility.  Design began in early 
2015.  On June 3, 2015, the Historic Resource Commission reviewed the proposed project in 
association with a Historic Alteration Permit, and determined that it is consistent with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s standards.  On June 10, 2015, the Design Review Commission 
approved the exterior design of the restroom as submitted, with the recommendation that 
additional material options be explored for the main exterior cladding and that additional 
consideration be given to allow all the restroom stalls to be unisex. 
 
ANALYSIS:  The proposed design is a balance between designing for a non-event weekend and 
an event like Concerts in the Park.  The proposed design is larger than the existing restroom to 
accommodate more users, but will not be sufficient to service the demand from large events.  
This compromise design choice was made to: control capital costs, minimize the permanent 
facility footprint within the Park, and to minimize the operations and maintenance costs that are 
associated with a public restroom (eg: janitorial services, utility use, maintaining and repairing 
plumbing and electrical components).  The peak season is typically sixteen weeks of the summer 
months, the design will have adequate capacity for the remaining thirty-six weeks.   
Consequently, porta-potties or portable restrooms trailers will still be required for those 
occasions.  The design incorporates the porta-potties by providing a hard, level surface to 
consolidate them at the permanent restroom location.  This surface could also be used for a 
portable restroom trailer (in lieu of porta-potties).  As in the past, four porta-potties have been 
proposed at the playground location.  Here again, a hard surface is proposed.  In this case, a 
concrete pad with a decorative surface will be designed, which could be a play surface when the 
porta-potties, or portable restroom trailer, are removed.   
 
Public Art:  The existing mural will be retained.  The mural is to be viewed as a continuous 
piece, but the concrete columns between the panels break up the image, making it difficult to 
view.  The new design eliminates the heavy columns and replaces them with narrower forms that 
recede from the mural face and support a new beam which will light the mural.  The mural will 
also be cleaned and refurbished.  In addition to refurbishing the existing mural, two new murals 
are proposed to be installed over the sinks.  These murals, although not designed yet, are 
proposed to commemorate the activities held at the park such as the Flower Show and concerts.   
 
ALTERNATIVE:  The Council may elect to postpone the project to a future date. 
 
Submitted by Public Services & Engineering /Cecil 
Attachment:  Site Plan and Elevations 
 
\\chfile\ALL\All Departments\Staff Reports - Drafts\2015 Meetings\07-21 Meeting - SR Due July 9\Spreckels Restroom Design 
SR ver 2.doc 
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AUTHORIZATION TO ADVERTISE THE BULB-OUTS AT THE INTERSECTION OF 
SECOND STREET AND ORANGE AVENUE PROJECT FOR BID 

RECOMMENDATION:  Direct staff to advertise the project for bid with the two 904 bus stops 
incorporated in the travel lane at their current locations. 

FISCAL IMPACT:  To date, $160,000 has been appropriated for design from the Highway 
User Tax Account (HUTA) (Account # 206376-9760-15007) and General Fund (Account # 
40710-9760-15007).   

Project Budget 
FY 2014/15 (HUTA) $75,000 
FY 2015/16 (General Fund) $85,000 

Total Budget $160,000 
Design (approximate) $27,500 

Remaining Funds $132,500 

The engineer’s construction estimate for the bulb-outs is $150,000.  Additional appropriations 
may be requested as required at the time of awarding a construction contract.   

CEQA:  The project is categorically exempt from the provisions of CEQA based on Article 19, 
Sections 15301(c) (existing facilities) which allows for the minor alteration of existing streets, 
sidewalks, gutters, and similar facilities. 

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  Authorization to advertise a project for bid is an 
administrative decision not affecting a fundamental vested right.  When an administrative 
decision does not affect a fundamental vested right the courts give greater deference to decision 
makers in administrative mandate actions.  The court will inquire (a) whether the city has 
complied with the required procedures, and (b) whether the city’s findings, if any, are supported 
by substantial evidence.   

PUBLIC NOTICE:  None required. 

BACKGROUND:  The intersection of Second Street and Orange Avenue is a highly utilized 
intersection by all types of users.  After being identified as an intersection that had experienced 
more than three reported accidents in the City’s 2012 Annual Traffic Report, the City Council 
directed staff to explore improvements to the intersection, including the installation of 
crosswalks.  The proposed project would install concrete bulb-outs at all four corners of the 
intersection to shorten the pedestrian crossing distance and improve visibility between drivers 
and pedestrians.  In addition, the project includes enhanced crosswalk striping across Orange 
Avenue and reconstructed pedestrian ramps (both on the corners and in the median) to meet 
current Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements. 

This item was brought before the City Council on June 2, 2015, and was continued.  Staff 
received direction to:  1) confirm the location and distances between the existing bus stops; 2) 
look into the alternative of removing only one bus stop; and 3) to obtain summer ridership data 
from the San Diego Metropolitan Transit Services (MTS). 
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ANALYSIS:  There are two existing Route 904 bus stops on Orange Avenue adjacent to the 
northeast and southwest corners of the intersection of Second Street.  The neighboring stops 
along Route 904 are located at First Street and B Avenue and at Fourth Street and Orange 
Avenue, which are approximately 0.27 miles (1,425 feet) and 0.23 miles (1,214 feet) away, 
respectively.  Exhibit A includes all Route 904 stops and the distances between each.   
 
Previous ridership data provided by MTS was four riders on and off per day.  Per the Council’s 
direction, updated ridership data was requested.  MTS gathered data from the week of Sunday, 
June 14 to Saturday, June 20 via manual counts taken by the drivers.  It should be noted that 
these counts were taken when the Free Summer Shuttle was in operation which began on June 7.  
The data (attached as Exhibit B) show that the average ridership per day for both northbound and 
southbound is 49.6 riders boarding and 45.0 riders exiting the bus.  The ridership on the 
northbound route is predominantly riders exiting the bus (an average of 35.7 per day) and the 
southbound route is primarily riders boarding the bus (an average of 39.7 per day).  
 
Staff contacted MTS to discuss the option of removing the southbound stop with the northbound 
stop to remain.  MTS does not support this alternative because the majority of riders typically 
board on the southbound stop and exit on the northbound stop as supported by the data in Exhibit 
B.  If either the northbound or southbound stop is removed, MTS is concerned that ridership 
would decrease due to the inconvenience of walking to or from the next adjacent bus stop.  In 
addition, MTS does not typically recommend bus stops to be located away from intersection 
corners due to the on-street parking impacts they typically have, the difficult access for bus 
drivers, and the fact that mid-block locations are not ideal locations for pedestrians as they are 
typically discouraged from crossing a street at mid-block locations. 
 
Considering the distance between stops, the updated ridership data, MTS’ recommendation 
against removing one bus stop and against mid-block stops, it is recommended that the northeast 
and southwest bulb-outs be designed to include in-street bus stops to maintain ridership at these 
locations.  In-street bus stops along Orange Avenue at Second Street have the possibility of 
affecting traffic when the bus stops for loading/unloading; however, the impacts should be 
minimal.  See Exhibit C for the recommended design and Exhibits D and E for the standard bulb-
out design with the stops removed or relocated to mid-block. 
 
Approval of the recommendation would authorize staff to advertise the construction documents 
for public bid with the two in-street bus stops at the northeast and southwest corners.  Plans and 
specifications for the design are available for review in the Public Services and Engineering 
Department. 
 
ALTERNATIVES:  The Council could choose to:  1) direct staff to advertise standard bulb-outs 
with removal of the bus stops, relocation of the bus stops to mid-block stops, or a combination 
thereof; 2) not authorize staff to advertise the project for bid or elect to bid the project at a later 
date; or 3) not move forward with this project and leave the intersection as is. 
 
Submitted by Public Services & Engineering/Odiorne 
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Attachments: 
Exhibit A – Route 904 Stop Inventory 

 Exhibit B – Passenger Activity:  Orange Avenue & Second Street, Coronado 
 Exhibit C – Staff’s Recommended Bulb-Out Design 
 Exhibit D – Standard Bulb-Out Design (Bus Stops Removed) 
 Exhibit E – Standard Bulb-Out Design (Mid-Block Stops) 
 
N:\All Departments\Staff Reports - Drafts\2015 Meetings\07-21 Meeting - SR Due July 9\FINAL Bulb-outs at Second & Orange.docx 
CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
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Stop Description Location Miles
Northbound
Avenida de las Arenas / Avenida del Mundo
Silver Strand Bl / Avenida De Las Arenas F-N/B 0.04
Orange Av / Adella Av N-N/B 0.48
Orange Av / B Av F-N/B 0.13
Orange Av / C Av F-N/B 0.07
Orange Av / 10th St F-N/B 0.11
Orange Av / 9th St F-N/B 0.12
Orange Av / 8th St F-N/B 0.11
Orange Av / 7th St F-N/B 0.11
Orange Av / 6th St F-N/B 0.11
Orange Av / 5th St F-N/B 0.11
Orange Av / 4th St F-N/B 0.11
Orange Av / 2nd St F-N/B 0.22
1st St / B Av F-E/B 0.26
Glorietta Bl / 2nd Av F-S/B 0.36

2.34

Southbound
Glorietta Bl / 2nd Av F-S/B
Glorietta Bl / 3rd St N-S/B 0.10
Prospect Pl / 3rd St F-N/B 0.11
2nd St / Soledad Pl N-W/B 0.11
1st St / B Av F-W/B 0.27
Orange Av / 2nd St F-S/B 0.27
Orange Av / 4th St F-S/B 0.23
Orange Av / 5th St F-S/B 0.10
Orange Av / 6th St F-S/B 0.11
Orange Av / 7th St F-S/B 0.11
Orange Av / 8th St F-S/B 0.12
Orange Av / 9th St F-S/B 0.10
Orange Av / Park Pl N-S/B 0.13
Orange Av / Loma Av F-S/B 0.15
Orange Av / R H Dana Pl (Hotel Del Coronado) N-S/B 0.07
Orange Av / Glorietta Bl F-S/B 0.16
Silver Strand Bl / Avenida Del Sol F-S/B 0.13
Avenida de las Arenas / Avenida del Mundo 0.38

Route 904 Stop Inventory

EXHIBIT A

293



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

294



Trip Time Ons Offs Ons Offs Ons Offs Ons Offs Ons Offs Ons Offs Ons Offs Ons Offs

A.M.  902 6 3 6 3

922 0 0

942 4 2 0 6

1002 1 3 3 2 1 3 7

1022 1 1 1 1 2

1042 3 3 0

1102 2 2 1 3 2

1122 2 1 2 1

1142 1 3 0 4

P.M. 1202 4 1 3 3 1 4 8

1222 1 2 1 0 4

1242 3 1 2 4 2

102 2 4 2 4

122 2 2 1 0 5

142 4 2 2 3 1 2 10

202 2 2 1 2 2 6 3 2 4 16

222 6 1 1 0 8

242 2 5 5 2 2 18 2 32

302 2 1 1 1 3

322 7 0 7

342 2 2 2 2

402 2 1 1 1 2 3

422 3 5 1 0 9

442 1 3 5 0 9

502 3 5 4 1 5 8

522 1 2 2 4 3 1 5 4 14

542 2 5 1 2 8 1 17

602 5 3 5 5 8

622 1 8 0 9

642 4 1 8 1 5 9

702 2 2 2 3 2 7

722 6 1 3 0 10

742 5 2 1 2 6

802 5 1 1 1 0 8

822 1 1 0 2

842 4 4 0

902 1 4 0 5

922 0 0

942 0 0

1002 0 0

Subtotal 10 28 16 36 3 23 20 32 5 35 13 29 2 67 69 250

Avg/Day 9.9 35.7

Passenger Activity: Orange Avenue & 2nd Street, Coronado

June 14 June 15 June 16 June 17 June 18 June 19

Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday

June 20
Total

Northbound
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Trip Time Ons Offs Ons Offs Ons Offs Ons Offs Ons Offs Ons Offs Ons Offs Ons Offs

Passenger Activity: Orange Avenue & 2nd Street, Coronado

June 14 June 15 June 16 June 17 June 18 June 19

Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday

June 20
Total

A.M.  920 1 4 1 2 7 1

940 2 1 3 0

1000 5 1 2 1 1 9 1

1020 2 2 3 2 2 8 3

1040 1 2 3 6 0

1100 4 2 4 2

1120 2 2 1 5 1 10 1

1140 9 2 1 1 1 13 1

P.M. 1200 6 2 8 0

1220 3 2 2 2 9 0

1240 1 5 8 5 4 3 1 7 29 5

100 3 2 4 10 15 4

120 1 4 1 1 1 5 8 2 13 10

140 2 1 1 4 6 2

200 1 3 16 2 20 2

220 2 1 5 7 1

240 2 3 1 4 1 6 10 7

300 2 1 1 1 3 7 1

320 4 4 1 6 15 0

340 2 1 1 1 2 3

400 2 1 2 5 0

420 1 1 0 2

440 3 1 1 3 2 7 3

500 2 1 3 5 1

520 2 4 6 0

540 4 3 4 3 10 4

600 1 2 1 1 4 7 2

620 1 1 6 8 0

640 1 2 3 0

700 2 2 0

720 1 2 3 2 1 6 3

740 7 1 3 8 3

800 1 1 2 0

820 2 1 1 2 2 7 1

840 2 2 4 0

900 2 0 2

920 1 1 1 1

940 3 3 0

1000 0 0

1020 0 0

Subtotal 54 6 29 11 34 5 26 23 32 12 40 5 63 3 278 65

Avg/Day 39.7 9.3

Total 64 34 45 47 37 28 46 55 37 47 53 34 65 70 347 315

Avg / Day 49.6 45.0

Southbound
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296



E
X

H
IB

IT
 C

 

  
 

R
ec

om
m

en
de

d 
D

es
ig

n:
  I

n-
St

re
et

 B
us

 S
to

ps
 

 
U

nd
er

 th
is

 o
pt

io
n,

 b
us

 s
to

ps
 o

n 
bo

th
 th

e 
10

0 
an

d 
20

0 
bl

oc
ks

 o
f O

ra
ng

e A
ve

nu
e w

ou
ld

 re
m

ai
n 

in
 th

ei
r 

cu
rr

en
t l

oc
at

io
n 

al
on

g 
th

e 
st

re
et

.  
B

ul
b-

ou
ts

 w
ou

ld
 

be
 e

lo
ng

at
ed

 in
 e

ac
h 

lo
ca

tio
n 

so
 th

at
 th

e 
bu

s w
ou

ld
 

st
op

 i
n 

th
e 

la
ne

 o
f 

tra
ve

l 
on

 O
ra

ng
e 

A
ve

nu
e 

an
d 

pa
ss

en
ge

rs
 w

ou
ld

 b
e 

ab
le

 t
o 

lo
ad

/u
nl

oa
d 

di
re

ct
ly

 
in

to
 th

e 
si

de
w

al
k 

ar
ea

. 
 U

nd
er

 th
is

 s
ce

na
rio

 th
er

e 
is

 n
o 

im
pa

ct
 o

n 
pa

rk
in

g.
 

Th
e 

ex
is

tin
g 

bu
s 

st
op

 lo
ca

tio
ns

 (
cu

rr
en

tly
 m

ar
ke

d 
by

 r
ed

 c
ur

b)
 w

ou
ld

 a
cc

om
m

od
at

e 
th

e 
el

on
ga

te
d 

bu
lb

-o
ut

. 
 Th

is
 o

pt
io

n 
is

 re
co

m
m

en
de

d 
to

 m
ai

nt
ai

n 
th

e c
ur

re
nt

 
bu

s s
to

p 
an

d 
w

ill
 n

ot
 h

av
e 

an
y 

im
pa

ct
s o

n 
pa

rk
in

g.
 

297



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

298



E
X

H
IB

IT
 D

 

 

St
an

da
rd

 B
ul

b-
O

ut
 D

es
ig

n 
(N

ot
 

R
ec

om
m

en
de

d)
:  

B
us

 S
to

p 
R

em
ov

al
 

 
U

nd
er

 th
is

 o
pt

io
n,

 b
us

 s
to

ps
 o

n 
bo

th
 th

e 
10

0 
an

d 
20

0 
bl

oc
ks

 o
f O

ra
ng

e 
A

ve
nu

e 
w

ou
ld

 b
e 

re
m

ov
ed

.  
 

A
 to

ta
l o

f t
w

o 
pa

rk
in

g 
sp

ac
es

 w
ou

ld
 b

e 
ga

in
ed

 o
n 

ea
ch

 si
de

 o
f O

ra
ng

e 
A

ve
nu

e 
fo

r a
 to

ta
l o

f f
ou

r n
ew

 
pa

rk
in

g 
sp

ac
es

 (t
w

o 
of

 w
hi

ch
 w

ou
ld

 b
e 

m
et

er
ed

). 
 

 M
TS

 d
oe

s 
no

t r
ec

om
m

en
d 

th
is

 o
pt

io
n 

an
d,

 g
iv

en
 

th
e 

up
da

te
d 

rid
er

sh
ip

 d
at

a,
 it

 is
 re

co
m

m
en

de
d 

th
at

 
th

e 
bu

s 
st

op
s 

re
m

ai
n 

in
 th

e 
ex

is
tin

g 
lo

ca
tio

ns
 w

ith
 

in
-s

tre
et

 b
us

 st
op

s a
s s

ho
w

n 
in

 E
xh

ib
it 

C
.  

 

• 
Ex

is
tin

g 
bu

s s
to

p 
re

d 
cu

rb
 z

on
e 

re
m

ov
ed

 
an

d 
re

pl
ac

ed
 w

ith
 o

n-
st

re
et

 p
ar

ki
ng

 (t
w

o 
pa

rk
in

g 
sp

ac
es

 g
ai

ne
d)

. 

• 
Ex

is
tin

g 
bu

s s
to

p 
re

d 
cu

rb
 z

on
e 

re
m

ov
ed

 
an

d 
re

pl
ac

ed
 w

ith
 o

n-
st

re
et

 p
ar

ki
ng

 (t
w

o 
pa

rk
in

g 
sp

ac
es

 g
ai

ne
d)

. 

299



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

300



E
X

H
IB

IT
 E

 

 

St
an

da
rd

 B
ul

b-
ou

t D
es

ig
n 

(N
ot

 R
ec

om
m

en
de

d)
:  

B
us

 S
to

p 
R

el
oc

at
io

n 
w

ith
 M

id
-B

lo
ck

 S
to

ps
 

 
U

nd
er

 th
is

 o
pt

io
n,

 b
us

 s
to

ps
 o

n 
bo

th
 th

e 
10

0 
an

d 
20

0 
bl

oc
ks

 o
f O

ra
ng

e 
A

ve
nu

e 
w

ou
ld

 re
m

ai
n 

bu
t w

ou
ld

 b
e 

re
lo

ca
te

d 
to

 m
id

-b
lo

ck
.  

N
ew

 
re

d 
cu

rb
 w

ou
ld

 b
e 

in
st

al
le

d 
to

 a
cc

om
m

od
at

e 
th

e 
ne

w
 b

us
 st

op
 lo

ca
tio

ns
 a

nd
 th

e 
ex

is
tin

g 
re

d 
cu

rb
 w

ou
ld

 b
e 

re
m

ov
ed

 in
 a

n 
ef

fo
rt 

to
 o

ff
se

t t
he

 
pa

rk
in

g 
im

pa
ct

s. 
  

 Th
is

 a
lte

rn
at

iv
e 

is
 n

ot
 re

co
m

m
en

de
d 

as
 a

t l
ea

st
 fo

ur
 p

ar
ki

ng
 s

pa
ce

s 
w

ou
ld

 b
e 

lo
st

 w
ith

 th
is

 c
on

ce
pt

.  
In

 a
dd

iti
on

, m
id

-b
lo

ck
 b

us
 s

to
ps

 a
re

 
no

t r
ec

om
m

en
de

d 
by

 M
TS

. 
  

• 
Ex

is
tin

g 
bu

s s
to

p 
re

d 
cu

rb
 z

on
e 

re
m

ov
ed

 
an

d 
re

pl
ac

ed
 w

ith
 o

n-
st

re
et

 p
ar

ki
ng

 (t
w

o 
pa

rk
in

g 
sp

ac
es

 g
ai

ne
d)

. 

• 
B

us
 st

op
 re

lo
ca

te
d 

to
 m

id
-b

lo
ck

 
lo

ca
tio

n;
 n

ew
 re

d 
cu

rb
 z

on
e 

in
st

al
le

d 
(f

ou
r p

ar
ki

ng
 sp

ac
es

 lo
st

). 
 

• 
Ex

is
tin

g 
bu

s s
to

p 
re

d 
cu

rb
 z

on
es

 re
m

ov
ed

 a
nd

 re
pl

ac
ed

 
w

ith
 o

n-
st

re
et

 p
ar

ki
ng

 (t
w

o 
pa

rk
in

g 
sp

ac
es

 g
ai

ne
d)

. 
• 

B
us

 st
op

 re
lo

ca
te

d 
to

 m
id

-b
lo

ck
 lo

ca
tio

n;
 n

ew
 re

d 
cu

rb
 

zo
ne

 in
st

al
le

d 
(f

ou
r p

ar
ki

ng
 sp

ac
es

 lo
st

). 
 

301



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

302



DIRECTION TO STAFF REGARDING ORANGE AVENUE MEDIAN PAVEMENT 
MARKINGS AND SIGNAGE 

ISSUE:  Whether the City Council should formally request Caltrans to modify existing 
pavement markings and signage at non-signalized intersections along Orange Avenue to provide 
consistency across all locations. 

RECOMMENDATION:  Direct staff to request that Caltrans modify existing pavement 
markings and signage at non-signalized intersections along Orange Avenue to provide 
consistency across all locations; all non-signalized intersections should have clearly marked 
median centerlines, yield limit lines and pavement legends, and yield signs.  

FISCAL IMPACT:  None. 

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  Review and direction related to installation of median 
pavement markings is a policy matter and an advisory action reflective of the Council’s 
legislative role.  Therefore a person that would challenge such a legislative action must prove 
that the decision was “arbitrary, capricious, entirely lacking in evidentiary support, or unlawfully 
or procedurally unfair” per the California court decision of Fullerton Joint Union High School 
District v. State Bd. of Education [(1982) 32 Cal. 3d 779, 786].  Under the California 
Environmental Quality Act, the Council’s role is somewhat limited since the project is exempt 
from the Initial Study process as an “information collection” activity. 

PUBLIC NOTICE:  None. 

BACKGROUND:  The Public Services & Engineering Department recently reviewed the 
existing pavement markings and signage at non-signalized intersections on Orange Avenue for 
consistency, with the thought that consistent, appropriate markings and signage would improve 
safety along the corridor. 

State Route 75 is a state highway that enters the City of Coronado in two locations:  1) from the 
San Diego-Coronado Bridge; and 2) from Imperial Beach via the Silver Strand.  The portion of 
the state route between Third Street and R. H. Dana Place is also known as Orange Avenue and 
features a 30'-wide landscaped median between the northbound and southbound lanes.  In 
addition, Orange Avenue continues north of Third Street but does so as a City-owned and 
maintained facility, not as part of the state highway. 

The City’s Traffic Operations Committee considered this topic at its meeting on May 28, 2015, 
and supported the staff recommendation. 

ANALYSIS:  There are five non-signalized intersections along the Caltrans-owned portion of 
Orange Avenue and an additional non-signalized intersection within the City’s jurisdiction at 
Second Street.  Only the Second Street intersection features clearly marked double yellow 
centerline stripes through the median, yield signs, and yield limit lines/legends.  The remaining 
five non-signalized intersections feature at least one of these four improvements but not all. 

Basic traffic engineering design principals and standards encourage consistency in the use and 
application of lane line markings, pavement legends, and signage in an effort to provide drivers 
with easily identifiable information regarding proper driving maneuvers and behavior.  An 
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inspection of the existing pavement markings and signage across the six non-signalized 
intersections along Orange Avenue show a lack of consistency described in more detail in the 
following table: 
 

Existing Markings and Signage at Non-Signalized Orange Avenue Intersections 
Intersection of 
Orange and: 

Centerline 
Stripe 

Yield 
Sign 

Yield 
Line/Legend 

“Keep Clear” 
Pavement Legends 

Second Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Fifth Yes Yes No No 

Seventh Yes Yes No No 
Ninth Yes No No No 

B Yes No No No 
C Yes No No No 

 
Although there are no accident records or other indications that a lack of any one pavement 
marking or sign was the cause of past accidents, a consistent treatment of each of the non-
signalized intersections along Orange Avenue may help prevent future accidents; at the very 
least, the consistent application of markings and signage should help provide drivers with clear, 
consistent information regarding right-of-way and proper driving lanes at each location.  It is 
therefore recommended that all non-signalized intersections have clearly marked centerline 
stripes, yield signs, limit lines, and text legends, as currently in place at the intersection of 
Second Street and Orange Avenue. 
 
The intersection of Second and Orange Avenue has one additional pavement marking no other 
intersection currently has:  “Keep Clear” pavement markings on Orange Avenue through the 
intersection.  These markings were installed by the City in order to prevent drivers on Orange 
Avenue from blocking drivers on Second Street from crossing the intersection during peak 
commute times when traffic often backs up past Second Street from the signal at Third Street.  
Although traffic queues along Orange Avenue are known to occasionally extend from signalized 
intersections past the nearest non-signalized intersection, the frequency at which this occurs is 
unknown at this time.  Considering that infrequent queuing has been observed, that there has 
been a lack of resident requests for additional “Keep Clear” markings, and the potential negative 
aesthetic impact some consider the markings to have, no additional “Keep Clear” pavement 
legends are recommended at this time.  Staff will continue to monitor these intersections. 
 
ALTERNATIVE:  1) The City Council could direct staff to take no action at this time; 2) Staff 
could be directed to apply for an encroachment permit from Caltrans to install the recommended 
improvements using City staff and resources.  
 
Submitted by Public Services & Engineering/Newton 
 
N:\All Departments\Staff Reports - Drafts\2015 Meetings\07-21 Meeting - SR Due July 9\FINAL Orange Avenue Median 
Markings.docx   

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
BK TR NA JNC MLC PF EW MB NA JO CMM NA 
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ACCEPT PRESENTATION FROM THE SHARP CORONADO HOSPITAL AND 
CORONADO HOSPITAL FOUNDATION REGARDING IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 
SECOND OWNER PARTICIPATION AGREEMENT AND AFFIRM THAT THE OUT 
PATIENT PAVILION PROJECT IS CONSISTENT WITH THE APPROVED SCOPE OF 
DEVELOPMENT 

RECOMMENDATION:  Affirm that the Out Patient Pavilion (OPP) project is consistent with 
the approved Scope of Development. 

FISCAL IMPACT: In 2006, the Community Development Agency of the City of Coronado 
entered into the Second Owner Participation Agreement with Sharp Coronado Hospital and the 
Coronado Hospital Foundation to provide funding for capital improvements at the hospital in 
exchange for maintaining specified healthcare services.  Amendments to the agreement resulted 
in total funding of $16.5 million to be provided over a ten-year period. 

To date, $8,724,097 has been provided to contribute to a wide range of improvements. 
$6,275,903 of additional funding has been placed in escrow to contribute to improvements that 
are currently undergoing review by State regulatory agencies.  The funds in escrow and the 
remaining funds of $1,500,000 are intended to be used to complete projects that are consistent 
with the Executive Board of the former CDA that approved the Scope of Development. 

SUCCESSOR AGENCY AUTHORITY:  Affirming a project is consistent with the Scope of 
Development is an administrative decision on the part of the Successor Agency, which does not 
implicate any fundamental vested right.  In such a decision a reviewing court will examine the 
administrative record to determine whether the Successor Agency complied with any required 
procedures and whether the decision is supported by substantial evidence in the record.   

PUBLIC NOTICE: None required.  

BACKGROUND: Since 2006, implementation of the Second Owner Participation 
Agreement with Sharp Coronado Hospital and the Coronado Hospital Foundation to provide 
funding for capital improvements at the hospital has been ongoing.  In July 2014, the Successor 
Agency Representative to the Sharp Coronado Hospital and Coronado Hospital Foundation 
Board of Directors provided an informational presentation to the Mayor and City Council.  This 
presentation reviewed the impact of funding for capital projects completed and identified 
projects that would be carried out in the future.  Since that time, the hospital has continued to 
work on several projects.  The purpose of this presentation is to provide an update to the 
Successor Agency. 

Former Councilmember Al Ovrom is Coronado’s and the Successor Agency’s appointed 
representative to the Sharp Coronado Hospital Board of Directors and Coronado Hospital 
Foundation.  He and hospital representatives will make a presentation on post-redevelopment 
activities of the hospital.   

ANALYSIS:  In conjunction with the Second Owner Participation Agreement with the 
Coronado Hospital Foundation and Sharp Coronado Hospital and Healthcare Center, a Scope of 
Development was approved by the former Community Development Agency (Attachment 1). 
The Scope of Development was based on the hospital administration’s “Project 2020” program 
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to provide facilities and operations necessary to meet the health care needs of the residents, 
military bases, businesses and visitors to Coronado and was intended to describe the capital 
improvement projects that would be funded by the former Community Development Agency. 
   
The Scope of Development was intended to be reviewed and amended from time to time to 
reflect the evolving needs of the hospital, community and healthcare marketplace.  The Scope of 
Development was last amended in October 2006, prior to the dissolution of redevelopment and 
the Community Development Agency.  All of the projects that have been funded in accordance 
with the terms of the OPA have been considered consistent with the Scope of Development 
(Attachment 1). 
 
One of the larger capital projects being undertaken by the hospital is the Out Patient Pavilion, 
which is referenced in Phase I-D of the Scope of Development.  The attached letter (Attachment 
2) describes the project and explains how it is consistent with the Scope of Development. 
 
Submitted by Community Development Huth 
Attachment: 1) Letter from Susan Stone, CEO Sharp Coronado Hospital 

2) Scope of Development   
  
N:\All Departments\Staff Reports-Draft\2015 Meetings\07.21 Meeting – SR Due Jul 9\SR-Presentation from Sharp CoronadoHospital.doc 
 

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
BK TR N/A JNC MLC RAH N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
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ClJ ;\ Illl Coronado 
~rJL--uu-" Hospital 

July 9, 2015 

a designated planetree 
patient-centered hospital 

Mr. Blair King, City Manager 
City of Coronado 
1825 Strand Way 
Coronado, CA 92118 

RE: Request to Update City Council on Post-Redevelopment Activities of Sharp 
Coronado Hospital and Review Out-Patient Pavilion for "Consistency" with 
the Second Owner Participation Agreement (OP A) Scope of Development 

Dear Mr. King, 

It was a pleasure to meet with you last week to have an opportunity to review the 
hospital ' s post-redevelopment progress including the Hospital Entrance Enhancement 
and Beautification Project and the Out-Patient Pavilion. We left that meeting with your 
guidance to: 

• Revise the Hospital Entrance Enhancement Beautification Project consistent with 
City Council recommendations, and 

• Request to update the City Council on post-redevelopment activities of the 
hospital and review Out-Patient Pavilion for "Consistency" with the second owner 
Participation agreement (OPA) scope of development. 

The hospital design team is now developing an alternative Hospital Entrance 
Enhancement Beautification Project proposal with a one way traffic circulation, a drop 
off valet service location that involves little to no change to the existing parking. We 
plan to discuss this with our neighbors and then we will return to the City with an 
updated proposal. 

In July of 2014 we last provided the City Council an update on the implementation of the 
second owner participation agreement. This hospital presentation referenced future 
projects including the first floor surgical and subacute storage rooms, first floor 
outpatient and ambulatory surgery center and fourth floor upgrades. We would be 
honored to have the opportunity to brief the City Council on our progress to date 
regarding first floor surgical and subacute storage rooms, first floor outpatient and 
ambulatory surgery center. 

An Out-Patient Pavilion has been designed to provide the Coronado Community with a 
dramatically improved outpatient surgery experience. The project, consistent with the 
long standing Master Campus Plan "Coronado 2020", represents a significant investment 
in healthcare services provides a state of the art outpatient surgery center on the hospital 
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campus for the residents of Coronado. Many surgeries today have moved from hospital 
inpatient based services to services provided in outpatient care settings, yet surgeons and 
patients prefer to have ready access to inpatient services should any complication arise. 

The former Sub-Acute building (previously housing a 22 bed inpatient unit delicensed in 
2011) provides an ideal footprint for this Out-Patient Pavilion (OPP). The OPP will 
include two new state-of-the-art surgical operating rooms. In addition to the new 
operating rooms the endoscopy procedure room will be relocated from the 4th floor to this 
new center along with eight private pre and post procedure rooms. The new OPP will be 
built to OSHPD 1 standards, thereby allowing it greater flexibility for the care of in
patient surgical cases. The plan also includes relocation of current Woman's Imaging 
Services into one dedicated area so as to facilitate an optimal healthcare experience for 
the women of Coronado. We have a beautiful design planned and would be pleased to 
present it to the City Council. 

Sharp Coronado Hospital Out-Patient Pavilion Design Renderings 

Pro1ram Elements: 

Conversion of Sp.ice prev1ouslyoctup1td m.~:::111111 
by 22 Bed Lona Term care Unit 
Outpatient service Consolidation 
Reloution of Pre-o~rauve Unit 
Two Operatinc Rooms & Recovery &aiys 
Relocation of Endoscopy Suite 
Re lout Ion of Women's lm•slng 

Consistent with the with the Second Owner Participation Agreement (OP A) Scope of 
Development (Attachment 1) the OPP combines elements from Project I-D: 
Modernization of the First Floor of the Main Hospital Tower and Project II-B: New 
Diagnostic Imaging Center. Below are the stated goals from the Scope of Development 
dated October 3, 2006 pertinent to this project: 

Project 1-D: Goal - Finally, because Outpatient Services are the trend of the future , 
as more care can be delivered in the outpatient setting as a result of vast 
improvements in technology and technique, the modernization project will include 
creation of a dedicated outpatient center with a separate entrance. 
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Project 11-B: Goal - Ultimately, this initiative will create space which will be needed 
to accommodate new technology on the horizon, and which will be required to 
provide appropriate care for an increasingly outpatient-centered care delivery model. 

The total project budget is just under $12 million, of which $5 million would be funded 
through the Successor Agency to the Community Redevelopment Agency. We seek the 
City Council's endorsement of the project and its determination that the project is 
consistent with the Second Owner Participation Agreement Scope of Development. 

Thank you for your consideration of this request. We understand that this item will be 
placed on the July 21st agenda. We will meet with your staff in advance to prepare for 
the presentation. 

Sincerely, 

Susan Stone, CEO 
Sharp Coronado Hospital and Health Center 

Attachment 1: Scope of Development Amended October 3, 2006 
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Attachment 1 

Coronado 
Hospital 

a designated planetree 
patient-centered hospital 

SCOPE OF DEVEWPME T 

(Amended October 3. 2006Sep~efRbeF, 20011) 

In March 2004 Sharp Coronado Hospital and the Coronado Hospital Foundation 
presented a partnership document to the City of Coronado, which described the goals of 
''Coronado Project 2020" and the case for City participation in the Hospital ' s capital 
improvements. That document explained that the strategy formulated through Project 2020 
was based on several key factors: 

The Coronado community continues to place high value on the Hospital and 
its services, particularly emergency, radiology, and laboratory. 

Many of the Hospital 's core services such as emergency, acute care, and 
surgery currently produce a favorable margin and possess an even greater potential given 
additional capacity. 

Attracting and retaining physicians, staff and patients will only be successful 
if the ability exists lo provide modem facilities and equipment, superior customer service and 
innovative programs. 

Stale mandated seismic retrofitting requirements provide the Hospital a basis 
lo further investigate new ways lo redesign the function, flow and aesthetics of the outdated 
hospital facility and infrastructure and create a more welcoming environment. 

These key factors carry forward into the high-level goals laid out for Project 2020, 
which include: 

Investing in operational opportunities for revenue growth; 

Completing healing environment upgrades to our patient care areas; 

Expanding capacity for all outpatient services; 

Enhancing the physical plant and upgrade technology to attract and retain 
physicians who generate volume and revenue; 

Providing patient and family member on-site parking access; 

Creating excellent customer care services through our patient and customer 
service initiatives, the Sharp Experience and Planetree. 

The March 2004 partnership document provided an overview of the multi-phase plan (short
and long-range initiatives, and a future consideration) that was the best and most complete 
description of the projects at that time. In order to remain current with available options for 
upgrading the facility based on cost updates, strategy, and new opportunities, the project 
phasing has been clarified below to amplify and position appropriately the two projects 
presented the City of Coronado for funding on July 19th, 2006, as well as future projects 
currently in the hospital ' s "Five Year Capital Plan": 

4 
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The Phases of the Project encompassed in the Project 2020 are listed below. It is 
possible that in the course of time and with changing conditions in the Hospital, changes in 
the needs of the community and changes in the healthcare marketplace, management and the 
Board of Directors of Owner and Operator may reprioritize these Phases of the Project 
(' 'Phases"), modify the scope of one or more Phases, break a Phase into two or more distinct 
Phases, add new Phases and/or delete existing Phases. Any changes will continue to 
maintain the importance of the key factors and the high-level goals of Project 2020. Such 
changes shall be subject to the written approval of Agency, which approval shall not be 
unreasonably withheld. A Pre-Construction Plan and Pre-Construction Plan Budget will be 
created for each Phase of the Project incorporating the final plans and anticipated costs for 
that phase as agreed upon by the parties . The Pre-Construction Plan for each phase, which 
will be created to support each disbursement request, will fully describe the project scope to 
be funded by each Installment. 

Phase of the Project I-A: Expansion and Renovation of the Emergency 
Department - (THIS PHASE IS COMPLETE AND IS NOT COVERED BY THIS 
AGREEMENT.) 

Phase of the Project 1-B: Renovation and Upgrading of the 2nd and 4th Floor 
Nursing (Acute) Units 

GOAL: The innovative design and intense patient focus of Planetree are known 
satisfiers, and create great interest on the part of patients, families, and physicians . 
Recruitment of physicians is currently hindered by the antiquated 40-year-old hospital 
design, which was not intended to support the practice of medicine as it occurs today. 
Renovations to the two patient care floors will drive increased satisfaction, hence utilization, 
and will allow the build-out of areas specifically dedicated to surgical or other inpatient 
programs which could become valuable sources of medical support to the community and 
revenue opportunities for the hospital. Additionally, old, original hospital infrastructure 
(central plant and related components, elevators, roofs) must be upgraded or replaced in order 
to continue to support the patient care areas on 2nd and 4th floor as well as throughout the 
facility. 

Phase of the Project I-C : Modification and Upgrading of the Long Term Care 
licensed "distinct part" areas of the hospital campus, including the Villa Coronado. 

GOAL: Enhancement of the Subacute, Hospice, Transitional Care, and Custodial 
Care areas will support local families and patients who require this level of care on Coronado 
Island, and ensure the Hospital ' s continuance with the Medi-Cal Subacute contract, which is 
a critical source of revenue in support of the acute care functions of the hospital. 
Enhancements will likely include routing of the oxygen supply from the main hospital tank 
beneath Prospect Place and into the Villa Coronado to assure adequate and continuous supply 
of oxygen to those patients requiring ventilation support. 

Phase of the Project 1-D: Modernization of the First Floor of the Main 
Hospital Tower 
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GOAL: The first floor of the hospital houses the main ancillary clinical seivices as 
well as inpatient support functions , and seives as the main thoroughfare which routes both 
inpatients and outpatients to various seivices within the hospital. The goal of the 
modernization project is to enhance access of patients and visitors to appropriate areas of the 
hospital while meeting the objective of creating a healing, inviting, and hospitable patient 
care environment. This includes the Planetree-oriented renovation of all the corridors, 
waiting areas, public areas, and gardens on the first floor of the main hospital tower. As well, 
the Intensive Care Unit (ICU), which is required to maintain Basic Emergency Seivices, must 
be renovated and modernized and the technology continuously kept current. Finally, because 
Outpatient Seivices are the trend of the future, as more care can be delivered in the outpatient 
setting as a result of vast improvements in technology and technique, the modernization 
project will include creation of a dedicated outpatient center with a separate entrance. 

Phase of the Project II-A: Completion of First Floor Modernization Project: 
Creation of a New Hospital Entrance, Lobby and Entry Court 

GOAL: Complete modernization of the hospital will be achieved with this phase. Of 
significance is the elimination of the unfortunate juxtaposition of seivices and functions that 
resulted as the hospital was modified and new buildings constructed without the capacity to 
relocate seivices and functions appropriately. There will be a separation of commercial 
vehicles from private vehicles, and protection of people (visitors , patients, staff) exiting and 
entering from vehicular and other traffic. Seivices necessary to patients will be located along 
an "avenue" at the front of the hospital, and support and staff seivices will be placed at the 
back of the hospital, and accessible only to employees and phys icians . Ultimately, utilization 
of the hospital will increase as access and convenience are enhanced. 

Phase of the Project Il-B: New Diagnostic Imaging Center 

GOAL: Imaging is a main outpatient service, utilization of which increases annually. 
Both current imaging suites require periodic upgrades in technology. Ultimately, this 
initiative will create space which will be needed to accommodate new technology on the 
horizon, and which will be required to provide appropriate care for an increasingly 
outpatient-centered care delivery model. In the short-term horizon, one radiographic unit and 
the mammography unit will require replacement, as they are beyond their useful lives and are 
important components to the delivery of up-to-date diagnostic seivices to the community. 

Phase of the Project III-A: Completion of Seismic Upgrades to the Entire 
Campus (SB1953 Compliance) 

GOAL: The State of California mandates that all hospitals meet seismic safety codes by 
2013 in order to remain licensed to deliver inpatient hospital care. Further requirements are 
mandated for 2030. 
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CONSIDERATION OF COUNCILMEMBER BAILEY’S REQUEST TO AGENDIZE 
CITY COUNCIL DISCUSSION DIRECTING STAFF TO IMPROVE THE SAFETY OF 
THE THIRD AND FOURTH STREET CORRIDOR 

Please see attached request from Councilmember Bailey. 

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
BK NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
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Date: June 5th 2015 
To: Honorable Mayor and City Council 
From: Councilmember Richard Bailey 
  
Subject:  Proposals to improve the safety of the 3rd and 4th Street corridor. 
 
Requested Council Actions for Consideration: 
 
1. Direct staff to report on restricting left turns from 3rd St onto the 300 blocks of A, B, and C Ave 
from 5-9 am and 2-6pm on weekdays and direct staff to report observations of the change in 
traffic patterns to the CTC and City Council for further consideration after 3 months; 
 
2. Direct staff to report on restricting left turns from 3rd St onto the 300 block alleys of A, B, and C ave from 5-
9am (current time is 5-8am) and afternoons from 2-6pm (current time is 2-5pm); 
 
3. File a report with the various map providers such as google, TomTom, Apple, etc. listed on gps.gov 
requesting traffic be navigated down the main thoroughfares instead of down residential streets when popular 
destinations such as the Hotel Del, Coronado beach, Silver Strand State Park, etc are the final destinations. 
 
Background:   

 

A June 5th 2015 memo from Police Chief Froomin reported that “In the case of Third and Fourth, 2014 year-end 
and 2015 year-to-date traffic collision data indicates that the primary cause of 66 to 68 percent of collisions is 
the unsafe turning or right of way violations.  These have been exclusively related to traffic (auto, bike, and 
pedestrian) entering or crossing Third or Fourth streets from one of the side streets.  Many of these violation 
are related to the cross traffic inaccurately assessing the severity of the hazard of oncoming traffic before 
entering the intersection to cross.” 

 Residents along the 300 and 400 blocks of A, B, and C have observed the busiest time of day for cross-
through traffic is during the afternoon rush hours of 2-6pm (left turns from 3rd to A, B, and C, is prohibited during 
morning hours).   

By restricting left turns from 2-6pm, much of the cross-through traffic will be eliminated and by directing 
pedestrians to Orange Ave for crossing (as directed during the 6/23 special Council meeting) the safety of the 
various intersections may improve. 

In 2004, Coronado voters passed proposition M that removed temporary semi-diverters which had prevented 
left turns from 3rd St onto the 300 blocks of A, B, and C at all hours of the day and week since April 2002.  
Since the diverters removal, the 300 block of Orange Avenue has experienced an increase in capacity due to a 
lengthening of the second left turn lane. 

Prior to this modification, Orange Ave lacked the capacity to accommodate the increase in traffic volume 
resulting from the semi-diverters.  This caused additional traffic on D and E avenues and caused gridlock at the 
3rd and Orange intersection during rush hour.   

The modification at Orange Ave creates an opportunity to direct the majority of traffic to Orange Ave and off of 
the residential streets which may result in fewer accidents according to the recent Police Department memo.   

Furthermore, changing the navigation on popular GPS devices could help direct those unfamiliar with 
Coronado (such as tourists) to our popular destinations on the major thoroughfares which would likely be safer 
for both them and our residents.  The method for requesting this change is relatively simple although it is 
subject to approval by private GPS service providers.   

Although there is an ongoing effort to comprehensively address traffic and safety in the 3rd and 4th St corridor, it 
is unlikely that any recommendations resulting from this effort will be implemented within the next year.   
 
Furthermore, the proposal to restrict left turns does not conflict with any of the recommendations from the CTC 
and can be removed quickly when or if a conflict does exist. 
 
These three proposals recommended for Council consideration are suggested to immediately improve the 
safety of the corridor given the capacity that exists on Orange Ave.   
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RECEIVE AND FILE A COPY OF LETTER SENT EXPRESSING OPPOSITION FOR SB 
608 – THE RIGHT TO REST ACT 

RECOMMENDATION:  Receive and file.  

FISCAL IMPACT: Unknown at this time.   

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY: Accepting and filing letters on legislation is a policy matter 
reflective of the Council’s legislative role.  Therefore, a person that would challenge such a 
legislative action must prove that the decision was “arbitrary, capricious, entirely lacking in 
evidentiary support, or unlawfully or procedurally unfair.” 

PUBLIC NOTICE: None required. 

BACKGROUND:  SB 608 would provide homeless persons the right to use public space 
without discrimination based on their housing status.  Per Council Policy #26, the attached letter 
in opposition to SB 608 is presented here as an informational item as SB 608 creates a special set 
of exemptions and privileges for one group of people and undermines the equal applicability of 
laws enforced by local governments, which have no resources to meaningfully address the 
underlying societal problem.  The League of California Cities is also in opposition of the 
proposed legislation.  The attached letter was sent to the bill’s author, Senator Carol Liu, as well 
as State Senator Block and Assembly Speaker Toni Atkins.  

ALTERNATIVE:  None. 

Submitted by City Manager’s Office/Ritter 
Attachment: 1. Letter to Senator Carol Liu 

2. Legislative Counsel’s Digest Summary of SB 608

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
BK TR N/A JNC MLC N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A NA 
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Senate Bill No. 608 

Introduced by Senator Liu 

February 27, 2015 

An act to add Part 2.2 (commencing with Section 53.8) to Division 1 of, the Civil 
Code, and to amend Section 647 of the Penal Code, relating to homelessness.  

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL’S DIGEST 

SB 608, as introduced, Liu. Homelessness. 
Existing law, the Unruh Civil Rights Act, provides that all persons within the state are 

free and equal, regardless of their sex, race, color, religion, ancestry, national origin, 
disability, medical condition, genetic information, marital status, or sexual orientation, 

and are entitled to the full and equal accommodations, advantages, facilities, privileges, 
or services in all business establishments of every kind whatsoever. 

This bill would enact the Right to Rest Act, which would afford persons experiencing 

homelessness the right to use public space without discrimination based on their 
housing status. Because the bill would require local agencies to perform additional 
duties, it would impose a state-mandated local program. The bill would describe basic 

human and civil rights that may be exercised without being subject to criminal or civil 
sanctions or harassment, including the right to use and to move freely in public spaces, 
the right to rest in public spaces and to protect oneself from the elements, the right to 

eat in any public space in which having food is not prohibited, the right to perform 
religions observances in public spaces, and the right to occupy a motor vehicle or a 
recreational vehicle legally parked or parked with the permission of the property owner, 

as specified. 
The bill would authorize a person whose rights have been violated pursuant to these 

provisions to enforce those rights in a civil action in which the court may award the 

prevailing party injunctive and declaratory relief, restitution, damages, statutory 
damages of $1,000 per violation, and fees and costs. 

Existing law provides that any person who lodges in any building, structure, vehicle, 

or place without the permission of the owner or person entitled to the possession or in 
control of it, is guilty of disorderly conduct. 

The bill would also exempt conduct that is protected by the bill from this definition of 

the crime of disorderly conduct. 
The California Constitution requires the state to reimburse local agencies and school 

districts for certain costs mandated by the state. Statutory provisions establish 

procedures for making that reimbursement. 
This bill would provide that, if the Commission on State Mandates determines that the 

bill contains costs mandated by the state, reimbursement for those costs shall be made 
pursuant to these statutory provisions. 

Vote: majority. Appropriation: no. Fiscal committee: yes. State-mandated local 

program: yes.  
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