
Joint City Council/SA Meeting August 18, 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, August 18, 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 ORGANIZATION: American Federation of State, County, and 
Municipal Employees (AFSCME), Local 127 

2. CLOSED SESSION: CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL – EXISTING
LITIGATION
AUTHORITY: Government Code Section 54956.9(a) 
NAME OF CASE: Brian Hardy v. City of Coronado 

WCAB No. ADJ8919364 
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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 CASE: 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 July 21, 2015. 

 
 4. CEREMONIAL PRESENTATIONS:  None. 
 
 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 1) 

 Recommendation: Approve the reading by title and waive the reading in 
full of all Ordinances on the agenda. 

 
*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 3) 

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

 



Joint City Council/SA Meeting August 18, 2015 

AS A COURTESY TO OTHERS, PLEASE SILENCE CELL PHONES 

c. Filing of the Treasurer’s Reports on Investments for the City and the Successor
Agency to the Community Development Agency for the City of Coronado for the
Year Ending June 30, 2015.  (Pg 91)
Recommendation:  Examine the quarterly Reports on Investments and order
them filed.

d. Approval of a Request from the San Diego Fleet Week Foundation to Close the
1000 Block of Isabella Avenue from 3 p.m. to 7 p.m. on Thursday, September 17,
2015, to Display Cars that will be Participating in the Coronado Speed Festival.
(Pg 117)
Recommendation:  Approve the closure of the 1000 block of Isabella Avenue
from 3 to 7 p.m. so that cars, which will participate in the Coronado Speed
Festival, may be on public display.

e. Acceptance of the Alley and Sewer Main Replacement Project and Direction to
the City Clerk to File a Notice of Completion.  (Pg 123)
Recommendation:  Accept the Alley and Sewer Main Replacement project
and direct the City Clerk to file a Notice of Completion.

f. Accept the Coronado Cays Main Pump Station Emergency Generator Project and
Direct the City Clerk to File a Notice of Completion.  (Pg 127)
Recommendation:  Accept the Coronado Cays Main Pump Station
Emergency Generator project and direct the City Clerk to file a Notice of
Completion.

g. Approve the Conversion of a Professional Services Agreement from URS/Cash &
Associates to Anchor QEA to Provide Design, Permit and Preconstruction
Services for the Dock C and Boat Launch Ramp Facility (BLRF) Reconstruction
Project in the Amount of $418,273.  (Pg 129)
Recommendation:  Approve the Professional Services Agreement with
Anchor QEA in the amount of $418,273.

h. Approval of a Third Amendment to Renew the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) San Diego Regional Stormwater Memorandum of
Understanding for Sharing Costs and Joint Administration By and Between the
Stormwater Copermittees, and Authorization for the City Manager to Sign the
Memorandum of Understanding.  (Pg 165)
Recommendation:  Approve the MOU by and between the Copermittees and
authorize the City Manager to sign the MOU.

i. Award of a Construction Contract to Atlas Development Corporation in the
Amount of $108,619 for the Central Beach Restroom Repair Project.  (Pg 197)
Recommendation:  Award a construction contract to Atlas Development
Corporation in the amount of $108,619 for the renovation of the Central
Beach Restroom.
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j. Authorization to Advertise the Following Service Contracts for Bid: Generator 
Maintenance for Facilities and Wastewater Operations; Bus Shelter Maintenance; 
Facility Electrical and Street Lighting Repairs; Cays Tennis Center Lights 
Maintenance; Mechanical and Structural Support for Storm Drain and Sewer 
Repairs; Sewer and Storm Pipeline Video Inspection; and Uniform Service.  (Pg 
199) 

 Recommendation:  Authorize staff to advertise the identified contracts for 
bid. 

 
k. Authorization to Distribute Request for Developer Qualifications for the 

Rehabilitation and Operation of Thirty-Five Affordable Housing Units.  (Pg 201) 
 Recommendation:  Authorize the distribution of a Request for Qualifications 

to affordable housing developers. 
 
l. Authorization to Advertise the Coronado Cays Fire Station ADA Parking Space 

Project for Bid.  (Pg 213) 
 Recommendation:  Authorize staff to advertise the Coronado Cays Fire 

Station ADA Parking Space project for bid. 
 
m. Authorization to Advertise the Glorietta Bay Pump Station Wet Well Structural 

Repairs Project for Bid.  (Pg 215) 
 Recommendation:  Authorize staff to advertise the Glorietta Bay Pump 

Station Wet Well Structural Repairs project for bid. 
 
n. Approval of a Resolution Authorizing the Execution of an Amendment to an 

Agreement with the County of San Diego for the Receipt and Appropriation of 
Additional Regional Realignment Response Group Funds in the Amount of 
$15,000 Provided by the Community Corrections Partnership (CCP) and the 
Reallocation of $13,000 to the National City Police Department to Further the 
Goals of the Grant.  (Pg 217) 

 Recommendation:  Approve “A Resolution of the City Council of the City of 
Coronado Approving and Authorizing the Execution of an Amendment to an 
Agreement with the County of San Diego for the Receipt and Appropriation 
of Additional Regional Realignment Response Group Grant Funds in the 
Amount of $15,000 Provided by the Community Corrections Partnership 
(CCP) and the Reallocation of $13,000 to the National City Police 
Department to Further the Goals of the Grant.”   

 
o. Authorize the City Manager to Execute an Amended Commercial Use Permit for 

Clayton’s Coffee Shop and Mexican Take-Out for use of Public Sidewalk for 
Outdoor Dining on a Year-To-Year Basis Subject to Adherence to the Terms and 
Conditions of the Permit.  (Pg 221) 

 Recommendation: Authorize the City Manager to execute an Amended 
Commercial Use Permit.  
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p. Request for Authorization to Execute Change Order #1 in an Amount Not to
Exceed $130,000 for Construction of the Street, Curb and Gutter FY 2013/14
Project.  (Pg 231)
Recommendation:  Authorize staff to execute Change Order #1 in an amount
not to exceed $130,000 to cover the cost of additional work required to bring
the pavement thickness to the minimum structural section recommended.

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) 

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 Result of the Historic Resource Commission Public

Hearing of July 1, 2015, that the Property Addressed as 733 Tolita Avenue was
Not Designated as a Historic Resource in Accordance with Chapter 84.20 of the
Coronado Municipal Code (NOI 2015-011 Coronado 905 LLC).  (Pg 235)
Recommendation:  Consider the information presented in the appeal, and
affirm the result of the Historic Resource Commission public hearing that
the single-family residence addressed as 733 Tolita Avenue was not
designated as a Historic Resource.

9. ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS:  None.

10. COMMISSION AND COMMITTEE REPORTS:  None.

11. CITY COUNCIL:
a. Council Reports on Inter-Agency Committee and Board Assignments. (Questions

allowed to clarify but no responses, discussion or action.)  (Pg 355)

b. Consideration of Appointment to Fill One Vacancy on the Parks and Recreation
Commission.  (Pg 363)
Recommendation:  Appoint one of the applicants to serve out the remainder
of the current term, which expires January 31, 2017.

c. Consideration of Appointment of One New Member to the Library Board of
Trustees.  (Pg 385)
Recommendation:  Appoint one individual to serve a three-year term that
will expire August 31, 2018.
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ITEM 11d - TIME CERTAIN:  4:30 P.M. 

d. Appropriate $5,775,000 for Construction of the Senior Activity Center from
General Fund Resources and/or Frances G. Harpst Funds, Authorize the City
Manager to Enter into a Professional Services Contract with Gafcon Inc. for
Construction Management Services in the Amount of $90,000, and Authorize the
Project to be Bid.  (Pg 391)
Recommendation:  It is recommended that (1) a budget for the construction
of the Senior Activity Center be established through the appropriation of
funds from the General Fund and/or the Harpst Fund in the amount of
$5,775,000; (2) authorize the City Manager to enter into a professional
services agreement with Gafcon Inc. in the amount of $90,000 for
construction management services; and (3) authorize the project to be bid to
firms that have been prequalified through the approved prequalification
process.

12. CITY ATTORNEY:  No report.

13. COMMUNICATIONS - WRITTEN:
a. Consideration of Request from Councilmember Downey to Reconsider the

Approval of the Appropriation of $100,000 to Study a Beach Bike Path or
Agendize City Council Discussion to Reconsider the Approval to Study a Beach
Bike Path.  (Pg 295)

b. Consideration of Request from Councilmember Bailey to Reconsider the
Approval of the Appropriation of $100,000 to Study a Beach Bike Path or
Agendize City Council Discussion to Reconsider the Approval to Study a Beach
Bike Path.  (Pg 399)

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, July 21, 2015 

CALL TO ORDER / ROLL CALL 

Attendance was taken at 3:15 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 

Councilmember Downey was absent at roll call but joined the Council during the course of the 
closed session. 

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:  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) 
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One (1) Potential case(s). 

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:  None.

The meeting adjourned to Closed Session at 3:16 pm. 

The meeting reconvened at 3:55 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 16, 2015 and the Special meeting of June 23, 
2015. 

MSUC  (Downey/Woiwode) moved to approve the minutes of the Regular 
Meeting of the City Council/the City Council Acting as the Successor 
Agency of June 16, 2015, and the Special meeting of June 23, 2015, as 
submitted.  The minutes were so approved.  The reading of the minutes 
in their entirety was unanimously waived.  
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AYES: Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Woiwode, Tanaka 
NAYS: None 
ABSTAINING: None 
ABSENT: None 

4. CEREMONIAL PRESENTATIONS:

4a. Proclamation:  Optimist Coronado Sports Fiesta Week.  Mayor Tanaka 
presented the proclamation to Councilmember and Optimist Club member Richard Bailey.  

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 5f and the 
addition of Items 11b, 11d, 11e, 13a and 13b. 

Councilmember Bailey proposed the addition of Items 11b, 11d, 11e, 13a and 13b. 

Councilmember Downey requested the removal of Item 5f. 

Councilmember Sandke commented on Item 11e.  The compromise to retain the bus stops at 
Second and Orange is a good one as put forth by staff. 

Councilmember Woiwode is concerned about Item 13a and staff work load.  He asked Mr. King 
if putting this on a future agenda compromises any existing work. 

City Manager Blair King explained that he knows the intent of the item is simply to put the item 
on a future agenda.  He assumes that the Council would like some staff analysis.  Staff has a lot of 
tasks in front of it that the Council had previously directed.  This includes follow up from the 
direction that Council provided at the Special meeting regarding the short term or the near term 
implementation items for Third and Fourth Street.  Staff is working on a report on the community 
grants and a report on valet parking.  Staff has a Transportation Commission study on Third and 
Fourth Street that they are trying to move forward for a presentation to the Council.  There is a lot 
of work right now for staff but staff will do its best to honor the Council’s wishes.   

Mr. Woiwode wondered whether Mr. Bailey had time constraints on his request or whether it is 
okay for staff to fold this in with everything else they are doing.   

Mr. Bailey would leave that up to staff to decide.  

Ms. Downey asked where the presentation on the Traffic Commission recommendations fits in. 

Mr. King responded that, originally when the Council gave staff direction on bringing a report 
back on the community grants and valet parking, September was the month mentioned in the 
motion.  Staff is working against that assumption.  Also, September is the tentative date for when 
the Transportation Commission report might be coming to the Council.   

John Orlowski commented on Item 13a.  Councilmember Bailey’s request to agendize City 
Council discussion directing staff to report on restricting left hand turns from Third Street onto the 
300 block of A, B and C Avenues is something that he recommends the City Council wait on.  He 



Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the   Page  313 
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 July 21, 2015   
 

313 

thinks they should wait until the final, comprehensive CTC report regarding Third and Fourth 
Street is released before moving Item 13a onto a City Council agenda.  If the City Council decides 
to move 13a onto a future agenda, then he requests the same and equal consideration for D Avenue 
as may be provided for A, B and C Avenues.  He also requests that the City comply with CEQA.  
There is not enough capacity on Orange Avenue.  As the additional vehicles will come across 
Orange Avenue they will then turn left onto the 300 block of D Avenue as occurred during 2002 
and 2004 when the City restricted access to the 300 blocks of A, B and C Avenues.  You need a 
long-term traffic solution.   
 
 MSUC  (Bailey/Woiwode) moved that the City Council approve the Consent 

Calendar Items 5a through 5m with the exception of Item 5f and the 
addition of Items 11b - Approval of Reappointment of Douglas 
Siegfried to Serve a Second Term on the Coronado Library Board of 
Trustees; 11d - 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; 11e - Authorization to Advertise the Bulb-Outs at the 
Intersection of Second Street and Orange Avenue Project for Bid; 13a 
- Consideration of Councilmember Bailey’s Request to Agendize City 
Council Discussion Directing Staff to Improve the Safety of the Third 
and Fourth Street Corridor; and 13b - Receive and File a Copy of 
Letter Sent Expressing Opposition for SB 608 – the Right to Rest Act. 

 
   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 and FY 2015-16.   The City Council approved payment of City warrant Nos. 10107441 thru 
10108065 and City of Coronado Acting as the Successor Agency to the Community Development 
Agency of the City of Coronado warrant Nos. 90005577-90005578.   The City Council approved 
the warrants as certified by the City/Agency Treasurer.   
 
 5c. Accept the Golf Course 15th Fairway Barrier Netting Project and Direct the 
City Clerk to File a Notice of Completion.   The City Council accepted the Golf Course 15th 
Fairway Barrier Netting project and directed the City Clerk to file a Notice of Completion. 
 
 5d. Award of Contract to Roy Allen Slurry Seal, Inc. in the Amount of $310,765 
for the Street Preventive Maintenance FY 14-15 Project.   The City Council awarded a 
contract to Roy Allen 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). 
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5e. Award of Contract to Circulate San Diego in the Amount of $35,200 for the 
Coronado Safe Routes to School Education Project.  The City Council awarded a contract 
to Circulate San Diego in the amount of $35,200 for the Coronado Safe Routes to School 
Education project. 

5f. Adoption of a Resolution Designating the Intersection of H Avenue at Olive 
Avenue as a Yield-Controlled Intersection.  

Councilmember Downey commented that this intersection met some of the warrant requirements 
but there have not been any accidents at that location.  If there haven’t been any accidents, why is 
staff recommending this?  We have many other intersections like this where this isn’t done.  What 
is so unique here?   

Jim Newton, Principal Engineer, agreed that there haven’t been any accidents in this location.  
While staff was designing the striping for Olive Avenue, it was observed that this is the only 
intersection where the side street is not controlled.  From a consistency standpoint, staff felt it 
would be wise to make it consistent with all the other streets that intersect with Olive and would 
help improve the organization and control of the intersection considering its non-traditional 
geometry. 

Ms. Downey asked if we have other diagonal streets where there are inconsistencies in town where 
some of them are marked and some are not.   

Mr. Newton explained that it was suggested at the TOC to do a similar review of Palm.  That hasn’t 
been completed yet but is something staff can look into.   

Mayor Tanaka referred to page 103 of the staff report.  He thinks the request for a yield at H is 
going to fit into the bigger picture of the new striping and the bike lanes, etc.  All of the markings 
are going to help make it clearer for everyone as to what you are supposed to do in your lane and 
your intersection.  He is happy to support this because he feels as if that yield sign fits into that 
network.   

Ms. Downey respects and understands that.  She raised the question because normally when we 
get one of these it is because the residents have come up and said it is a dangerous intersection.  
She hasn’t seen a flurry of requests from the residents in the area.  This is just unusual to her.  
There haven’t been any accidents or requests.   

Councilmember Sandke spoke with a resident in the area who thought the sign was a good idea 
for safety.     

MSUC  (Sandke/Tanaka) moved that the City Council adopted 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.  The Resolution was read by title, the reading in its 
entirety unanimously waived and adopted by City Council as 
RESOLUTION NO. 8759. 
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Councilmember Bailey is curious to hear the Council’s thoughts.  There has been a lot of talk about 
signs lately.  In the construction notes, Items 6, 7 and 13 talk about installing bike lane signs.  How 
would the Council feel about maybe striking those since you can obviously see a bike lane when 
you are on the road riding a bike.   
 
Mayor Tanaka pointed out that it says per MUTCD.  He thinks we aren’t supposed to ad hoc that.   
 
Mr. Bailey asked if that is a requirement. 
 
Councilmember Woiwode agrees that this is question for staff and it has come up before.   
 
City Manager Blair King clarified that the question is whether the City can just leave striping on 
the street and not put signs up to be enforceable pursuant to transportation standards.   
 
Mayor Tanaka commented that when we see MUTCD that means Manual of Uniform Traffic 
Control Devices which is the State’s rule book about signs.   
 
Mr. Newton added that staff tries to follow it as best we can.  Their rules fall into three categories 
– you shall do things, you should do things, or it is recommended to do things.  He believes this is 
one of the ‘you should’ situations.   
 
Mr. Bailey asked the Council, if it is a ‘should’, if it desires additional signs on the street stating 
that there is a bike lane here. 
 
Mr. Woiwode would be happy to support something that says we want to minimize signs 
associated with this thing and that staff would only do what it feels they are required to do.   
 
Mr. Bailey feels that if they must do it to be compliant that is fine but if not, he would not mind 
seeing those go away.   
 
Mr. Sandke would be happy to make that a friendly amendment to his motion. 
 
Mayor Tanaka asked if the friendly amendment applies to just this intersection or for Olive.   
 
Mr. Sandke’s current motion consists just of this Olive Avenue situation.  He would entertain 
looking at other opportunities to minimize signage in town to the extent we can.   
 
Ms. Downey asked if this is everything on this construction notice, up and down Olive Avenue, or 
just the intersection with H. 
 
Mr. Sandke is only talking about Item 5f and this particular intersection. 
 
Mr. Newton confirmed that it is a ‘should.’ 
 
Ms. Downey guesses she will go along with this.  It seems to her that, in the interest of not having 
signs that we don’t necessarily need, there isn’t any reason we couldn’t have all these new things 
done and see if we really needed the yield sign and then put it up there but she guesses there is a 
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cost savings in doing it all at the same time as part of the construction notice.  She will be willing 
to support this one but before we come back she would like to see how this works.   
 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Woiwode, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
 
 5g. Adoption of a Resolution for a One-Lot Final Subdivision Map to allow for the 
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).  The City Council adopted 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).  The 
Resolution was read by title, the reading in its entirety unanimously waived and adopted by 
City Council as RESOLUTION NO. 8760. 
 
 5h. Adoption of a Resolution Authorizing Participation in the PARS Post-
Employment Benefits Trust Program to Prefund Pension Obligations.  The City Council 
adopted 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.  
The Resolution was read by title, the reading in its entirety unanimously waived and adopted 
by City Council as RESOLUTION NO. 8761.  The City Council directed the City Manager 
to execute all necessary agreements and plan documents associated with the establishment 
of a new trust and directed staff to advance funds set aside in the City’s internal CalPERS 
Rate Stabilization Fund 118 to the new trust. 
 
 5i. Designation of Voting Delegate for the League of California Cities Annual 
Conference on September 30 to October 2, 2015. The City Council appointed 
Councilmember Carrie Downey as the voting delegate at the League of California Cities 
Annual Business Meeting and appointed Councilmember Bill Sandke as the alternate. 
 
 5j. 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.  The City Council approved the request to 
waive the alcohol prohibition in Tidelands Park so that the public may consume alcohol 
during the free Symphony Concert in celebration of Coronado’s 125th Anniversary.   
 
 5k. Annual Review and Approval of the City of Coronado Investment Policy.  The 
City Council reviewed and approved the investment policy.   
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 5l. Adoption of a Resolution Amending the FY 2015-16 Personnel Authorization 
and Compensation Plan Related to Cafeteria Plan (Health) Benefits and Other Minor 
Adjustments.  The City Council adopted A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF 
THE CITY OF CORONADO AMENDING ITS PERSONNEL AUTHORIZATION AND 
COMPENSATION PLAN FOR FY 2015-16.  The Resolution was read by title, the reading 
in its entirety unanimously waived and adopted by City Council as RESOLUTION NO. 8762. 
 
 5m. 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.   The City Council 
authorized the City Manager to execute a Professional Services Agreement with Merkel & 
Associates (M&A). 
 
6.  ORAL COMMUNICATIONS:     
 

a. Todd Little, Executive Director, CTID, shared some good news about CTID II.  Although 
the district is only 35 days old, they have been working very hard and because of those 
efforts they were able to secure a very highly coveted group meeting convention for 
September 2016.  This would not have happened without the Council’s support.  What is 
key to this decision and this opportunity is that those attending this convention will be 
advising other corporations on where and how to hold their events and group meetings in 
the future. 

b. Linda Stanton & Suzanne Metz spoke as chairmen of “Unforgettable Evening” with the 
San Diego Symphony on the evening of August 15 starting at 7 p.m. at Tidelands Park.  It 
is a free concert honoring Coronado’s 125th Anniversary since incorporating as a city in 
1890.  This is the first time a concert of this magnitude featuring the San Diego Symphony 
will perform in Coronado and is one of three signature events planned on behalf of the City 
by the Cultural Arts Commission.  To celebrate the significant milestone in Coronado’s 
history, the evening will be filled with celebratory songs.  Much of the available parking 
at Tidelands will be designated for handicapped access.  The Coronado Summer Shuttle 
will be running that day and that evening from their regular designated stops throughout 
the Orange Avenue corridor.  As both the Embarcadero concert and the Coronado concert 
will end at 9:30 p.m., the usual fireworks will be enjoyed by both venues.  Needless to say, 
this wonderful evening at Tidelands Park would not be possible without the financial 
support of the City of Coronado and support from three major sponsors – the Port of San 
Diego’s Tidelands Activation Program, the San Diego Neighborhood Reinvestment grant, 
and County Supervisor Greg Cox.  There was also a generous grant from the Coronado 
Women’s Club.   

c. Artie Rose is the president of Solar Alliance of America.  There is something before the 
Council called ‘Why Green,’ a type of PACE (Property Assessed Clean Energy) financing.  
Currently the City of Coronado is involved in a type of PACE financing through HERO 
(Home Energy Renovation Opportunity).  He highly recommended that we include Why 
Green as a provider for PACE for two specific reasons.  One is it is easier to qualify for the 
residents of Coronado than the existing HERO program.  The other is competition and 
lower fees.  The fees with Why Green are lower than HERO.   

d. Patrick Franz, General Sales Manager, Pacific Home Remodeling, agreed with the 
previous speaker.  His clients are hoping that they will have more options when it comes 
to energy efficient funding.  It allows companies like his to do more work in upgrading 
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homes on Coronado and it gives the residents options on better rates and different terms 
when it comes to energy efficient upgrades.  He asked the Council to adopt Why Green.   

e. Toni McGowan is a member of the TAF group.  She noticed on the agenda that Circulate 
San Diego is working with the Safe Route to School funding.  She was happy to see that 
because she has been talking more and more about Vision Zero and the Mayor’s Challenge.  
Those are both international programs that could help with something that drives her crazy.  
The yield sign drove her crazy.  It is another piecemeal little project.  She would really like 
to see the City get to the point where it is collaborating with the schools and the safe 
crossings.  They didn’t get crosswalks or bike paths on F.  That is a little frustrating.  She 
is hoping that brings us more current.  San Diego just adopted Vision Zero and she hopes 
Coronado will.  We need a more holistic view.  She also mentioned the toll plaza.  TAF 
still checks the crisis phone monthly.  We have new signs up now.  She showed a poster 
that they made in conjunction with the crisis team.   

f. Fern Nelson is also with TAF and the Concerned Citizens of Coronado.  She seconded 
Ms. McGowan’s thoughts about having everything cohesive.  The residents in the 
neighborhoods are getting really frustrated and confused because we have the Bicycle 
Master Plan which is fine but is not particularly coordinated with the Safe Route to School 
plans.  She is not sure that is coordinated with the signage plan.  She does not understand 
the price tag associated with that project.  She is in favor of closing off A, B and C but to 
then just sift the traffic to D is not reasonable.  She thinks we really need a full, 
comprehensive study of all of these minor points.  The Third and Fourth Street study was, 
in fact, a Third and Fourth Street study.  That is what it was supposed to be but it has not 
taken into consideration all of the problems that are going to come from implementing the 
recommendations in just that study.  She hopes that we can somehow look at everything as 
one and not continue to do a sign here, a sign there, a this and that.  We are just spreading 
the difficulties everywhere.  If we are going to be bringing more tourists in we really need 
a comprehensive system.   

g. Carolyn Rogerson commented that on July 10 the eCoronado enewsletter contained an 
article about the City of Coronado’s proposed $450,000 to $474,000 in wayfinding signage.  
About a dozen citizens agreed with the writer that such an amount of money was wasteful.  
Today more protests continue to be heard.  Please listen to those protests and those people 
who have another opinion about the number of signs that need to be done.  Former 
Councilmember Phil Monroe was correct in stating that in 2003, 47 wayfinding signs may 
have been needed for Coronado.  During the past 12 years, however, technology has 
rendered that need very questionable.  We have automobile GPS, smart phones, iPads, 
smart watches, smart everything to direct us and most people don’t look for City signage 
anymore.  Technology has really surpassed the needs for signage to help citizens as well 
as visitors find their way around little Coronado.  She wishes the Council would rethink 
this.  If we cut the number of wayfinding signs and devote more City funds for perhaps 
additional police to deal with serious issues, she thinks that would be a far better use of 
City funds.   

h. Barbara DeMichele respectfully disagreed with the last speaker.  She thinks we do need 
wayfinding signs because most of the directions that are given are for cars and it takes them 
across A, B and C and beyond to get to the Del, the ocean, wherever they are headed in the 
main part of town.  It doesn’t tell pedestrians how to safely navigate our streets and it 
doesn’t tell bike riders that there is a bike path under the bridge.  She does believe signs 
are very important, especially for our visitors that are coming in off of the ferry.  Many of 
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them don’t even speak English.  Some very visually impactful signs, which the City has 
come up with, will help considerably.   

i. Councilmember Downey provided copies of the San Diego Forward quick guide.  She 
has spoken about the Regional Transportation Plan and the SANDAG Forward Plan for 
the last couple of months.  The comment period on the EIR just ended.  There will be 
several articles in addition to one that she and Mr. Woiwode did for Coronado Lifestyle 
magazine talking about it.  She wanted to be sure that Mayor Tanaka and Mr. Bailey have 
a copy as a reference as they have not been part of the SANDAG discussion.  Coronado is 
specifically receiving funds for some of our bicycle paths and planning.  The Planning 
Commission and the Transportation Commission both heard at SANDAG the 
recommendations for grants and the vote will be on Friday to approve those 
recommendations.  She encouraged people to look at San Diego Forward on the SANDAG 
website.   

j. Councilmember Sandke gave a shout out to the folks who run the Coronado Happenings 
Facebook page.  He believes them instrumental in prodding him personally to work a little 
harder on the signage issue.  In a meeting with the City Manager earlier in the week they 
found a way to, through a minor design change, save about $80,000 on the project.  The 
City Manager shared with Mr. Sandke that we fully expect that number to come down as 
we move forward as other savings and possible elimination of a few unnecessary signs 
become part of that project.  It is an example of City government listening.   

k. Councilmember Woiwode commented that the grant the City received is for a Pedestrian 
Master Plan and he thinks that will go a long way towards some of the things that have 
been brought up already in public comment today.  There will be a vehicle, going forward, 
to talk about some of the things like Vision Zero.  Circulate San Diego has been awarded 
a grant to do education in the schools and Circulate San Diego is the group that is 
advocating the Vision Zero program.  He thinks some of these things are coming together 
and are moving in the right direction.   
 

7. CITY MANAGER/EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR:  
 

7a. Update on Council Directed Actions and Citizen Inquiries.  There was no report.   
 
At this point in the meeting, Mayor Tanaka took Item 10a Report from the Port 
Commissioner Concerning Port Activities out of order. 
 
8. PUBLIC HEARINGS:   
 
 8a. Public Hearing:  Appeal of the Historic Resource Commission’s Denial of a 
Request for a Historic Alteration Permit for an Exception for 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).   
 
Mayor Tanaka reported that he has spoken twice with Mr. Mullin and has driven by the house.   
 
Councilmember Downey walked around the outside of the premises to determine where the lawn 
and the palm trees were in the pictures that were included in the agenda. 
 
Councilmember Bailey has driven by the house.   
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Councilmember Sandke is familiar with the property but has made no contact with the property 
recently or with the owner.   
 
Councilmember Woiwode has not had any contact but has been past it, both front and back.   
 
Tricia Olsen, Associate Planner, gave the presentation.   
 
Councilmember Downey wanted to talk about the two factors that, if the Council disagreed with, 
it could overturn the recommendation and approve the request.  The first one is the finding that by 
approving Alternative 1 there would be an adverse impact to the historic dwelling.  As she 
understands it that is because the HRC has decided that the historic designation was for the entire 
site.  She asked if that is correct. 
 
Ms. Olsen responded that the HRC felt that the placement of the parking, because it is a small area, 
is in such close proximity to the dwelling and would therefore be an adverse impact.  In order to 
have the parking be the right size in that placement, it was very, very close to the dwelling.   
 
Ms. Downey commented that didn’t actually answer her question.  Unless the car hits the house, 
it is not impacting the house.  How is it adversely impacting?  It is because the area was all lawn 
and all green and now that is not the same relationship this historic house is going to have with the 
lawn. 
 
Ms. Olsen agreed that plays a factor as well as the proximity to the house.   
 
Ms. Downey wanted to talk through the proximity piece.  In the Secretary of the Interior standards 
for rehabilitation, under discussing building sites and why it is important to preserve, sometimes, 
the landscaping and everything around it, it talks about the significance of that.  At this point, 
looking at all the slides Ms. Olsen showed, it has always been a lawn, only a lawn, there isn’t 
anything other than these palm trees which were not there in 1906, so we are really talking about 
the relationship of this house to the lawn that is being adversely impacted.  That is why we couldn’t 
approve Alternative 1.  Does the Council agree that would be adversely impacted?  She asked why 
putting a car where the palm trees are adversely impacts the historic home.   
 
Ms. Olsen commented that the HRC determined that it would adversely impact the historic home 
because there is not parking there historically and so placing parking where it had not been 
historically would be an adverse impact to the historic resource, which is the home as you see it 
now.  Also, the close proximity to the house was mentioned.   
 
Ms. Downey moved on to say that the other issue is that it was determined that, normally, when 
someone applies for a Historic Alteration Permit, and we have granted them for all kinds of reasons 
to receive zoning waivers because it improved the property.  She wanted to talk about improving 
the property.  It was determined that, by providing this parking in the front, we weren’t improving 
the property so therefore it was irrelevant in the HRC’s understanding.  She asked if we have 
developed regulations or guidance on exactly how we are defining ‘improvement of the property.’   
 
Ms. Olsen responded by saying not that she is aware of.   
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Ms. Downey commented that a decision was made long ago that the City wanted people to park 
in the alley.  Even though we have homes all along Country Club and on A, B and C that don’t 
have alley access, everyone else has to park around back in the alley as this house did.  Back in 
1906 when this house was built, people would have walked in and out the front door.  They 
wouldn’t have gone around the back to get to the front of this house. 
 
Ms. Olsen commented that if you were on A Avenue you would have walked up to the front door.  
 
Ms. Downey is trying to understand what it is about not having the parking in the front that is an 
issue.  She understands not wanting to interrupt the view but it is way over to the side so she thinks 
it has something to do with impacting how people view the relationship of the house to the street 
and it seems to her that by allowing people to come in and out that front door it is actually using 
the property more in line with how that property historically was used rather than coming in from 
the back.   
 
Ms. Olsen agreed that you could look at it that way.   
 
Mayor Tanaka reminded everyone of the process that will be used for the hearing.   
 
Mayor Tanaka opened the public hearing.   
 
Steve Mullin, appellant, has lived in the property for 21 years.  He has lived and worked in 
Coronado since 1971, 44 years.  He hired onto the Coronado Fire Department in 1971 and retired 
as a captain in 1999 after 28 years of service.  He bought his first home in Coronado in 1989.  
Things have changed since 1912 when his house was built.  There are no more horses and carriages 
on the back alley and the carriage house was there because the horses smelled badly.  Things have 
changed since he built the Adella Avenue house in 1994.  He followed the codes then and has tried 
this parking situation for 20 years and reported that it doesn’t work very well.  He read a statement 
that he submitted to the Council:  He is trying to split his lot on A Avenue.  His intent is to preserve 
the historic home at 427 A Avenue.  He is not doing anything to the house.  He is not doing 
anything to either house.  He is not building anything or tearing anything down.  He wants to make 
it as user friendly for whoever lives there.  The secondary goal is to prevent future conflict over 
parking and to as efficiently, pragmatically, and realistically use the existing structures to park in 
rather than store in.  The parking for A Avenue is on Adella Lane in a separate house, 424 Adella 
Lane.  There are three garages and one uncovered parking space.  The occupants of Adella Lane 
park in the existing garages.  They are used to park in.  There is no street parking.  City staff 
requires one covered and one uncovered parking spot for A Avenue.  He is asking for a variance 
for the uncovered spot, a curb cut and a parking space on A Avenue.  He is not building, tearing 
down or changing in any way either house.  He wants the people on Adella to continue to use the 
garages as parking.  They will not be able to do this if he has to deed them to the A Avenue house.  
The A Avenue house won’t use them to park.  They are too far away and down a flight of stairs.  
They will park on the street, as he does.  As a practical matter, the garages will end up being storage 
lockers as so many garages are.  We have done a traffic study that shows the curb cut as a parking 
spot and the street parking in front of his house is long enough for the curb cut and a street spot.  
He included a petition signed by his neighbors that includes every occupied house on the block.  
What he is asking for is neither unusual nor uncommon.  He is willing to do the curb cut on either 
side of his house and to do any mitigating measures the City wants.  He read from the City code 
and the Secretary of Interior standards.  These were intentionally written not to burden a property 
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owner but to help a property owner preserve and develop his property since historical preservation 
places special restrictions on his property that the property owner needs relief and assistance from.  
The intent is to allow exceptions so that the historical preservation is promoted and not discouraged 
so that both the City and the owner will benefit.   

Councilmember Woiwode thinks Mr. Mullin is missing a key point here.  He said that if he doesn’t 
move a parking space, the uncovered parking space, then he would have to deed the two-car garage 
to go with the A Avenue house.  Why would he have to do that?   

Mr. Mullin responded that because he owns both houses now and then it would be two titles.  

Mr. Woiwode asked why the two-car garage would not stay with the Adella house. 

Mr. Mullin presumes it could go either way.  Right now, the one-car garage and the uncovered 
space go with A Avenue and the two-car garage goes with Adella. 

Mr. Woiwode commented that if he moves the uncovered spot out to the front then he still needs 
the one car garage with the A Avenue house in order to meet the requirement.  The two-car garage 
would stay with the Adella house.  If he left the uncovered spot in the back, would he not just 
continue as he does now and have the uncovered spot and the covered spot stay with the A house 
and the two-car garage stay with the Adella house.   

Mr. Mullin doesn’t use any of the parking on Adella Lane now.  He parks on the street.  

Mr. Woiwode is trying to figure out why he made the statement that the two-car garage, if this is 
not granted, would become part of the A house and would therefore not be used by the people on 
Adella. 

Mr. Mullin commented that the people on Adella would still use the two-car garage.  

Mr. Woiwode concluded that whether or not they use the two-car garage is unaffected by this 
decision. 

Mr. Mullin agreed. 

Mr. Woiwode continued by saying that if he moves the uncovered space to the front, he would still 
need the easement on the side to include the covered space.   

Mr. Mullin agreed.  The rest of the stuff all stays the same.  

Councilmember Sandke referred to Mr. Mullin’s comment that he doesn’t use any of the parking 
on the back of the house at the current time.  One of the options he gave the City asked for the 
elimination of the requirement for the uncovered spot.  He would settle for not having a parking 
place that he already doesn’t use now.   

Mr. Mullin lets the Adella people use all the parking on the alley.  
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Mr. Sandke clarified that when he does the lot split he will still be required to have that easement 
that would exist to connect him to that back parking place but it would continue to be not used.   
 
Mr. Mullin commented that it is too far away and it is down a flight of stairs.   
 
Dave Gillingham, HRC Chairperson and representative, commented that staff’s analysis of the 
request was really well put together.  There were parts of the presentation that he was confused 
about what Mr. Mullin was asking the HRC to do.  The HRC felt that Alternative 1 simply did not 
comply with the standards.  It wasn’t because they were afraid that he would run into his porch 
and damage the house or anything but they just felt that a parking place in front of the historic 
structure did not meet the criteria, detracted from the appearance of the place and even though it 
is a parking place meant for a car, it could be a motor home.  It isn’t that the HRC doesn’t 
understand the desires of the homeowner but Alternative 1 clearly, in the 5-0 opinion of the HRC, 
does not comply.  Alternative 2 was harder for the HRC.  That was partly because the HRC wasn’t 
sure why he was asking the HRC for parking relief.  Typically, when someone comes to the HRC 
and asks for parking relief, it is so that they can convert apartments to condos and not meet 
minimum parking standards.  In this case, in 1996 when he built the house on the rear of the lot, 
he complied with the parking standards.  He has the parking for the rear house and the parking for 
the front house.  Staff discovered in research, that before that house was built, that is where the 
parking was.  Now the homeowner wants the King’s X on the parking requirements.  There wasn’t 
any reason, from the HRC’s point of view, to approve that request or to recommend to the Council 
that the request be approved.  There was no particular benefit to doing it.  The parking already 
existed.  It seemed as if the process was backward.   
 
Ms. Downey asked about the decision that the HRC thought there would be an adverse impact to 
the historic dwelling if we relocated the parking spot.  There are some precedential issues here.  
This is a grass lawn.  She wants to be real clear.  Under the impact of the historic dwelling, we are 
talking about building sites and she is reading from the regulations.  It discusses features of the 
building site.  It talks about site features including circulation, paths, vegetation such as trees, or 
terracing or lights or benches or decorative elements.  Nowhere here does it mention lawn.  She 
wants to make sure she understands that what we are concerned about is affecting the lawn and its 
relationship, the spatial relationship, to the lawn and the house.   
 
Mr. Gillingham doesn’t think you can look at them as absolute separate items.  You can’t say here 
is the house and here is the grass.  The goal of the historic standards is primarily to maintain the 
façade of the structure and the way it looks from the street.  Why don’t we put five parking places 
there?  He thinks it is a qualitative as opposed to a completely subjective issue.  The HRC didn’t 
think that would add and felt it would actually detract from the appearance of the property.   
 
Mr. Mullin offered a rebuttal.  He commented that he doesn’t own a motor home.  He read from 
the Secretary of Interior Standards for Rehabilitation, “Rehabilitation is defined as the process of 
returning a property to its stated utility through repair or alteration which makes possible an 
efficient, contemporary use while preserving those portions and features of the property which are 
significant to its history.”  He thinks he is doing that.  “The standards are not meant to prevent 
change.  Instead they represent a sophisticated and nuanced framework for managing change.  The 
standards do not require that every feature of the historic property be preserved but do seek to 
preserve the most significant character defining features of a historic site.”  He thinks he is doing 
that, too. 
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Councilmember Bailey asked Mr. Mullin to restate where he is currently parking. 
 
Mr. Mullin responded that he is parking on the street.   
 
Mayor Tanaka asked if anyone from the public wished to comment on this item and seeing 
none, closed the public hearing.   
 
Mayor Tanaka commented that the competing interests as he sees them are that we have a 
homeowner who would like to be able to use his property the same way his neighbors are using 
theirs.  Ordinarily we don’t have uncovered parking spaces in front yards but in areas where we 
have something like Adella Lane where you are allowed to do a lot split where half of your lot 
faces the alley and half faces the street, this is one of those areas.  Both of his neighbors have this.  
This is something he would like to do.  From one logical perspective, we have someone who 
currently has four parking spaces designated and wants to move one of those four to a place where 
it will be more pragmatic for his usage or for whoever uses that front house.  The other interest, 
and the one he thinks prevailed at the HRC, is the one that is trying to more globally look at this 
as a historic resource, what makes the most sense for this historic resource, what makes the most 
sense for the program at large.  For him, one of the areas of disconnect is that the whole reason the 
Council is hearing this appeal is because the system is supposed to give someone who owns a 
historic resource an advantage.  This variance wouldn’t even be eligible for someone if this wasn’t 
historic.  The irony is that the gentleman who is supposed to be advantaged by owning a historic 
resource has been disadvantaged by the fact that he has applied and received designation as a 
historic resource.  One could reasonably go either way.  If he was going to go with the HRC, he 
would have to say that the greater good needs to be served.  He is just not convinced that locating 
all four off of Adella is such a strong public policy position that it should outweigh the ability of 
this homeowner to try to avail himself of something that he would be entitled to ask for and 
reasonably expect to apply if he weren’t the owner of this historic resource.  To go against the 
homeowner on this, he would have to be convinced that putting that parking space there really 
blocks the façade, really wrecks the public’s appreciation or ability to enjoy looking at this home, 
and he is not there.  In defense of the HRC, he understands that they are trying to use their best 
common sense.  Their argument is that there are four spaces already there and they don’t have to 
be moved.  He does understand why the HRC recommendation is what it is.  The issue of fairness 
is that if this gentleman wants to try to utilize his property in this way and he is not entirely 
convinced that this has anything to do with the Secretary of Interior Standards he is inclined to 
support overturning the HRC to allow this gentleman to park his car a little closer to his front door. 
 
Councilmember Downey is glad to hear Mayor Tanaka say that.  She actually has three different 
legal ways the Council could get there.  This was the easiest one.  She looked at it from several 
standpoints.  The one that she kept coming back to is that she became concerned that we are saying 
the historic site includes just a lawn.  In this era of water restrictions, what are we setting ourselves 
up for if now we are saying that the lawn is part of the historic designation?  Are we going to have 
issues we don’t want to think about in terms of how they are able to or supposed to keep this part 
of historic preservation up when we are telling everyone that they have to cut down their watering?  
The Standard talks about features.  She is comfortable overturning the HRC on the grounds that 
there isn’t an adverse impact to the historic dwelling because she doesn’t think a lawn is enough 
to impact the historic dwelling.  That gets us away from the bigger problem of whether we are 
looking at lawns all over town that are historic that are now going to have to be addressed.  She 
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certainly understands why the HRC interpreted the rules they did.  She saw providing an ability to 
park where it would be used and efficient use of the property as an improvement.  One of the things 
the Department of Interior Rehabilitation rules talks about is they recognize the need for solar, 
energy efficiency, air conditioning where that might be required.  How do you deal with that?  It 
addresses the fact that we have to recognize that times change and how we are incorporating what 
we need to live in these historic homes so that we want to keep them up.  She thinks that, under 
both of the criteria necessary that the Council can find that there is not an adverse impact and that 
it is an improvement to the property so we can grant the request for the Historic Alteration Permit.   
 
Mr. Bailey commented that after reviewing the minutes from the HRC meeting, he really 
appreciates that the commissioners considered this property on its own merits.  He knows that they 
were advised by the City Attorney to do that and they did so he appreciates that.  He will say, 
though, that the point Mr. Gillingham makes about being primarily concerned with maintaining 
the façade and the reason we are concerned with maintaining the façade is so we can actually see 
it and enjoy it.  He is not necessarily sure that is enough to go against the property owner’s wishes.  
However, when looking at the different alternatives, Alternative 2 requests to waive the 
requirement for an uncovered space for the historic house.  That makes a lot of sense to him.  He 
is willing to trade one off street parking space, which isn’t being used already, in exchange for 
relieving the burden of this historic home on the property owner.  Alternative 2 would be his 
preference, especially if the property owner is okay with it, which it sounded like he was.   
 
Mayor Tanaka’s clear preference is for Alternative 1 because it maintains the same number of 
spaces and puts the space where the person is the most likely to use it.  The most simple logic is 
this person saying that if you put his ability to park right next to my front door he will use it.  He 
would rather try to create that parking space.  The neighborhood probably supported it under that 
premise more than under the premise that one space would disappear.  His preference would be 
for Alternative 1.   
 
Ms. Downey prefers Alternative 1 as well. 
 
Councilmember Sandke agrees that there are two ways to go with this.  We are asked to ignore a 
1996 Development Agreement.  We are asked to ignore the front yard setback policy and parking.  
We are asked to ignore regulations on curb cuts and we are asked to do something, even though 
he can still do what he wants to do in terms of splitting the lot.  Pragmatically speaking, as 
Councilmember Bailey pointed out, the spot isn’t getting used anyway.  Defacto, Alternative 2 is 
a no brainer because it is no harm, no foul.  It changes how he can do his easement which may be 
the advantage to him.  Relief and assistance to promote historic preservation.  That rings really 
true to him.  Finding a way to make the appellant happy is probably the Council’s duty under the 
historic guidelines given to us.  He feels like supporting the HRC because their hearts are in the 
right place.  He also feels like supporting the neighbors.  If you come with a unanimous petition 
from everyone on your street, he thinks that carries a lot of weight.  One of the most compelling 
things for him is not the lawn logic.  He does think there will be a visual impact.  If you park a car 
there, you can’t see the house.  If there was a way to incorporate half a driveway on his property 
so that they were able to utilize that curb cut cooperatively, eliminate the palm trees, leave or not 
leave the pony wall – there is a way to make it work that is cooperative almost in a sense that 
visually, from the street, it almost opens things up a little bit and makes it looks like two houses 
that are somehow related.  There is a way to make it work.  That is a tough neighborhood for 
parking anyway.  He could be convinced to go 1 or 2 at this point.  Finding a way for this 
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homeowner to find a parking place off the street, with the least amount of visual impact to the 
house, and if that is possible with Alternative 1, he could go that way.  He applauds the decision 
of the HRC on this because he concurs that it is a visual impact to the historic resource. 
 
Councilmember Woiwode began by saying that if this were not designated historic, there would 
be no ability to even consider putting a driveway in the front.   
 
Ms. Olsen responded that if the property were not a historic resource, the avenue for requesting 
this would be asking for a variance by the Planning Commission. 
 
Mr. Woiwode agrees that this is really unusual.  He agrees with the logic of the HRC, both in the 
determination that a parking space in the front affects the façade of the historic home and 
Alternative 2 just seems unnecessary since the property can be split as it is now and he doesn’t see 
that it brings any additional value so, from an HRC standpoint, he believes they made the best 
decision and he is supportive of their decision. 
 
 MSC  (Downey/Tanaka) moved that the City Council grant the appeal and 
approve the Historic Alteration Permit to require the applicant to relocate the existing 
uncovered parking space from the rear of the lot to the front of the lot; that it should be in 
the spot closest to his neighbor’s where the palm trees are; and that the appellant work with 
staff and the neighbor to see if they can enlarge the existing curb cut as opposed to having 
two separate ones, unless staff determines there has to be two separate cuts. 
 
Mayor Tanaka commented that the appellant is asking for the ability to put a curb cut in there.  Mr. 
Sandke’s point is that there might be a possibility to do something more creatively.  Assuming the 
worst-case scenario, if the appellant wants a curb cut to access the parking in question, does Ms. 
Downey’s motion allow for that? 
 
Ms. Downey responded that it does.  She would request that he work with staff and the neighbor 
to see if it is just enlarging the one that is there as opposed to two separate ones.   
 
Mr. Bailey asked if Ms. Downey’s motion includes that she is allowing him to relocate his parking 
spot or requiring it. 
 
Ms. Downey is requiring it because this motion does not include the option of not putting the space 
in there.   
 
Mr. Sandke wants to be sure that the intent is to minimize the impact, both to the curb and to the 
visual impact on the house.   
 
Ms. Downey is not because she is not agreeing that there is any.  She would encourage that it be 
closer to the neighbor, which would then have the impact that it would be less obstructive of the 
view.   
 
Mr. Bailey asked if, since Mr. Mullin presented both alternatives to the Council, Ms. Downey 
would change her motion from requiring to allowing and simply allowing the owner to decide for 
himself whether or not he would like that parking spot there since he is already using off street 
parking.   
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Ms. Downey responded that he provided both options when he did this original request for the 
HAP to the HRC so she thinks he has agreed to accept either of those because if we allow it to be 
optional, then she would have to change the motion.  She is not ready to do that.  
 
   AYES:  Downey, Sandke, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  Bailey, Woiwode 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
 
The City Council recessed at 5:41 pm and reconvened at 5:49 pm.   
 
Following the recess, Mayor Tanaka took Item 11g Accept Presentation from 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 out of order. 
 
Following Item 11g, Mayor Tanaka announced the meeting would return to the regular 
order.   
 
 8b. Public Hearing:  Consideration of Environmental Initial 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).  Principal Engineer Jim Newton provided a 
presentation concerning the scope of the project.  Director of Community Development Rachel 
Hurst discussed the environmental review and permitting.   
 
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 prepare a Mitigated 

Negative Declaration and directed that the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration and Initial Study be circulated for public review and 
comment. 

 
Councilmember Sandke is disappointed that we have to do the Mitigated Negative Dec and would 
prefer to do the Negative Dec.  He still supports the motion. 
 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Woiwode, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
 
9. ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS:   None. 
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10. COMMISSION AND COMMITTEE REPORTS:   
 

10a. Report from the Port Commissioner Concerning Port Activities.   Port 
Commissioner Garry Bonelli introduced the new president and CEO of the Port, Randa Coniglio.  
Ms. Coniglio addressed the Council and the public. 

 
Admiral Bonelli recalled that there was another night where the full San Diego Symphony played 
in Tidelands Park.  It will be a special night.  The deal points have been memorialized between the 
residents, the Yacht Club, the Silver Strand beautification folks, and Coronado Resort Cays 
Limited regarding North Grand Caribe Isle.  They will start the work on the boat storage facility 
probably by the end of this month.  He took a walking tour of Grand Caribe South.  That is a park 
but has been neglected over the years.  One of his goals is to try to get down there to see what can 
be done to improve the area.  The Port contributed about $200,000 this year from its Capital 
Improvement Program for the wayfinding signage if it is needed.  He has people asking him all 
the time how to get to places in Coronado.  Staff is working very closely with Port staff on Dock 
C as well as the $470,000 the Port has contributed for the Glorietta Bay Boat Ramp and extra dock 
down there.  They hope to be under construction around 2017.  The leadership at the Coronado 
Yacht Club seems to be working very closely with Port staff.  Port staff is going to have to let them 
go and they are going to have to submit a project and the Port will independently take a look at 
what they would like to do.  The bike statue is back up on the pedestal in Tidelands Park.  They 
have pushed real hard to get the pad developed next to Il Fornaio.  The Ferry Landing folks have 
come up with a restaurateur named Mr. An and he wants to build An the Bay.  He thanked the 
Mayor and Councilmembers who participated in the ribbon cutting at Tidelands Park.  The Port 
invested about $160,000 to make that above ADA compliance for universally accessible 
playground equipment.  The two biggest things the Port continues to work on are the integrated 
Master Planning, the 50-year planning, which will give the framework for how to develop the Bay, 
and the 575 acre development at the Chula Vista Bayfront with a hotel and convention center there.   

 
Councilmember Sandke applauded the staff who were very quick to respond to some email 
inquiries about the watering at the sports fields in Tidelands Park.  He asked if there have been 
changes to the watering cycle.   
 
Admiral Bonelli responded that the Port has a variance from California American Water Company 
so that the Port can water three times a week.   
 
Councilmember Woiwode was at the State Committee meeting on goods movements and ports 
and he thought our Port showed particularly well.  Their presentation about the impact of the 
military in the region was very good.  Those things seemed to be eye opening to our state 
legislators, which is worrisome.  It was great that the Port hosted that and brought those people in 
to give those presentations.   
 
11. CITY COUNCIL BUSINESS: 
   
 11a. Council Reports on Inter-Agency Committee and Board Assignments.    
 
Councilmember Woiwode has submitted in writing but reported on a Naval Complexes meeting 
where the public expressed concerns about the Silver Strand Training Complex and the Imperial 
Beach ALUCP meeting.  We also heard the Navy say that they would like to put another 700 
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person barracks at North Island.  He attended the Special Olympics Torch Run in Spreckels Park; 
a SANDAG Transportation Committee meeting. 
 
Councilmember Sandke submitted his report in writing but commented on what a joy it was to 
be in the Fourth of July Parade.  He also highlighted a City officials’ tour to Comic-Con.     
 
Councilmember Downey submitted her report in writing but neglected to reference that she 
attended a SANDAG Planning Committee meeting on Friday.  The grant that we expect to receive 
will be voted for approval this Friday.   
 
Councilmember Bailey submitted his report in writing. 
 
Mayor Tanaka attended the Low Tide Ride and Stride; welcomed the Good Will Delegate 
Assembly; met with Transportation Commissioners John Moutes and Pat Garahan to receive a 
briefing on the recommendations they will bring to the City Council in September; visited the 
CERO Field Day; welcomed the Yoga Wounded Warrior event to the Hotel Del; attended the 
Mayors and Managers meeting with the City Manager; spent some time with PAWS as they 
celebrated their one-year anniversary of running the Animal Control Facility on behalf of the City; 
thanked the Concerts in the Park for recognizing Gene Czech for all the work he did to help get 
Concerts in the Park started; attended the Change of Command ceremony for Admiral Lorge and 
Admiral Rich; thanked Chief Froomin for helping to put together the Special Olympics Torch Run 
through the City of Coronado.   
 
 11b. Approval of Reappointment of Douglas Siegfried to Serve a Second Term on 
the Coronado Library Board of Trustees.   Under Consent, the City Council reappointed 
Douglas Siegfried to the Library Board of Trustees for a second term to expire August 31, 
2018. 
 
  11c. Review of the Design and Materials for the Senior Activity Center Project.  
Director of Public Services and Engineering Cliff Maurer gave an introduction and reviewed the 
schedule.  Robert Coffee, architect, gave the presentation.   
 
Council consensus was to keep the outside of the building consistent with other City buildings.  
The compass rose could be incorporated in the inside of the building.   
 
The Mayor invited the public to comment. 
 
Francette Roeder can’t believe that the dirt is going to fly very soon.  She thanked the City. 
 
Berie Grobe explained the compass rose.  One of the seasonal Lawn Bowling Club members comes 
from Seattle and lives half of the year here on his boat in Coronado.  His boat stays here.  He is 
very much the seaman and he makes furniture and things with the compass rose design in it.  In 
the process of all of this, his input was to see if somewhere, in the building, as art, there could be 
a compass rose.  He never intended it to replace the crown on the outside of the building.  It was 
just an idea for the inside of the building because we are a seaworthy town with a Yacht Club and 
the Navy.  Some of the members of the Senior Association and the Lawn Bowling Club kind of 
picked up on the theme and said that everything about this project is to be looking at that facility 
in new ways and finding new directions.   
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Mayor Tanaka has been consistently very happy with the design features and the vision that Mr. 
Coffee and others have put into this.  He continues to be very pleased with this.  He thinks Mr. 
Coffee has been very consistent about keeping what he said this is going to look like and it still is.  
He appreciates the attention to detail in terms of the materials.  He doesn’t want to discourage the 
compass rose if there are ways to integrate it inside.   

Councilmember Bailey completely concurs.  He thinks Mr. King was alluding to the previous 
council having a rather uncomfortable discussion with changing the leadership of this project.  It 
was an uncomfortable decision but he thinks it was the right one and this is a testament to that.  He 
is satisfied with the progress to this point and looks forward to supporting the recommendation. 

Councilmember Downey is ready to get her golden shovel and get going.  

Councilmember Woiwode has one concern about something he heard today.  Mr. Maurer talked 
about the schedule.  We are more than a year away from the ribbon cutting and we are forecasting 
doing it on the day Mayor Tanaka leaves office, practically.  He is hoping we can find ways to 
compress the schedule so that if the inevitable bad thing happens along the way we can still get it 
done during Mayor Tanaka’s term of office.   

Mayor Tanaka would love to see that happen as well but what matters is that this project is done 
properly.   

MSUC  (Sandke/Woiwode) moved that the City Council receive the 
presentation. 

AYES: Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Woiwode, Tanaka 
NAYS: None 
ABSTAINING: None 
ABSENT: None 

11d. 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.  Under Consent, the City Council approved the 
design of the restroom, the contract amendment with Hanna Gabriel Wells, and directed 
staff to return at a subsequent meeting with a refined cost estimate and budget adjustment 
for approval. 

11e. Authorization to Advertise the Bulb-Outs at the Intersection of Second Street 
and Orange Avenue Project for Bid.   Under Consent, the City Council directed staff to 
advertise the project for bid with the two 904 bus stops incorporated in the travel lane at 
their current locations. 

11f. Direction to Staff Regarding Orange Avenue Median Pavement Markings and 
Signage.   Councilmember Bailey was considering putting this on consent but his hesitation was, 
once again, with the suggestion that we would increase the number of signs throughout town.  Ms. 
Downey made the point earlier with the Olive and H intersection that usually the Council hears 
from the residents.  We aren’t hearing that at these intersections.  The traffic report indicated that 
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there hadn’t been many accidents at several of these intersections.  He does appreciate staff’s desire 
to see more unified markings.  He would be in favor of moving forward with the markings without 
the yield signs installed if that would be okay according to the California rulebook.   
 
Mayor Tanaka commented that brings the question to Mr. King or City staff.  Because we are in 
the Caltrans right-of-way, even though we might factor a ‘should’ as something differently, will 
we not get this project done if we try to keep the unneeded signs out of this? 
 
City Manager Blair King explained that, based upon the Council’s previous comments, this is what 
the staff’s approach would be.  We would try to proceed just with the pavement markings not 
supported by the signs if we could.  That would be staff’s position.  He thinks the Council 
understands, too, that this is a risk issue for the Council.  The further you deviate away from the 
standard manual, if something unfortunate should happen, any exceptions that are being taken 
would expose the City more.  The Council is aware of that and is providing policy direction and 
staff would pursue the project, if it can, with just the markings on the pavement and not supported 
by the signage as well. 
 
Mayor Tanaka asked if the Council is okay with waiving the staff report.  It is a pretty self-
explanatory issue.  Is the liability issue something that the Council is okay with?  This is right in 
the middle of Orange Avenue. 
 
Councilmember Woiwode commented that these medians are unconventional to begin with.  When 
you are teaching your kid to drive and you try to get them to learn how to negotiate this thing, or 
when someone is new to town, it is a tricky business.  There is a lot to be said for a standardized 
approach.  He even would go to the extent of putting the ‘Keep Clear’ in there if we continue to 
have some of the behaviors we have seen at Fifth, Seventh and Ninth.  If we do the other things 
other than the “Keep Clear” signs, maybe that will help matters out.  He thinks the yield line will 
help a lot.  He would like to see us moving in the direction of standardization.  He is fully on board 
with getting rid of signs to the extent we can.  Obviously bike lane signs are stupid when you are 
right next to a bike lane.  This is a different story.  He thinks there is a lot of merit in going towards 
standardization.  It will also help with pedestrian crossings in these places.  That is where the real 
risk is.   
 
The Mayor invited public comment; none was forthcoming. 
 
Councilmember Sandke would like to think this is a little bit about a discussion he had with Mr. 
Maurer in May.  He firmly believes that there are significant ways to help people navigate that 
area, including the “Keep Clear” which may be necessary eventually.  He would move forward.  
He hears what was said about the liability issue and if we could avoid the signs that would be great 
but he doesn’t think it is worth the risk of incurring additional problems, particularly because it is 
on Orange.  If we have to install a sign or two to make the place safer, particularly for pedestrians, 
that is a good thing.   
 
Mayor Tanaka is also in favor of this.  He isn’t looking for more signs but he isn’t necessarily 
opposed to them in these areas.  The danger threshold is higher.  There is a certain amount of 
education that you have to gain as a resident of Coronado about how to navigate that area safely.   
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Mr. Bailey agrees and thinks that the questions that Mr. Woiwode brought up are valid.  The 
markings go a long way to addressing some of those.  He thinks the signs serve less of a purpose 
so if we can get away with implementing the markings without the signs, great.  If we have to 
swallow the signs, alright.   
 
Councilmember Downey agrees with the discussion but, as Mr. Woiwode said, she is okay for 
right now not putting “Keep Clear” and let’s put all these and see if they work.  She personally 
likes “Keep Clear”.  People just don’t know where you are supposed to stop.  She is willing now 
to do this but she would be willing, at a future date, to go back and put the “Keep Clear.” 
 
Mr. Sandke commented that there have been requests, especially at the Orange and B Avenue 
intersection, for the “Keep Clear.”   
 
Mayor Tanaka doesn’t want to make the “Keep Clear” thing a deal breaker.  He wants to make 
sure we move forward with what we can get done now.  Are any Councilmembers against “Keep 
Clear” markings?  He would like to keep the staff empowered, where if they can get that out of 
Caltrans, great.   
 
Mr. Woiwode added that it would make it consistent with Second and consistency is the goal in 
his mind.   
 
 MSUC  (Sandke/Downey) moved that the City Council direct staff to apply for 

encroachment permits from Caltrans to install the recommended 
improvements using City staff and resources and, to the extent possible, 
pursue “Keep Clear” markings as well, subject to state mandates in 
terms of signage to minimize the visual impact of signs in the area.   

 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Woiwode, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
 
 11g. Accept Presentation from 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.   City Manager Blair King gave a brief overview and introduced former 
Councilmember and Council representative to the Hospital, Al Ovrom.  Mr. Ovrom gave brief 
remarks and introduced Hospital CEO Susan Stone who gave a presentation.  
 
Councilmember Sandke asked if consideration was given for some underground parking in this 
area. 
 
Ms. Stone explained that an existing footprint is being used so underground parking is not an 
option. 
 
Mayor Tanaka asked those in support of the project to stand and be recognized.   
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Councilmember Downey commented that it is nice to see this come to fruition.  She is grateful for 
the presentation and for all the people that showed up in support.  

MSUC  (Downey/Sandke) moved that the City Council affirm that the Out 
Patient Pavilion (OPP) project is consistent with the approved Scope of 
Development. 

AYES: Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Woiwode, Tanaka 
NAYS: None 
ABSTAINING: None 
ABSENT: None 

12. CITY ATTORNEY:   No report.

13. COMMUNICATIONS - WRITTEN:

13a. Consideration of Councilmember Bailey’s Request to Agendize City Council 
Discussion Directing Staff to Improve the Safety of the Third and Fourth Street Corridor.  
Under Consent, the City Council approved the request. 

13b. Receive and File a Copy of Letter Sent Expressing Opposition for SB 608 – the 
Right to Rest Act.  Under Consent, the City Council received and filed a copy of the letter 
sent expressing opposition for SB 608 – the Right to Rest Act. 

14. ADJOURNMENT:  The Mayor adjourned the meeting at 6:56 p.m. in honor of those who
were killed in Chattanooga, Tennessee. 

Approved: (Date), 2015 

______________________________ 
Casey Tanaka, Mayor 
City of Coronado 

Attest: 

______________________________ 
Mary L. Clifford  
City Clerk 



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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FILING OF THE TREASURER’S REPORTS ON INVESTMENTS FOR THE CITY 
AND THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY 
FOR THE CITY OF CORONADO FOR THE YEAR ENDING JUNE 30, 2015 

RECOMMENDATION:  Examine the quarterly Reports on Investments and order them filed. 

FISCAL IMPACT:  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.  The funds of the Successor Agency to the 
Community Development Agency are also invested according to the City of Coronado 
Investment Policy.   

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  Information item only. 

PUBLIC NOTICE: Not required. 

BACKGROUND: In compliance with the City’s Investment Policy, staff prepares an 
investment report and presents this to the City Council for review following the close of each 
quarter.  The report presents investments for both the City and the Successor Agency portfolios. 
Combined, these two portfolios of cash and investments total approximately $125.5 million in 
book value and $125.7 million in market value. 

ANALYSIS:   This report covers the fiscal year July 1, 2014 through June 30, 2015.  Attached 
are summaries that identify all investments including those under management with PFM Asset 
Management LLC (the City’s investment advisor).  Investments include deposits with the Local 
Agency Investment Fund (LAIF), Municipal Bonds (Harpst Fund Portfolio), San Diego Private 
Bank, California Asset Management Program (CAMP), bond reserve funds held by the fiscal 
agent, OPEB trust funds under the management of Public Agency Retirement Services (PARS), 
and fixed income securities under management via PFM Asset Management LLC.  This report 
also highlights annual investment earnings relative to budget. 

Overall, City investment earnings for the fiscal year July 1, 2014 through June 30, 2015, were 
$568,600 exceeding the fiscal year budget projection of $389,600 by $179,000. Across all 
managed portfolios, investment returns on securities conforming to the City’s conservative 
investment policy averaged .60% annually.  FY 15 annual investment return edged up slightly, or 
.1% more than the prior fiscal year, contributing an additional $100,000 to investment earnings 
this fiscal year.  $56,000 in revenue generated from the sale of securities also boosted revenue 
above budget.  A separate diversified portfolio managed by PARS invested in accordance with 
the City’s OPEB trust has experienced one-year returns of 3.06%.   

The Successor Agency cash and investments total $16.2M.  The bond trustee holds and invests 
$3M as bond reserves. $178,600 of investments held at CAMP represent remaining unspent 
housing bond proceeds.  The remaining $13M of Successor Agency funds held in LAIF and cash 
are available to pay approved enforceable obligations.  All earnings are applied toward payment 
of enforceable obligations in subsequent periods.      
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Attached is an investment summary for the City and Successor Agency along with the quarterly 
Investment Performance Review prepared by the City’s investment advisor, PFM Asset 
Management LLC.  The Review includes information on market conditions and a discussion of 
the City’s portfolio performance.  The attached detailed monthly reports for April, May and June 
list individual securities held by the City, their market values, and the trades/transactions that 
occurred. 

ALTERNATIVE: None.  

Submitted by Administrative Services/Suelter, Treasurer 
Attachments:  City of Coronado Quarterly Treasurer’s Report 

The City of Coronado Acting as the Successor Agency to the Community   
Development Agency of the City of Coronado Treasurer’s Report 
PFM Asset Management Quarterly Portfolio Review 

I:\STFRPT\Budget & Finance\City and CDA Treas Rpt JUN15.doc 
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APPROVAL OF A REQUEST FROM THE SAN DIEGO FLEET WEEK FOUNDATION 
TO CLOSE THE 1000 BLOCK OF ISABELLA AVENUE FROM 3 to 7 P.M. ON 
THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 17, 2015, TO DISPLAY CARS THAT WILL BE 
PARTICIPATING IN THE CORONADO SPEED FESTIVAL 

RECOMMENDATION:  Approve the closure of the 1000 block of Isabella Avenue from 3 to 7 
p.m. so that cars, which will participate in the Coronado Speed Festival, may be on public 
display.  

FISCAL IMPACT: None. 

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  Approval of a moderate special event is an administrative 
decision on the part of the City Council, 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:  As access to the 1000 block of Isabella Avenue will be restricted, the City 
Manager’s Office notified businesses and residences in the vicinity of the street closure of this 
agenda item.  The San Diego Fleet Week Foundation will notify businesses and residences in the 
area impacted by this event, in mid-August and again one week prior to the event, of the street 
closure and event details. 

BACKGROUND: Alexandra Squires, the previous Executive Director of the San Diego Fleet 
Week Foundation and Larry Blumberg, Executive Director of the San Diego Military Advisory 
Committee, met with the City Manager in 2009 to discuss the idea of a Coronado Car Procession 
in conjunction with the Coronado Speed Festival.  The stated purpose of the event is to energize 
the community about the Speed Festival and engage the drivers and local military in patronizing 
Coronado merchants.  Subsequently, the City Council approved the event and it was held on 
Thursday, September 24, 2009 and has been held annually since then. 

This event is considered a "moderate special event" per the Coronado Municipal Code and the 
City’s special event policy.  A moderate special event is an event that involves 2,000 or fewer 
participants or spectators and which will likely have a significant effect on public services, City 
facilities, traffic circulation, or citizens who are not part of the event.  Moderate special events 
must be approved by the City Council. 

ANALYSIS: Holding the procession and the car display in the downtown area was suggested 
by the San Diego Fleet Week Foundation to provide a connection between the community and 
the Speed Festival, which will take place this year on September 19 and 20 at Naval Air Station, 
North Island.  The Chamber of Commerce and Coronado MainStreet are proponents of this event 
and are planning to host an event in Coronado Rotary Plaza to bring residents and visitors into 
the downtown area.  They will also work with local merchants and the Fleet Week Foundation to 
market and publicize the Speed Festival, the procession and the community event to participants, 
members of the military, and residents.   
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Approximately 40 of the Speed Festival vehicles, escorted by Coronado Police Department 
personnel, will leave North Island at 3:30 p.m. and proceed from the Fourth Street gate to 
Orange Avenue to Isabella Avenue where they will be parked and on display until approximately 
6 p.m.  The drivers and crew members will be on hand to interact with the public during that 
time.  The drivers, crew members, and their families will be encouraged to patronize the 
downtown merchants and restaurants after the event and over the course of the weekend.   
 
The 1000 block of Isabella Avenue will be closed from 3 to 7 p.m. to allow time for City Police 
personnel to ensure the “no parking” restriction is enforced and for Public Services personnel to 
set up and remove barricades at Orange Avenue and Isabella and at Isabella and Flora Avenue, 
as well as to clean up the vicinity.  The cars will return to North Island via Ocean Boulevard at 
the conclusion of the event.  The Fleet Week Foundation will have staff members on Isabella 
during the event to ensure the security of the vehicles.  
 
The six previous events were well received by residents, merchants, and the participants.  
Representatives of the City Manager’s Office and Police, Fire, and Public Services departments 
have met with Executive Director Brian Sack to fine tune details of this year’s event and the plan 
to close Isabella Avenue.   
 
ALTERNATIVE:  Deny the request to hold this event on Isabella Avenue. 
 
Submitted by City Manager’s Office/Lang 
Attachment(s): 1. Letter from Brian Sack, Executive Director, Fleet Week San Diego 
   2. Letter from Rita Sarich, Executive Director, Coronado MainStreet, Ltd.  
 

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
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Coronado MainStreet Ltd., 
a nationally accredited Main Street® Program 

1013 Park Place 
Coronado, CA 92118 

(619) 437-0254 
Director@CoronadoMainStreet.com 

www.CoronadoMainStreet.com 

July 8, 2015 

Mayor & City Council 
City of Coronado 
1825 Strand Way 
Coronado, CA 92118 

Honorable Mayor and Council Members: 

The Board of Directors of Coronado MainStreet Ltd. respectfully requests approval to host a 
Popcorn & Lemonade Party in Rotary Plaza on Thursday afternoon, Sept. 17, 2015 in 
conjunction with the SpeedFest Race Car Procession & Show. 

This will be the 7th year that Coronado MainStreet, the Coronado Chamber of Commerce and 
the organizers of Fleet Week host the Party in Rotary Plaza. Approximately 40 race cars are 
displayed on Isabella Avenue in downtown Coronado. There will be refreshments provided.  

Our hope is to provide a free event that will increase the visibility of SpeedFest activities and 
bring residents and visitors into downtown Coronado to support local business. 

Therefore, we are asking that the City approve our request to hold the 7th annual Popcorn & 
Lemonade Party on Sept. 17, 2015 in Rotary Plaza. 

Thank you in advance for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Rita Sarich 
Executive Director 

Attachment 2
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ACCEPTANCE OF THE ALLEY AND SEWER MAIN REPLACEMENT PROJECT 
AND DIRECTION TO THE CITY CLERK TO FILE A NOTICE OF COMPLETION 

RECOMMENDATION:  Accept the Alley and Sewer Main Replacement project and direct the 
City Clerk to file a Notice of Completion. 

FISCAL IMPACT:  $110,000 was appropriated from General Fund and $1,426,000 was 
appropriated from the Wastewater Fund for the design and construction of the project.  The total 
project cost, including design, construction, testing and inspection, and other miscellaneous 
expenses, is $1,357,742 as shown below.  The remaining balance will be returned to General 
Fund and Wastewater Fund balance proportionally (General Fund:  $12,766; Wastewater Fund: 
$165,492). 

Project Budget Analysis 
Budget Actual Costs 

Design and Miscellaneous Expenses $150,000 $155,300 
Construction Budget $1,006,500 $1,006,500 
Project Contingency (Change Orders) $154,500 ($10,211) 
Testing/Inspection $50,000 $28,600 
Surveying and Support $75,000 $77,593 
Inspection $100,000 $99,960 
Total Project Costs $1,536,000 $1,357,742 
Remaining Balance $178,258 

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

PUBLIC NOTICE:  None required. 

BACKGROUND:  The City’s Capital Improvement Program generally includes a project to 
make major repairs to alley surfaces and underlying sewer mains.  The locations identified as 
needing both sewer and surface repairs included in the subject project were as follows: 

Location # Description 
1. Sewer and alley replacement between D and E Avenues from Third Street to

Second Street 
2. Sewer and alley replacement between Orange and D Avenues from Third Street to

Second Street 
3. Sewer replacement on Miguel Avenue from Pomona Avenue to San Luis Rey
4. Sewer and alley replacement between D and E Avenues from Fourth Street to

Third Street
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ANALYSIS:  P.K. Mechanical Systems, Inc. was issued a Notice to Proceed on April 6, 2015.  
The project was completed in accordance with the project plans and specifications on July 19, 
2015.  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 property to notify concerned parties that 
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. 
 
Submitted by Public Services & Engineering/Odiorne 
Attachment:  Location Map  
 
 
\\Chfile\all\All Departments\Staff Reports - Drafts\2015 Meetings\08-18 Meeting - SR Due Aug. 6\FINAL NOC Alley & Sewer Main Repl.doc 
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ACCEPT THE CORONADO CAYS MAIN PUMP STATION EMERGENCY 
GENERATOR PROJECT AND DIRECT THE CITY CLERK TO FILE A NOTICE OF 
COMPLETION 

RECOMMENDATION:  Accept the Coronado Cays Main Pump Station Emergency Generator 
project and direct the City Clerk to file a Notice of Completion.   

FISCAL IMPACT:  In June 2014, the City Council approved the following budget for the 
installation of an emergency generator at the Cays main pump station.  The project costs came 
within the budget and remaining funds will be returned to Fund Balance. 

PROJECT BUDGET 
CIP FY 13-14 (from Wastewater) $150,000 
CIP FY 14-15 (from Wastewater) $300,000 

TOTAL $450,000 

The project costs were within the project budget as detailed below: 

PROJECT COSTS
Total soft costs, including design, printing, permits $41,196 
Contract award $167,740 
Change orders $2,433 

TOTAL $211,369 
Return to Fund Balance $238,631 

CEQA:  The project is categorically exempt from the provisions of CEQA based on Article 19, 
Sections 15301 (existing facilities) and 15302 (replacement or reconstruction).  However, a 
permit was obtained from the Air Pollution Control District (APCD).   

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:  At its August 19, 2014 meeting, the City Council awarded a contract to 
Global Power Group, Inc. for installation of a new emergency generator for the Cays main pump 
station.  The Notice to Proceed was issued on October 6, 2014, and the City acquired beneficial 
use of the emergency generator on June 15, 2015.  The generator will provide electrical power to 
the Cays main wastewater pump station in the event of power outages. 

In the recent rain event in July, there was a power outage in the Cays and the generator operated 
as designed. 

ANALYSIS:  The project was completed in accordance with the plans and specifications by the 
beneficial use date noted above.  Recording of the Notice of Completion is an important step in 
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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 Global Power Group, Inc. 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\08-18 Meeting - SR Due Aug. 6\FINAL NOC Cays PS Emer. Generator.doc 
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APPROVE THE CONVERSION OF A PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT 
FROM URS/CASH & ASSOCIATES TO ANCHOR QEA TO PROVIDE DESIGN, 
PERMIT AND PRECONSTRUCTION SERVICES FOR THE DOCK C AND BOAT 
LAUNCH RAMP FACILITY (BLRF) RECONSTRUCTION PROJECT IN THE 
AMOUNT OF $418,273 

RECOMMENDATION: Approve the Professional Services Agreement (PSA) with Anchor 
QEA in the amount of $418,273. 

FISCAL IMPACT: Funding for the Anchor QEA contract is within previously appropriated 
Dock C and BLRF project funds and the costs will be prorated to each funding source.  The 
funding source for this project is $1,105,500 of grant funds for the boat launch ramp facility 
($630,000 grant from the California Department of Boating and Waterways, and a $470,000 CIP 
grant from the Port District) and $3,965,000 in fee revenue generated by the marina operation for 
the Dock C replacement.  No additional appropriation is required to complete these combined 
projects. 

Under the current URS/Cash contract (for services provided by Randy Mason who will continue 
serving as the engineer/architect), the City expended $127,548 in engineering/design costs for 
the multiple conceptual drawings for Dock C and the Public Dock (including low free board) 
component of the Boat Launch Ramp.  This contract will be terminated if the Anchor QEA 
contract is approved. 

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 and has certified a Mitigated 
Negative Declaration for this project.   

BACKGROUND:  On December 17, 2013, the City Council ratified the September 2010 PSA 
with URS/Cash & Associates (“URS/Cash”) to continue serving as the Marina Engineer 
Consultant for the Dock C Project.  Since that date, two significant developments have taken 
place.  The first development is the principal partner and marine engineer/architect, Randy 
Mason, left URS/Cash and joined Anchor QEA.  As a result, the City entered into a Letter of 
Understanding with URS/Cash whereby Anchor QEA would serve as a subconsultant under the 
existing contract.  The second development is the termination of the contract with Algert 
Engineering as the architect/engineer for the Boat Launch Ramp Facility Rehabilitation Project. 
Presently, Algert has prepared 60% construction drawings for this project.   
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ANALYSIS: City staff is seeking authority to terminate the current arrangement with 
URS/Cash and to establish a contract directly with Anchor QEA to continue retaining the 
services of Randy Mason to provide architect/engineering services for both the Dock C and Boat 
Launch Ramp Facility Project.  This action will save the City up to 10% in pass-through soft 
costs from URS/Cash for the Dock C component and save additional monies by consolidating 
the costs for both projects under one contract.  This will also ensure that the design and 
construction of both components are coordinated and timely.  Under this consolidated contract, 
Randy Mason will be assisted by Robert Sherwood, formerly with Moffatt & Nichols.  Mr. 
Sherwood was one of the authors of the Dock C Inspection Report and served as a subconsultant 
to Algert Engineering assisting the firm with the BLRF construction drawings.  If this 
recommendation is approved, City staff will send a Notice of Termination to URS/Cash to 
terminate its contract for Dock C.   
 
Previously, Randy Mason provided architectural, engineering, environmental, and construction 
management services for the “Glorietta Bay Marina, Marina Building and Promenade 
Redevelopment Project,” which included reconstruction of Docks A and B.  Similar to this 
project, Randy Mason will provide a range of services for the Dock C/BLRF Project that will 
include the following: 
 

• preparing all conceptual, preliminary, and final design drawings;  
• preparing construction specifications and final bid, award, and contract documents; 
• assisting City staff with obtaining all necessary regulatory permits and approvals; and  
• assisting City staff with construction management services as it related to work 

performed by the general contractors.   
 
Randy Mason is a well-established marina architect/engineer with more than 40+ years of 
waterfront design and construction experience.   
 
Coronado Municipal Code Section 8.04.080 (Professional Services) reads in part: “…..the City 
Manager may waive the requirements for solicitation of multiple proposals or qualifications if in 
the Manager’s opinion only one individual or firm can provide the professional service, or if the 
professional service constitutes an extension of professional services for a project for which a 
consultant has previously given professional services……”  
 
This matter involves the continuation of professional services provided by: 1) the same marina 
engineer/architect (Randy Mason) for the Dock C Project; and 2) the same engineer (Bob 
Sherwood) for the BLRF Project (who will serve as a subconsultant for Anchor QEA). 
 
If this contract is approved, prior to the construction phase of the Project, City staff will return 
with a Contract Change Order for the required bid and construction services as well as 
development of the final as-built record documents.   
 

08/18/15 

130



ALTERNATIVES: The City Council could decide to: 1) not approve the Professional Services 
Agreement; 2) request staff continue with URS/Cash as the prime consultant and Anchor QEA as 
the subconsultant; or 3) require staff to issue a Request for Qualifications to select a marine 
engineering/design consultant for the Dock C and Boat Launch Ramp Reconstruction Project. 

Submitted by Office of the City Manager\Torres and Public Services & Engineering\Cecil 
Attachment:  Professional Services Agreement 
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ATTACHMENT A 

Anchor QEA 
Professional Services Agreement 
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AGREEMENT FOR PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 

ANCHOR QEA, L.P. 

GLORIETTA BAY MARINA DOCK C AND BOAT LAUNCH RAMP FACILITY 
RECONSTRUCTION PROJECT 

Contract No. # 16-PS-ES-576 

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 Anchor QEA, a 
Limited Partnership, 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 engineering and dock 
design for its Dock C and Boat Launch Ramp Facility Reconstruction Project.  These services 
generally consist of demolition documents for the removal of the existing dock system, design of 
a floating, pile restrained dock system (including all utilities), assisting City in obtaining 
approvals from the appropriate agencies, construction administration and final as-built 
preparation.  The work to be performed by CONSULTANT shall be referred to herein as the 
“PROJECT,” or “DESCRIBED SERVICES.” 

On July 21, 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 engineering 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 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: 
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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 completion of the Dock C and Boat Launch Ramp Facility Reconstruction Project, 
whichever occurs first.  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. 
 
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. 
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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. 
 
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 CONSULTANT shall not be entitled to any additional fees for work incidental to the 
design, for any design clarifications, or for changes resulting from errors or omissions by the 
CONSULTANT or any SUBCONSULTANT.   
 
3.5 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 Schedule Time Durations is attached herein 
as ATTACHMENT D. 
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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.  CITY shall provide additional services to the CONSULTANT as described in 
ATTACHMENT F.  
 
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  
 
5.1 The name and location of the place of business of each SUBCONSULTANT or 
SUBCONTRACTOR who CONSULTANT will use to perform work or render service to the 
CONSULTANT in performing this AGREEMENT is contained in ATTACHMENT E, which is 
attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference as though fully set forth at length.  No 
change to or addition of any SUBCONSULTANT shall be made without the written approval of 
the CITY.   
 
5.2 If CONSULTANT subcontracts for any of the work to be performed under this 
AGREEMENT, CONSULTANT shall be as fully responsible to the CITY for the acts and 
omissions of CONSULTANT's SUBCONSULTANTS and for the persons either directly or 
indirectly employed by the SUBCONSULTANTS, as CONSULTANT is for the acts and 
omissions of persons directly employed by CONSULTANT.  Nothing contained in the 
AGREEMENT shall create any contractual relationship between any SUBCONSULTANT of 
CONSULTANT and the CITY.  In any dispute between the CONSULTANT and its 
SUBCONSULTANT, the CITY shall not be made a party to any judicial or administrative 
proceeding to resolve the dispute.  The CONSULTANT agrees to defend and indemnify the 
CITY as described in Section 13 of this AGREEMENT should the CITY be made a party to any 
judicial or administrative proceeding to resolve any such dispute. 
 
5.3 CONSULTANT shall bind every SUBCONSULTANT to the terms of the 
AGREEMENT applicable to CONSULTANT's work unless specifically noted to the contrary in 
the subcontract in question and approved in writing by the Contract Officer.  All contracts 
entered into between the CONSULTANT and its SUBCONSULTANT shall also provide that 
each SUBCONSULTANT shall obtain insurance policies which shall be kept in full force and 
effect during any and all work on this PROJECT and for the duration of this AGREEMENT.  
The CONSULTANT shall require the SUBCONSULTANT to obtain, all policies described in 
Section 14 in the amounts required by the CITY, which shall not be greater than the amounts 
required of the CONSULTANT. 
 
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 
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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. 

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 WRITTENAGREEMENT 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 by notifying CONSULTANT by certified mail of said termination.  Following receipt 
of such notice, CONSULTANT shall respond in writing within forty-eight (48) hours and shall 
state the terms upon which CONSULTANT intends to cure the act or omission warranting 
termination.  Should the CONSULTANT not cure the circumstance(s) giving rise to the 
termination notice to the CITY’s reasonable satisfaction, the CITY may terminate this 
AGREEMENT.  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 (15th) day 
following the giving of the notice, the CONSULTANT shall assemble the completed work 
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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. 
 
9.0 OWNERSHIP OF DOCUMENTS 
 
9.1 All work products (i.e., documents, data, plans, drawings, maps, models, specifications, 
photographs and reports) as herein required to be prepared by CONSULTANT under this 
AGREEMENT, and paid for by the CITY, whether paper or electronic, are the property of the 
CITY, whether or not the CITY proceeds with the PROEJCT for which such document are 
prepared.  The CONSULTANT shall furnish the originals of these documents when requested by 
the CITY.  Notwithstanding the foregoing, nothing herein shall require CONSULTANT to 
release to CITY ownership in any intellectual property rights not incorporated in the work 
product, which is not developed as a part of CONSULTANT’s performance of the DESCRIBED 
SERVICES.  To the extent that intellectual property rights are contained in the work product, 
CONSULTANT shall grant CITY an irrevocable license for the use of such intellectual property 
as a part of the DESCRIBED SERVICES. 
 
9.2. If the CITY uses such documents for any reason other than for the PROJECT for which 
they are prepared, without CONSULTANT’s prior written authorization, which shall not be 
unreasonably withheld, the CITY waives any claim against CONSULTANT for such 
unauthorized use and will indemnify and hold CONSULTANT harmless from any claim or 
liability for injury or loss allegedly arising from the CITY’s unauthorized use of such documents. 
 
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. 
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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. 

11.2 CONSULANT agrees that the individuals named below shall be personally assigned to 
the PROJECT to provide supervision and have responsibility for the work during the entire term 
of this AGREEMENT.  No substitutions to these named individuals shall be made without prior 
approval of the CONTRACT OFFICER: 

Randy Mason Principal Engineer           
Name  Title 

Raul L. Razonable Principal Designer 
Name Title 

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 
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 CITY Indemnitees may suffer or incur or to which CITY Indemnitees may 
become subject by reason of or arising out of any injury to or death of nay person(s), damage to 
property, loss of use of property, economic loss or otherwise occurring as a result of 
CONSULTANT’s negligent performance of any services under this AGREEMENT, or by the 
negligent or willful acts or omissions of CONSULTANT, its agents, officers, directors, 
subconsultants or employees, agents committed in performing nay of the services under this 
AGREEMENT. 
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13.2 CONSULTANT’s obligation herein does not extend to liabilities, claims, demands, 
causes of action, losses, damages or costs that arise out of the intentional wrongful acts, 
violations of law, breach of obligation hereunder, or negligence of 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 
that insurance (including self-retention) of the CITY or any named insured shall not be called 
upon to contribute to any loss.  This provision shall apply regardless of any language of the 
general liability and automobile liability policy maintained by the CONSULTANT during the 
term of this AGREEMENT. 
 
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 by the 
Contract Officer to object to the contents of the certificate and/or policy endorsement or the 
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absence of same shall not be deemed a waiver of any and all rights held by the CITY.  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 exercise any rights it has in 
law or equity including, but not limited to, terminating 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 With the exception of professional liability, 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. 

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. 
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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. 
 
24. 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 
Public Services and Engineering  
1825 Strand Way 
Coronado, CA 92118 
Attn.:  Cliff Maurer, Director 
Tel. No. (619) 522-2652; Fax (619) 522-7380 

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

Randy Mason, P.E. 
Anchor QEA, LLC 
7755 Center Avenue, Suite 100 
Huntington Beach, CA  92647 
Telephone No. (657) 227-7454 

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. 
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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. 
 
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, as 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 schedule (as set forth in 
Attachment D or, if no Attachment D, as approved by the Contract Officer), and if not in 
accordance with the original schedule, describe how the CONSULTANT intends to get back on 
the original 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 Brand or Trade Names.  Specifications by brand or trade names are prohibited except:  
(1) when at least two are listed and “or equal” substitutions are permitted; or (2) when necessary 
to match existing items in use on a specific public improvement; or (3) when a unique or novel 
product application is required, or when only one brand or trade name is known.  The 
specifications must allow at least thirty-five (35) days after award of the contract for submission 
of data substantiating a contractor’s request for substitution of an equal form.   
 
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 of 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 
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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. 

THE REMAINDER OF THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK. 
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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. 
 
CONSULTANT: CITY: 

 
By:  _____________________________ 
       Steve Cappellino 
       Partner 
 

 
By:  ______________________________  
        Blair King 
        City Manager 

Date:  ___________________________ Date:  _____________________________ 
 

 
By: _____________________________ 
       Randy Mason, PE  
       Principal Engineer 
 
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 
ATTACHMENT E: LISTING OF SUBCONSULTANTS 
ATTACHMENT F: OBLIGATIONS OF THE CITY 
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ATTACHMENT A 

GLORIETTA BAY MARINA DOCK C 
AND BOAT LAUNCH RAMP FACILITY 

RECONSTRUCTION PROJECT 

Contract No. # 16-PS-ES-576 

SCOPE OF WORK 

All Work associated with ATTACHMENT A shall be provided on a Fixed Fee basis, unless 
otherwise noted. 

Communications 

• Establish a single point of contact and commit that person for the duration of the project to
provide City timely information and communication relative to the project.

• Adhere to an established communication protocol between the City, the design team and
project stakeholders.

• Attend and present findings, as required by City, and other public meetings related to the
project.

• Coordinate project with City, and outside agencies, including but not limited to San Diego
Unified Port District, U.S. Army Corp of Engineers, California Coastal Commission, and
California Department of Fish and Game.  The Primary responsibility for State and Federal
Permit Processing will be Merkel Associates, with Anchor QEA providing project
description and drawings for support.  Agency-related coordination work will be provided
on a Time & Material Basis.

• Prepare and submit to City monthly progress reports that include an updated project
schedule, updated summary of costs and expenditures, updated project cost estimate,
progress during the previous month, and identification of pending or outstanding issues.

Planning & Design 

• Establish project design guidelines, objectives, performance milestones and schedule, and
ensure that project stays on course in relation to schedule and budget and that project is
constructed in accordance with plans, specifications, engineering standards and all
applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations.  Establish, prepare and monitor
quality management procedures and reports.

• In consultation with City and its consultants, assist in the preparation of applications for, and
coordinate and secure permits from, all permitting and regulatory agencies, including City,

8/18/15 15 

149



Unified Port District, County, State and Federal agencies, as necessary.  This effort will be 
provided on a Time & Material Basis. 

 
• Provide a geotechnical report covering the following project elements: 

 
• Guide pile and gangway platform pile recommendations 

 
• Caisson light pole foundation at Launch Ramp 

 
• Toe support suggestions at the base of the Launch Ramp 

 
• Dredge slope recommendations and headwall design at storm drain outfall, south of the 

Launch Ramp 
 

• Slope recommendations for the sand beach to be created alongside the Launch Ramp as 
well as the area south of the Launch Ramp. 
 

• Note:  Potential seismic impacts associated with the proposed improvements has been 
excluded from the scope of work.   

• Provide all necessary and appropriate structural, electrical, telephone, domestic water, fire 
suppression, CCTV, cable TV, access controls and civil, for construction of the project. 

 
• Attend meetings as necessary with City to review design progress.  This effort will be 

provided on a Time & Material Basis. 
 
• Prepare design documents consisting of final design criteria in the form of plans, drawings, 

specifications, construction cost estimates, operation and maintenance plans, samples as 
necessary for review by the public and City.  Unless approved by the City, the design shall 
follow the State of California, Department of Waterways Layout and Design Guidelines for 
Small Craft Berthing Facilities.  Design documents shall include Prescriptive and 
Performance drawings and specifications.  Prescriptive drawings shall include, but not 
limited to: civil, electrical, domestic water, and structural design of piles and platforms.  
Performance drawings and specifications shall include, but not limited to: gangways, 
structural concrete docks, CCTV, cable TV, access controls, dock accessories and utility 
systems on the floating docks.  Performance specifications shall be sufficiently detailed to 
obtain responsive bids from a concrete dock system contractor.  

 
• Reconfigure power to Dock C removing existing step down transformer and connect to 

existing Marina Building panel. 
 
• Prepare all documents based on the Dock C Option 5.8A Plan and BLRF Option 2A 

approved by the City Council.  Work associated with these plans includes the following: 
 

• Floating Docks and Gangway for 34 boats as noted by Option 5.8A Plan 
 

• New pile supported gangway platform with railings and gate for Dock C 
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• Utility distribution to Floating Docks (Electrical and Water).  Fire line distribution to the
gangway to be provided by the CITY.

• Dredging at the outcropping noted on Option 5.8A, only.

• Development of the “Glorietta Bay Boat Launch” project as described by the 30%
complete document package of August 21, 2013, Sheets 1 through 12.

• Free Public Dock as described by BLRF Option 2A

• Generate all drawings with computer aided design equipment and provide to City in latest
“Autocad” format, or such other format as required by City.  All drawings shall include the
City’s 24” X 36” or 22” X 34” format and Title Block provided to the consultant by the City.

• Prepare and submit to City preliminary construction phasing plan for Glorietta Bay Marina
Dock C and BLRF for review and approval.

• Prepare and submit to City conceptual design drawings (15%) and preliminary cost
estimates based upon approved slip configuration and length distribution, for review and
approval.

• Prepare and submit to City 50% preliminary design drawings, cost estimates and reports for
review and approval.

• Prepare final drawings, plans, specifications, cost estimates, sketches and permit application
exhibits, with final design drawings signed and stamped by a Civil or Structural Engineer
registered in the State of California.

Miscellaneous 

Secure and maintain all insurances required by the City during term of the Dock C and Boat 
Launch Ramp Facility Reconstruction Project 
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ATTACHMENT B 

GLORIETTA BAY MARINA DOCK C 
AND BOAT LAUNCH RAMP FACILITY 

RECONSTRUCTION PROJECT 

Contract No. # 16-PS-ES-576 

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 

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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by an individual holding a position specified in the City’s Conflict of Interest 
Code. 

 
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 Cliff Maurer Department Public Services & Engineering 
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 

GLORIETTA BAY MARINA DOCK C 
AND BOAT LAUNCH RAMP FACILITY 

RECONSTRUCTION PROJECT 

Contract No. # 16-PS-ES-576 

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 construction. 

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 marina construction. 
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ATTACHMENT C 

GLORIETTA BAY MARINA DOCK C 
AND BOAT LAUNCH RAMP FACILITY 

RECONSTRUCTION PROJECT 

Contract No. # 16-PS-ES-576 

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 TASKS 

1. 50% Design $ 225,770 
2. 100% Final Construction Documents $ 132,528   

Total Fixed Fee Design Total: $ 358,298 

       TIME & MATERIAL TASKS 

3. Agency Coordination Services $   32,975 
4. Meetings/Presentations (for Phases 1-3) $   27,000    

Total Time & Material Tasks $   59,975 

TOTAL FEE: (Assuming Not-to-Exceed T&M limit items) $ 418,273   

B. REIMBURSABLE SERVICES: None 
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Anchor QEA, L.L.C. 
2015 BILLING RATES 

 
 

Professional Level Hourly Rates 
 
Principal 2……………………………………………………………………………...$255 
Principal 1 ......................................................................................................................$230 
Senior Manager ..............................................................................................................$203 
Manager .........................................................................................................................$189 
Senior Staff ....................................................................................................................$168 
Staff 3 .............................................................................................................................$148 
Staff 2 .............................................................................................................................$133 
Staff 1 .............................................................................................................................$112 
Senior CAD2 Designer ...................................................................................................$117 
CAD Designer ..................................................................................................................$98 
Technician ........................................................................................................................$95 
Technical Editor ...............................................................................................................$98 
Project Coordinator ..........................................................................................................$94 
 
Expense Rates 
Computer Modeling (per hour) ...................................................................................$10.00 
Graphic Plots (varies with plot size) .......................................................................... $3-6/sf 
Mileage (per mile)......................................................................... Current Federal Standard 
 
 
FEE ON LABOR AND EXPENSE CHARGES 
 
Subcontracts/Subconsultants.......................................................................................... 10% 
Travel and other direct costs .......................................................................................... 10% 
Field equipment & supplies ........................................................................................... 10% 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2 CAD = Computer Aided Design 
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ATTACHMENT D 

GLORIETTA BAY MARINA DOCK C 
AND BOAT LAUNCH RAMP FACILITY 

RECONSTRUCTION PROJECT 

Contract No. # 16-PS-ES-576 

SCHEDULE OF SERVICES 

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: 

PROJECT SCHEDULE: 

Design Period (prelim + CD’s): 18-24 weeks 
Government Entitlement:  4-12 months, depending on variables 
Bid Services:  6-8 weeks 
Construction Services: 6-7 months estimated 

The City will have review and comment periods at the end of each phase.  These time periods 
have not been noted above. 
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ATTACHMENT E 

GLORIETTA BAY MARINA DOCK C 
AND BOAT LAUNCH RAMP FACILITY 

RECONSTRUCTION PROJECT 

Contract No.  #16-PS-ES-576 

LISTING OF SUBCONSULTANTS 

Listed below are any and all SUBCONSULTANTS which the CONSULTANT plans to employ 
under this AGREEMENT.  No change is allowed without the prior approval of the Contract 
Officer. 

SUBCONSULTANT SUBCONSULTANT 
Walter F. Crampton, Principal Engineer ______________________________________ 
TerraCosta Consulting Group, Inc. ______________________________________ 
3890 Murphy Canyon Road, Suite 200 ______________________________________ 
San Diego, CA  92123-4450 ______________________________________ 

SUBCONSULTANT SUBCONSULTANT 
______________________________________ ______________________________________ 
______________________________________ ______________________________________ 
______________________________________ ______________________________________ 
______________________________________ ______________________________________ 
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ATTACHMENT F 

GLORIETTA BAY MARINA DOCK C 
AND BOAT LAUNCH RAMP FACILITY 

RECONSTRUCTION PROJECT 

Contract No. # 16-PS-ES-576 

OBLIGATIONS OF THE CITY 

The CITY agrees to provide the CONSULTANT with the following data or information required 
for the successful completion of this project: 

1. Latest Topographic and Hydrographic surveys
2. Latest Biological site surveys
3. All Environmental services associated with this project, including sediment analysis and

disposal plans
4. Design of Fire Line distribution system from the adjacent street to the landside face of the

gangway platform
5. Lead services for Permit Processing
6. Payment of all agency permitting fees
7. Market and Financial Analysis, if any
8. Renderings and Artwork
9. Printing and copying of Bid Packages
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APPROVAL OF A THIRD AMENDMENT TO RENEW THE NATIONAL 
POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM (NPDES) SAN DIEGO 
REGIONAL STORMWATER MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING FOR 
SHARING COSTS AND JOINT ADMINISTRATION BY AND BETWEEN THE 
STORMWATER COPERMITTEES, AND AUTHORIZATION FOR THE CITY 
MANAGER TO SIGN THE MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 

ISSUE: Whether to approve the third amendment to the National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) San Diego Regional Stormwater Copermittees 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) by and between the Stormwater Copermittees, 
and authorize the City Manager to sign the MOU. The MOU outlines the Regional 
programs, responsibilities and shared costs among the Copermittees to maintain 
compliance with the NPDES Permit. 

RECOMMENDATION: Approve the attached MOU by and between the 
Copermittees and authorize the City Manager to sign the MOU. 

FISCAL IMPACT: The proposed FY 2015-16 budget for the entire region is 
$1,782,596.  The MOU allocates the cost as follows:   

Division of Costs 
Coronado’s 

Share 
Total 

Amount 
10% divided among 21 Copermittees, equally 

$8,489 $178,260 
45% divided among 21 Copermittees, based on 
population $5,890 $802,168 
45% divided among 21 Copermittees, based on 
urbanized land area  $ 3,028 $802,168 

Total $17,407 $1,782,596 

In FY 2014-15, Coronado’s cost share was $37,722.  The FY 2015-16 share represents a 
decrease of 56.2%.  The decrease is due to permit requirement activities shifting to a 
separate working body, Watershed Management Area. Coronado participates in the San 
Diego Bay Watershed Management Area Sub-group and its associated activities and 
costs are covered by a separate Memorandum of Understanding.  The most significant 
cost shift is in program water quality monitoring.  The City’s contribution of $17,407 is 
included in the FY 15-16 NPDES budget (530031).  As the NPDES requirements evolve, 
costs may increase for the City and property owners.  The San Diego Bay Watershed 
Management Area MOU will most likely be presented to the City Council within the next 
five months.  The costs apportioned to the City are estimated to be $18,000, or higher; 
resulting in combined costs of the two MOUs close to the value the City paid in FY 
2014-15. 

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY: Awarding or renewing the MOU is an 
administrative decision not affecting a fundamental vested right.  When an administrative 
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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: No public notice required. 
 
BACKGROUND: The NPDES permit, Order No. 2013-0001, adopted on May 8, 
2013, by the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board (SDRWQCB) required 
that the Principal Permittee (the County) and the Copermittees (18 cities, the Airport 
Authority and the Port District) work collaboratively and cooperate in the implementation 
of regional stormwater activities, programs and work products to ensure consistency 
across jurisdictions. The MOU sets out both specific and general responsibilities for each 
agency with respect to compliance with NPDES Order No. 2013-0001 and identifies the 
allocation of regional program costs to each participating agency. The current MOU 
expires August 31, 2015.  The participating agencies and Coronado’s City Attorney have 
reviewed the MOU during its development and find it acceptable. 
 
ANALYSIS: The MOU formalizes those regional activities that, historically, all of the 
participating agencies have cooperated and funded.  Regional program activities include 
the Copermittee Program Planning Subcommittee, the Education and Residential Sources 
Workgroup, Land Development Workgroup, Regional Monitoring Workgroup, and 
California Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA) membership. Staff has participated 
in the revisions and regional budget planning process related to this MOU and is 
therefore recommending that the City Council approve the MOU amendment. 
 
ALTERNATIVE: The Council could choose not to approve the signing of the MOU 
amendment by and between the Copermittees or appropriate City budget contribution. 
Choosing the alternative could result in a SDRWQCB determination of non-compliance 
with NPDES Permit Order No. 2013-0001 and potential fines. 
 
Submitted by Public Services & Engineering/Maurer 
Attachments:  

A – Third Amendment to the Memorandum of Understanding with Signature    
Page  

B – Cost Allocation 
C – FY 2015-16 Consolidated Work Plan and Budget 
 

I:\Staff Reports\Stormwater Copermittees MOU 2014 
CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
BK TR LS JNC MLC NA NA NA NA NA CMM NA 
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San Diego Regional Stormwater Copermittees MOU    - 1 -  Third Amendment: July 2, 2015 

Third Amendment to National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

San Diego Regional Stormwater Copermittees 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 

July 2, 2015 

This Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), entered into by the County of San Diego (County), the 
San Diego Unified Port District (Port), the San Diego County Regional Airport Authority (Airport), 
and the incorporated cities of San Diego, Carlsbad, Chula Vista, Coronado, Escondido, 
Imperial Beach, La Mesa, San Marcos, Del Mar, El Cajon, Encinitas, Lemon Grove, National City, 
Oceanside, Poway, Santee, Solana Beach, and Vista (Cities), collectively called Copermittees, 
establishes the shared program responsibilities of each party with respect to compliance with the 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) stormwater permit regulations 
administered by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) under the authority 
granted by the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (Clean Water Act) 33 USCA 1251 et seq. as 
amended. 

RECITALS 

WHEREAS, in 1987 Congress amended Section 402 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act 
(33 USCA §1342p) to require the U.S. EPA to promulgate regulations for applications for permits 
for stormwater discharges; and 

WHEREAS, the U.S. EPA adopted final permit regulations on November 16, 1990; and 

WHEREAS, these permit regulations require the control of pollutants from stormwater discharges by 
requiring an NPDES permit, which would allow the lawful discharge of stormwater into waters of 
the United States; and 

WHEREAS, the County, the Port, the Airport, and the Cities desire to implement an integrated 
stormwater management program with the objective of improving surface water quality in the 
County of San Diego, but do so without waiving and expressly subject to any and all objections and 
appeals made by any Copermittee in response to any NPDES Permit; and 

WHEREAS, the California State Water Resources Control Board (CSWRCB) as designee of the 
U.S. EPA has delegated authority to the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional 
Board) for administration of the NPDES stormwater permit within the boundaries of its region; and 

WHEREAS, on, May 8, 2013, the Regional Board issued an NPDES permit as Order No. R9-2013-
0001 (Permit) governing waste discharge requirements for stormwater and urban runoff from the 
County, the Port, the Airport, and the Cities, naming these entities as Copermittees; and 

WHEREAS, said Permit requires that the Copermittees cooperate in the implementation of various 
Urban Runoff Management Plans; 

NOW, THEREFORE, the parties hereto do mutually agree as follows: 

Attachment A
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I. DEFINITIONS 
 

At Large means representing all of the Copermittees of this MOU.  

Chair means presiding over and providing leadership and direction to a Working Body.  This 
includes serving as a point of contact to external entities such as Regional Board staff, stakeholders, 
and industry groups, soliciting group input on and developing meeting content, facilitating meetings, 
and coordinating with the Secretary or Working Body Support staff to finalize work products for 
distribution to the Working Body.  Chair responsibilities may also be divided between Co-Chairs. 

Contract Administration means developing, soliciting, awarding, and managing contracts. 

Consensus means general agreement reached between the participants of a Working Body. 

Direct Costs mean those costs directly related to the development of a work product, or to the 
performance of a particular function or service.  Direct Costs may include the wages of Copermittee 
employees engaged in an activity and the cost of materials or supplies needed to support that 
activity.  Depreciation, equipment, and office space are not considered Direct Costs. 

Fiscal Year starts on July 1 and ends on June 30 of the following year. 

General Programs are collaborative urban runoff management activities which are (1) mandated by 
or necessary to implement requirements of the Permit, (2) necessary to anticipate the requirements, 
or prepare for renewal, of the Permit, (3) required to comply with Regional Board Orders or other 
directives required of Copermittees as dischargers of urban runoff (e.g., 13267 Orders, Total 
Maximum Daily Loads, etc.), or (4) other urban runoff management activities conducted with the 
unanimous approval of Copermittees sharing the cost or responsibility. 

In-kind Contribution means a non-monetary contribution that can be used to satisfy an equivalent 
monetary obligation.  Examples of In-kind Contributions are equipment or services provided for use. 

Program Planning Subcommittee is composed as described in Section III.C.4 and 5. 

Regional General Programs are activities that apply to all Copermittees, or that provide a regional 
benefit to Copermittees as determined by the Regional Management Committee. 

Regional Principal Permittee is the County of San Diego unless another Regional Principal 
Permittee is selected in accordance with Section III.B.5.  In addition to the responsibilities of all 
Copermittees described in Section II, the Regional Principal Permittee provides general coordination 
for the development and implementation of Regional General Programs, including the specific tasks 
and responsibilities described in Section III.A.1.b. 

Regional Stormwater Management Committee or Management Committee is composed as 
described in Section III.B.2. 

Representative means a Copermittee staff member or consultant who serves as a point of contact 
and/or participant in the activities of a Working Body on behalf of the Copermittee.  Except as 
described in Section III.B (Regional Stormwater Management Committee), Representatives are not 
required to attend meetings, but are expected to maintain a reasonable knowledge of, and 
involvement in, the activities of the Working Body.  To the best of their ability each Copermittee 
Representative should have expertise and knowledge in the subject matter of each applicable 
Working Body.  

Secretary means a person who takes responsibility for the records, correspondence, minutes or notes 
of meetings, and related affairs of a Working Body.  This includes: maintaining group contact lists; 
preparing and sending out meeting notifications and agendas; arranging for meeting rooms and 
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equipment; taking, preparing, and finalizing meeting minutes or notes; and, coordinating with the 
Chair or Working Body Support staff to organize and distribute work products to the Working Body. 

Simple Majority means at least one-half (50%) of applicable Copermittees, rounded up to the 
nearest integer, or plus one where the number of Copermittees is even.  For the purposes of this 
MOU, a simple majority may never be less than three Copermittees. 

Special Formula means any cost share formula that differs from the Default Formula in the 
selection or weighting of individual factors or in the methodology used to calculate one or more of 
them. 

Three-fourths Majority means at least three-fourths (75%) of applicable Copermittees, rounded up 
to the nearest integer.  For the purposes of this MOU, a Three-fourths Majority may never be less 
than three Copermittees. 

Two-thirds Majority means at least two-thirds (67%) of applicable Copermittees, rounded up to the 
nearest integer.  For the purposes of this MOU, a Two-thirds Majority may never be less than three 
Copermittees. 

Urbanized Land Area means the total of all SANDAG land uses within the geographic area, 
subject to the cost share, excepting therefrom, the following coded land uses: 1403 Military 
Barracks; 4102 Military Airports; 6700 Military Use; 6701 Military Use; 6702 Military Training; 
6703 Military Weapons; 7209 Casinos; 7603 Open Space Reserves, Preserves; 7609 Undevelopable 
Natural Areas; 9200 Water; 9201 Bays, Lagoons; 9202 Inland Water; and 9300 Indian Reservations. 

Watershed Copermittee means any Copermittee that is identified both as a Copermittee under 
Table 1.a and a Responsible Copermittee under any Watershed Management Area as defined in 
Table B-1 of the Permit. 

Watershed General Programs are activities that apply to the Copermittees comprising any 
individual Watershed Management Area (WMA) defined in Table B-1 of the Permit, or providing a 
general benefit to Copermittees within the WMA as determined by a Watershed Workgroup. 

Working Body means Committees, Subcommittees, Workgroups, Sub-workgroups, or any other 
group of Copermittees’ employees assembled to conduct specific tasks required by, for, or in 
furtherance of, compliance with the Permit. 

Working Body Support means those tasks associated with carrying out the responsibilities of the 
Working Body.  This includes researching, drafting, modifying, and finalizing work products such as 
work plans, budgets, and meeting materials.  Working Body Support does not include chairing or co-
chairing meetings or tasks that are equitably divided amongst the Representatives of the Working 
Body.  Working Body Support tasks are reimbursable, and may be contracted by any participating 
Copermittee. 

II. RESPONSIBILITIES OF ALL COPERMITTEES

The following apply to General Programs. 

A. Performance and Reimbursement of Tasks 

1. Any individual Copermittee performing tasks necessary to fulfill budgeted General Program
responsibilities for a Working Body is entitled to reimbursement of the costs incurred in
accordance with section II.B.

2. Any Copermittee performing contract administration tasks to fulfill budgeted General
Program responsibilities for a Working Body is entitled to reimbursement of contract
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management costs at a rate of 5% of the total contract cost or as otherwise agreed on by the 
participating Copermittees. 

3. Any Copermittee performing tasks other than contract administration or voluntarily serving 
as a Working Body Chair, Co-chair, or Secretary, is entitled to reimbursement of the Direct 
Costs of performing those services in accordance with section II.B. 

4. A Copermittee shall not be obliged to conduct work, enter into any contract, continue with 
any work or contract, or incur any other cost on behalf of other Copermittees if each 
Copermittee has not contributed the funds that it is obliged to contribute toward the activity 
or program, or if the Copermittee has not received adequate assurances that such funds will 
be received before payments become due.  The Copermittee shall have sole discretion to 
determine whether assurances that require funds will be timely received or adequate. 

5. A member of a Working Body providing Working Body Support may terminate those 
obligations for convenience, but shall first make a good faith effort to carry out or transfer 
existing responsibilities to another party. 

 
B. Fiscal Responsibilities 
 

1. Division of Shared General Program Costs 
 

a. Prior to the allocation of shared costs, each proposed or approved budget task or 
sub-task shall be identified as either a Regional General Program cost or a 
Watershed General Program cost, and the Copermittees sharing that cost shall be 
identified.  The cost of any particular budget element shall be subject to the approval 
of only the Copermittees to which it applies.  The associated costs shall be divided 
among participating Copermittees as described below. 

 
(1) Default Formula.  Shared costs shall be divided according to a Default Formula of 

45% Urbanized Land Area, 45% Population, and 10% Equal Division unless a 
Special Formula is approved by the Copermittees to which the cost applies. 

 
(a) Population costs shall be divided among the Copermittees as follows:  

Whenever any geographic portion of the Port or Airport jurisdiction(s), 
respectively, lies(s) within the geographic area to which the shared 
program or activity is applicable, the Port or Airport, respectively, will 
each pay a fixed 0.5% of total Population costs.  The remaining 
percentage of the population costs shall be divided among Copermittees 
by dividing the total population of each Copermittee by the combined 
total Copermittee population within the geographic area applicable to the 
shared program or activity.  These percentages shall be calculated using 
the most recently available population data available from the San Diego 
Association of Governments (SANDAG), unless more recent data are 
available from an equivalent source such as the U.S. Census Bureau, and 
are determined to be acceptable by the Copermittees sharing the cost. 

(b) Urbanized Land Area costs shall be divided among Copermittees by 
dividing the total Urbanized Land Area of each Copermittee by the 
combined total Urbanized Land Area of all participating Copermittees 
within the geographic area applicable to the shared program or activity.  
Urbanized Land Area shares shall be calculated using the most recently 
available San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) land use 
statistics.  The Urbanized Land Area share for the County shall include 
those urbanized lands in the unincorporated portion of the County that are 
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west of the County Water Authority (CWA) service area boundary as it 
exists on the date of this MOU or as formally amended by the CWA.   

(c) Ten Percent (10%) of the total cost to be shared shall be divided equally 
amongst all of the Copermittees. 

(d) Modification of the Default Formula requires the unanimous vote of all 
Copermittees.  For cost sharing that applies only to a group that contains 
fewer than all Copermittees, a unanimous vote is required of all affected 
Copermittees.   

 
(2) Special Formulas.  

 
Special Formulas may be applied to any shared Regional or Watershed 
General Program cost, and require the unanimous vote of the 
Copermittees participating in the cost. 

 
(3) In-kind Contributions.  Subject to approval by the Copermittees participating in a 

particular shared General Program budget, a Copermittee may provide an in-kind 
contribution of equal value rather than a monetary contribution toward all or part of 
the cost of an activity.  Copermittee in-kind contributions may include Working 
Body Support. 

 
2. Work Plans and Shared Cost Budgets 

 
a. Limitations on Cost-sharing 

 
General Program activities that may be cost-shared by the Copermittees include 
collaborative urban runoff management activities which are (1) mandated by or 
necessary to implement requirements of the Permit, (2) necessary to anticipate the 
requirements, or prepare for renewal, of the Permit, (3) required to comply with 
Regional Board Orders or other directives required of Copermittees as dischargers 
of urban runoff (e.g., 13267 Orders, Total Maximum Daily Loads, etc.), or (4) other 
urban runoff management activities conducted with the unanimous approval of 
Copermittees sharing the cost or responsibility. 
 
Examples of such activities include: 
 

(1) Development or implementation of any program requirements of the MS4 
Permit, such as, the BMP Design Manual, regional education and outreach, 
or Water Quality Improvement Plans; 

(2) Public participation activities, such as facilitating public meetings and 
workshops; 

(3) Program assessment; 
(4) Plan updates; 
(5) Water quality monitoring, assessment and reporting;  
(6) Annual reporting, including establishment and management of data and 

information clearinghouses; 
(7) Preparation of technical analyses, recommendations and comments 

regarding the MS4 Permit, total maximum daily loads, and other relevant 
storm water quality regulations; 

171



San Diego Regional Stormwater Copermittees MOU    - 6 -  Third Amendment: July 2, 2015 

(8) Preparation of documents required by the MS4 Permit, such as Reports of 
Waste Discharge; and 

(9) Special studies related to storm water quality-related pollutants, their 
sources, and potential best management practices.  

 
b. Regional Work Plans and Shared Cost Budgets 
 

1. No later than October 31st of each year, each Regional Working Body shall prepare 
and submit to the Planning Subcommittee a Work Plan and Shared Costs Budget for 
the upcoming Fiscal Year.   

2. Each Work Plan shall identify the parties that will serve as a Working Body Chair, 
Co-chair, or Secretary for the upcoming Fiscal Year.  These assignments will be 
served on a fiscal year basis, and shall be for a minimum term of one year.   

3. A Copermittee may not be compelled to act, or continue acting, as a Working Body 
Chair, Co-chair, or Secretary, and may at any time terminate an existing assignment.  
Before doing so, the Copermittee shall first make a good faith effort to carry out or 
transfer existing responsibilities. 

4. Each budget shall describe major tasks, schedules, and projected costs, which 
Copermittees will provide Working Body Support, Contract Administration, in-kind 
contributions, and any other information applicable to regional general program 
costs. 

5. To ensure that each Copermittee governing body has sufficient time to consider 
fiscal impacts, the Planning Subcommittee shall prepare a consolidated draft 
Regional Work Plan and Shared Costs Budget no later than December 31st of each 
year for the regional general programs.  After consideration of comments and 
discussion, a final Regional Work Plan and Shared Costs Budget shall be prepared, 
approved by the Management Committee, and distributed to the Copermittees no 
later than January 31st of each year.  The consolidated Regional Work Plan and 
Shared Costs Budget shall also identify the party or parties serving as Regional 
General Program operations fund managers. 

6. Modifications to any adopted Regional Work Plan and Shared Costs Budget that 
will result in an overall increase in cost require the approval of the Regional 
Management Committee. 
 

c. Watershed Work Plans and Shared Cost Budgets 
 

1. Each Watershed Workgroup, for which costs will be shared, shall prepare, adopt, 
and distribute to the participating Copermittees a Watershed Work Plan and Shared 
Costs Budget.   

2. Each Watershed Work Plan and Shared Costs Budget shall include a description of 
major tasks, schedules, and projected costs, and shall identify the Copermittees that 
will provide or contract services or incur other costs.  It shall also identify the party 
or parties serving as Watershed General Program operations fund managers.   

3. Modifications to any adopted Watershed Shared Costs Budget and Work Plan that 
will result in an overall increase in cost require the unanimous approval of the 
applicable Copermittees. 
 

3. Cumulative Budget Limits 
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a. The total Shared Cost Budget authorized under this MOU may not exceed the
Cumulative Limits specified for each spending category in Table 1.  These values
represent the maximum amount that may be cost-shared for each spending category
for the duration of this MOU.  They do not represent funding commitments.  Once a
Cumulative Limit has been reached, the Copermittees must establish separate
agreements for sharing additional costs for that budget category.  The estimated
annual limits shown for each fiscal year are for planning purposes only.  Where an
estimated annual limit is not reached in any fiscal year, the surplus amount may be
carried over into subsequent fiscal years, so long as the Cumulative Limit is not
exceeded.  Budget limits apply only to their designated budget category.  They may
not be exchanged or credited across budget categories.  Spending in each budget
category may not exceed the applicable Cumulative Limit under any circumstances.

Table 1: Not-to-exceed Limits by Budget Category 
Estimated Annual Spending Limits Cumulative 

Limit Budget 
Category FY 2015-16 FY 2016-17 FY 2017-18 FY 2018-

19 
1. Regional
General 
Programs 

$1,782,597 $900,200 $1,000,200 $900,200 $4,583,197 

2. Watershed
General 
Programs 
a) San Luis Rey

WMA
$779,025 $823,550 $697,091 $975,456 $3,275,122 

b) San Dieguito
WMA

$337,944 $854,136 $340,950 $545,203 $2,078,233 

c) Los
Penasquitos
WMA

$744,313 $804,510 $561,095 $680,663 $2,790,581 

d) San Diego
River WMA

$1,151,733 $742,219 $574,802 $800,161 $3,268,915 

e) San Diego
Bay WMA

$1,260,000 $862,000 $1,038,000 $924,000 $4,084,000 

f) Tijuana
River WMA

$400,000 $450,000 $320,000 $375,000 $1,545,000 

3. Total Not-to-
exceed Amount 

$6,485,612 $5,436,615 $4,532,138 $5,200,683 $21,625,048 

4. Management and Payment of Funds

a. For Regional General Programs, the Copermittees shall each pay a yearly
assessment into one or more Regional General Program operations funds for their
respective portion of any Regional Shared Costs Budget approved pursuant to this
MOU.  The Regional General Program operations fund shall be managed by the
Regional Principal Permittee, or any other Permittee on approval of the
Copermittees.

b. For Watershed General Programs, the applicable Watershed Copermittees shall each
pay an assessment into one or more Watershed General Program operations funds
for their assigned portion of any Watershed Shared Costs Budget approved pursuant
to this MOU.  Each Watershed General Program operations fund shall be managed
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by the Watershed Lead Permittee, or any other Watershed Permittee on approval of 
the participating Copermittees. 

c. The Copermittee managing each General Program operations fund shall provide 
Budget Balance and Expenditure Status Reports following the end of each fiscal 
year.  This shall include a detailed accounting of all costs and expenses in 
accordance with the adopted Work Plan and Shared Costs Budget, including those 
incurred by Copermittees providing Working Body Support, contracting services, 
in-kind services, or other applicable costs. 

d. Each Copermittee shall pay invoices within 60 days of receipt from the Copermittee 
managing the applicable General Program operations fund. 

e. Funds collected and not expended in any fiscal year shall be credited to the 
Copermittees’ share of the next fiscal year’s costs in accordance with the 
Copermittees’ defined shared costs. 

f. Copermittees providing Working Body Support, Contract Administration, in-kind 
services, or incurring other budgeted costs on behalf of other Copermittees shall 
provide documentation of those expenses as requested by the Copermittee managing 
the applicable General Program operations fund.  They shall only receive credit for 
those expenses if a detailed accounting of all costs and expenses meeting the 
minimum standards agreed upon by the Copermittees has been provided. 

g. Differences in the approved actual cost of expenses from those budgeted shall be 
either credited or added as appropriate to the amount of the Copermitttee’s share. In 
the event that any Copermittees' share of the next fiscal year's costs is less than the 
amount to be credited, the difference shall be refunded to the Copermittee. Refunds 
shall be provided to Copermittees no later than 90 days after final accounting. 

h. At its discretion, a Copermittee managing a General Program operations fund may, 
prior to the completion of a fiscal year, make payment to any Copermittee providing 
Working Body Support, Contract Administration, in-kind services, or incurring 
other budgeted expenditures on behalf of other Copermittees so long as all of the 
conditions of Section II B.4.f above have been satisfied and there are sufficient 
funds available to make a payment without requiring additional contributions or 
jeopardizing program objectives. If for some reason excess payment is made, the 
Copermittee receiving the payment agrees to return the additional payment without 
any recourse against the managing Copermittee. 

 
III. REGIONAL GENERAL PROGRAMS 
 
In addition to the requirements of Section II, the following apply to Regional General Programs. 
 
A. Regional Principal Permittee 
 

1. The County is hereby designated Regional Principal Permittee (Principal Permittee). 
 

a. The County or any other Copermittee may not be compelled to act, or continue 
acting, as Principal Permittee.  A Copermittee may at any time terminate its 
assignment as Principal Permittee, but shall first make a good faith effort to carry 
out or transfer existing responsibilities. 

b. In addition to the responsibilities of all Copermittees described in Section II, the 
Principal Permittee shall provide general coordination for the development and 
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implementation of Regional General Programs, including the following tasks and 
responsibilities: 

(1) Establish, chair, and provide overall coordination and leadership of the Regional 
Stormwater Management Committee (Management Committee) and the Regional 
Program Planning Subcommittee (Planning Subcommittee). 

(2) Maintain a current contact list of Copermittees and interested parties. 
(3) Maintain knowledge of and advise the Copermittees regarding current and 

proposed state and federal policies, regulations, and other NPDES programs; 
assist the Copermittees in the development and presentation of positions on these 
issues before local, state, and federal agencies. 

B. Regional Stormwater Management Committee 

1. The purpose of the Regional Stormwater Management Committee (Management
Committee) is to provide a public forum for the development, approval, and coordination of
urban runoff management programs, and for the exploration of issues of regional
significance.

2. The Management Committee shall consist of one Representative of each Copermittee.  Each
Copermittee shall have one vote.

3. The Management Committee shall meet at least annually.
4. At a minimum, the Management Committee shall have the following responsibilities:

a. Address common issues, promote consistency among jurisdictional and watershed
programs, and plan and coordinate activities required under the Permit;

b. Develop, implement, and arrange for implementation of Regional General
Programs;

c. Provide a general forum for informing and receiving input from stakeholders and
interested parties;

d. Provide a forum for public participation in the development and implementation of
regional urban runoff management programs and activities;

e. Establish or modify Working Bodies to review specific issues, make
recommendations, or conduct work in support of shared regional priorities or
objectives;

f. Formally approve the recommendations, work products, and deliverables of
Working Bodies presented for consideration;

g. Adopt an Annual Regional Work Plan and Shared Costs Budget in accordance with
the budgetary limits set forth in Table 1;

h. Approve an Annual Regional Work Plan and Shared Costs Budget; and
i. Approve year-end Budget Balance and Expenditure Status Reports.

5. The Management Committee shall be chaired by the Principal Permittee, or may
alternatively be chaired or co-chaired by any other Copermittee.  A reassignment or change
in the responsibilities of the Principal Permittee requires a three-fourths majority approval of
all Copermittees.

6. Voting Requirements for the Management Committee
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a. For a meeting or a vote to be held, a quorum of a Two-thirds Majority of voting 
representatives of the Management Committee must either be present or participate 
remotely via legally acceptable electronic communication (telephone, voice over 
internet protocol, etc.). 

b. Management Committee voting shall not be conducted outside of meetings (e.g., by 
email).  

c. For a motion to be approved, an affirmative vote of a Simple Majority of the 
Management Committee is needed. 

d. On approval of the Management Committee, activities undertaken by a subset of 
Copermittees, but providing a regional benefit to Copermittees, may be considered 
Regional General Programs.   

e. Approval of any shared cost requires a unanimous vote of all Copermittees 
participating in the cost. 
 

7. Meetings of the Management Committee, including any closed sessions with legal counsel, 
shall be conducted in accordance with the “Brown Act” (Government Code Section 54950 et 
seq.).  Except for official meetings of the Management Committee, nothing herein shall be 
interpreted to require meetings between staff members of the individual Copermittees 
(including designated representatives of the Copermittees) to be subject to the Brown Act, 
where the Brown Act would not otherwise apply.   

 
C. Regional Program Planning Subcommittee 
 

1. The purposes of the Regional Program Planning Subcommittee (Planning Subcommittee) 
shall be to provide regional coordination of urban runoff management activities, to develop 
and implement Regional General Programs, and to coordinate the activities of Working 
Bodies. 

2. At a minimum, the Planning Subcommittee shall have the following responsibilities: 
 

a. Serve as an intermediary between the Management Committee and other 
Copermittee Working Bodies; 

b. Plan and coordinate Management Committee meetings; 
c. Establish or modify Regional Workgroups to review specific issues, make 

recommendations, or conduct work in support of shared regional priorities or 
objectives; 

d. Oversee, coordinate, and track the progress of As-Needed Regional Workgroups in 
developing specific work products, responding to information requests, and 
completing tasks; 

e. Establish and maintain a calendar of Copermittee meetings and events; 
f. Conduct regional program planning including developing an Annual Regional Work 

Plan and Shared Costs Budget for Management Committee consideration and 
approval; 

g. Review and recommend Management Committee approval of work products, 
recommendations, and requests of  Regional Workgroups for consideration and 
approval; 

h. Annually receive, review, comment on, and consolidate the recommended Work 
Plans and Shared Costs Budgets of each  Regional Workgroup; 

i. Coordinate and liaise with Regional Board staff, stakeholders, regulated parties, and 
other interested parties to identify and explore key regional issues and concerns. 

j. Provide Representation to the California Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA); 
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k. Provide representation or participation for other professional organizations and
societies as appropriate and feasible;

l. Provide regular updates to Copermittees and interested parties via Management
Committee meetings or other appropriate means (e-mail, etc.); and

m. Provide subject area input as needed for the development, implementation, review,
and revision of General Programs, and the development of associated reports and
work products.

3. The Planning Subcommittee shall be chaired by the Principal Permittee, or may alternatively
be chaired or co-chaired by any other Copermittee upon approval of the Management
Committee.

4. Planning Subcommittee meetings shall be open to all Copermittees; however, voting
membership in any year shall be limited to one representative of each Watershed
Management Area (WMA) listed in Permit Table a.1 except the South Orange County
WMA.  Any Copermittee may only represent one WMA.  For each fiscal year, each WMA
will designate a Copermittee as a voting member of the Planning Subcommittee prior to the
beginning of that fiscal year.  Each WMA may also designate an alternate voting member.

5. Each voting member shall be considered an at-large member.  Their purpose is to represent
the interests of all Copermittees of this MOU rather than those of their specific WMAs.

6. The Planning Subcommittee may not alter the responsibilities of, or impose new fiscal
obligations on, any Copermittee or Working Body, except as approved by the Management
Committee.  However, the Planning Subcommittee may approve changes to approved
Annual Regional Work Plans and Shared Costs Budgets within approved annual budget
limits.

7. Voting Requirements for the Planning Subcommittee:

a. The Planning Subcommittee shall only make advisory recommendations for items
requiring Management Committee approval.

b. The Planning Subcommittee may use any voting methodology it deems appropriate
to develop advisory recommendations or conduct other business, and, shall present
minority or dissenting recommendations for consideration by the Management
Committee as applicable.

c. Except as prohibited by law, the Planning Subcommittee may conduct votes outside
of meetings (e.g., by e-mail) as appropriate.

8. Meetings of the Planning Subcommittee, including any closed sessions with legal counsel,
shall be conducted in accordance with the “Brown Act” (Government Code Section 54950 et
seq.).  Except for official meetings of the Planning Subcommittee, nothing herein shall be
interpreted to require meetings between staff members of the individual Copermittees
(including designated representatives of the Copermittees) to be subject to the Brown Act,
where the Brown Act would not otherwise apply.

D. Regional Workgroups 

1. The purpose of Regional Workgroups is to provide staffing and perform tasks and develop
work products requested by the Regional Management Committee or the Regional Program
Planning Subcommittee, and provide related coordination of activities and work products
with stakeholders and interested parties.  Regional Workgroups are advisory to the
Management Committee through the Planning Subcommittee.

2. Copermittee participation on Regional Workgroups is voluntary.
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3. No minimum meeting frequency is required.  The Regional Workgroups shall meet as 
necessary to coordinate the performance of specified work products as staff to implement the 
Permit. 

4. At a minimum, each Regional Workgroup shall have the following responsibilities: 
 

a. Facilitate consistency in the development, implementation, review, and revision of 
General Programs, and develop associated reports and work products. 

b. By October 31st of each year, prepare and submit to the Planning Subcommittee a 
recommended Work Plan for the activities of the Workgroup in the ensuing fiscal 
year.  This shall include a description of major tasks, deliverables, and projected 
schedules, and the assignment and/or division of responsibilities for task 
completion. 

c. Provide subject area input to other Regional Workgroups as needed.  
As necessary, coordinate and liaise with Regional Board staff, stakeholders, 
regulated parties, and other interested parties regarding applicable tasks. 

5. Voting Requirements for Regional Workgroups 
 

a. Regional Workgroups shall make consensus support staff recommendations to the 
Planning Subcommittee, who shall in turn make recommendations for formal votes 
to the Management Committee. 

b. Regional Workgroups may use any voting methodology they deem appropriate to 
develop consensus, and, as applicable, shall present minority or dissenting 
recommendations for consideration. 

c. Regional Workgroups may conduct votes outside of meetings (e.g., by email) as 
appropriate. 

 
IV. WATERSHED GENERAL PROGRAMS 
 
The following apply to Watershed General Programs. 
 
A. Watershed Workgroups 
 

1. The purpose of Watershed Workgroups is to allow Copermittees within a Watershed 
Management Area to share costs for watershed activities and programs.  Watershed 
Workgroups may use this MOU to share costs for convenience, but are not required to do so. 

2. No action is required for the Copermittees within a Watershed Management Area to 
establish a Watershed Workgroup. 

3. Watershed Workgroups may share costs as part of this MOU up to the cumulative limits 
identified in Table 1.  These values represent the maximum amount that may be cost-shared 
by a Watershed Workgroup for the duration of this MOU.  They do not represent funding 
commitments.  Once a cumulative limit has been reached, the Watershed Copermittees must 
establish separate agreements for sharing additional costs.  Costs that may be shared by 
Watershed Workgroups are identified in section II.B.2.a. 

4. Management and payment of funds by Watershed Workgroups shall be conducted in 
accordance with the requirements of section II.B.4.  Any Watershed Copermittee may 
manage a Watershed General Program operations fund. 

5. No minimum meeting frequency is required for any Watershed Workgroup.  The Watershed 
Workgroups shall meet as necessary to coordinate the performance of specified work tasks 
as staff to implement the Permit. 
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6. On approval of the Watershed Workgroup, activities undertaken by a subset of Watershed
Copermittees, but providing a general benefit to Copermittees within the WMA, may be
considered Watershed General Programs.

7. Watershed Workgroups may use any method they deem appropriate to conduct votes or
develop consensus.  However, the following requirements shall apply for any vote to share
costs:

a. The voting membership of each Watershed Workgroup shall consist of one
designated voting representative for each Watershed Copermittee participating in the
cost; and

b. For a vote to pass, an affirmative vote of all Copermittees participating in the cost is
needed.

8. Meetings of any Watershed Workgroup, including any closed sessions with legal counsel,
shall be conducted in accordance with the “Brown Act” (Government Code Section 54950 et
seq.) as applicable.  Except for official meetings of a Watershed Workgroup, nothing herein
shall be interpreted to require meetings between staff members of the individual
Copermittees (including designated representatives of the Copermittees) to be subject to the
Brown Act, where the Brown Act would not otherwise apply.

V. DISPUTE RESOLUTION 

Should a dispute arise among any of the parties regarding any matter related to this MOU, the parties 
agree to first meet and confer in good faith to attempt to resolve the dispute.  If that fails to resolve 
the dispute, they shall submit the matter to mediation. 

1. Mandatory Non-binding Mediation. If a dispute arises out of, or relates to this MOU, or the
breach thereof, and if the dispute cannot be settled through normal contract negotiations, the
Parties agree to attempt to settle the dispute in an amicable manner, using mediation under
the Mediation Rules of the American Arbitration Association [AAA] or any other neutral
organization agreed to by the parties.  A mediation session is required before having
recourse in a court of law.  The cost of mediation shall be borne by the parties equally.

2. Selection of Mediator. A single Mediator that is acceptable to all Parties shall be used to
mediate the dispute. The Mediator may be selected from lists furnished by the AAA or any
other agreed upon Mediator. To initiate mediation, the initiating Party shall serve a Request
for Mediation on the opposing Party.

3. Conduct of Mediation Sessions. Mediation hearings will be conducted in an informal
manner and discovery will not be allowed. All discussions, statements, or admissions in the
mediation process will be confidential settlement negotiations under Ca. Evidence Code
section 1152.  The Parties may agree to exchange any information they deem necessary.

a. Both Parties must have an authorized representative attend the mediation. Each
representative must have the authority to recommend entering into a settlement.
Either Party may have attorney(s) or expert(s) present.

b. Any agreements resulting from mediation shall be documented in writing. All
mediation results and documentation, by themselves, shall be “non-binding” and
inadmissible for any purpose in any legal proceeding, unless such admission is
otherwise agreed upon, in writing, by both Parties. Mediators shall not be subject to
any subpoena or liability and their actions shall not be subject to discovery.
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VI. GENERAL PROVISIONS 
 

A. Term of Agreement 
 

1. This MOU shall become effective on the date the last party executes the MOU. 

2. The life of the MOU shall run through August 2019, or with the life of the current Permit 
plus twelve months, whichever is longer.  For purposes of this paragraph, any permit 
renewal or replacement after May 2019 shall be considered a new permit; any earlier 
amendment of the Permit increasing the obligations of the Regional Principal Permittee or a 
Watershed Lead Permittee may at that Copermittee’s sole option, be declared to be a new 
permit; and the Management Committee shall determine whether any other earlier 
amendment to the Permit is of such significance as to effectively be a new Permit. 

 
B. Withdrawal of Copermittee 

 
1. Participation in this MOU may be withdrawn by any Copermittee for any reason only after 

the Copermittee complies with all of the following conditions of withdrawal: 
 

a. The Copermittee shall notify all of the other Copermittees in writing 90 days prior to 
its intended date of withdrawal. 

b. Any expenses associated with withdrawal, including but not limited to, filing and 
obtaining the withdrawing Copermittee’s individual NPDES permit and the 
amendment of the Permit will be solely the responsibility of the withdrawing 
Copermittee. 

c. The withdrawing Copermittee shall be responsible for their portion of any shared 
costs incurred according to the conditions of this MOU up to the time that each of 
the conditions in Section VI.B.1.a. has been met. 

d. Any monies paid by withdrawing Copermittee in excess of the amount due under the 
terms of the MOU shall be refunded to the Copermittee at the time the withdrawal 
becomes final as set forth in Section VI.B.1.a. 

e. The withdrawing Copermittee shall not be entitled to participate in the division of 
proceeds in any reserve fund account when the MOU is dissolved. 

 
C. Non-Compliance with MOU Requirements 

 
1. Any participant to this MOU found to be in non-compliance with the conditions of this 

MOU shall be solely liable for any lawfully assessed penalties resulting from such non-
compliance.  Failure to comply with MOU conditions within specified or agreed upon 
timelines shall constitute non-compliance with the MOU. 
 

2. Limitations on Use of Funds. Notwithstanding the rights and obligations of the Parties 
created by this MOU, no Party may be found in breach of this MOU where compliance 
would require that Party to violate any law or grant assurance, including but not limited to 
provisions of the Federal Aviation Administration 1999 Policy and Procedure Concerning 
the Use of Airport Revenue [64 Fed. Reg. 7696, dated Feb. 16, 1999]; the Airport and 
Airway Improvement Act of 1982 codified at 49 U.S.C. § 47107(b); the Federal Aviation 
Administration Authorization Act of 1994, P.L. 103-305 (Aug. 23, 1994); the Airport 
Revenue Protection Act of 1996, Title VIII of the Federal Aviation Administration Act of 
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1996, P.L. 104-264 (Oct. 9, 1996), 110 Stat. 3269 (Oct. 9, 1996); 49 U.S.C. § 46301(n)(5); 
and 49 U.S.C. § 47133. The Parties recognize that the Authority has received federal Airport 
Improvement Project (“AIP”) grants containing grant assurance 25, which provides:  “All 
revenues generated by the airport . . . will be expended by it for the capital or operating costs 
of the airport; the local airport system; or other local facilities which are owned or operated 
by the owner or operator of the airport and which are directly and substantially related to the 
actual air transportation of passengers or property; or for noise mitigation purposes on or off 
the airport.”   

D. Amendments to the Memorandum of Understanding 

This MOU may be amended only by unanimous consent of all Copermittees.  No amendment shall 
be effective unless it is in writing and signed by the duly authorized representatives of the 
Copermittees. 

E. Governing Law 

This MOU shall be governed and construed in accordance with the laws of the State of California.  If 
any provision or provisions shall be held to be invalid, illegal, or unenforceable, the validity, 
legality, and enforceability of the remaining provisions shall not in any way be affected or impaired 
thereby. 

The headings used throughout this MOU are for convenience only and do not in any way limit or 
amplify the terms or provisions of the MOU. 

F. Consent and Breach Not Waiver 

No term or provision hereof shall be deemed waived and no breach excused, unless such waiver or 
consent shall be in writing and signed by the Copermittee to have waived or consented.  Any consent 
by any Copermittee to, or waiver of, a breach by the other, whether expressed or implied, shall not 
constitute a consent to, waiver of, or excuse for any other different or subsequent breach. 

G. No Indemnification 

1. Each Copermittee shall have the sole responsibility to comply with the Permit.
2. Each Copermittee shall pay all fines, penalties, and costs which may arise out of

such Copermittee’s non-compliance with the Permit.
3. By entering into this MOU, no Copermittee assumes liability for claims or actions

arising out of the performance of any work or actions or omissions, by any other
Copermittee, its agents, officers, and employees under this MOU.

4. By entering into this MOU, each Copermittee agrees to defend itself from any claim,
action or proceeding arising out of the acts or omissions of itself and retain its own
legal counsel, and bear its own defense costs.

H. Application of Prior Agreements 

This MOU constitutes the entire Agreement between the parties with respect to the subject matter; 
all prior agreements, representations, statements, negotiations, and undertakings are superseded 
hereby. 
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I. Right to Audit 
 
Each Party retains the right to review and audit, and the reasonable right of access to other Parties’ 
respective premises to review and audit the other Parties’ compliance with the provisions of this 
MOU (Party’s Right).  The Party’s Right includes the right to inspect and photocopy same, and to 
retain copies, outside of the Parties’ premises, of any and all records, including any and all books, 
records, and documents, related to this MOU with appropriate safeguards, if such retention is 
deemed necessary by the auditing Party in its sole discretion. This information shall be kept by the 
auditing Party in the strictest confidence allowed by law. 

 
J. Execution of Agreement  

 
This MOU may be executed in counterpart and the signed counterparts shall 

constitute a single instrument.  In the event that any Copermittee is unable to execute this 
amendment prior to August 31, 2015, execution of this amendment after that date shall constitute 
ratification of this amendment, and the MOU and extensions shall be in effect once all signatures are 
obtained. 
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FY 2015-16 Consolidated Regional Work Plan and Budget

FY 2015-16 Budget Roll-up Budget
Program Planning Subcommittee $235,200 
Education and Residential Sources Workgroup $99,488 
Land Development Workgroup $908,669 
Regional Monitoring Workgroup $518,740 
CASQA $20,500 

Total $1,782,596 

RMC Approved 01/29/15 Updated 01/13/15

Attachment C
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Program Planning Subcommittee

FY14/15 Rollover 

Funds

Contract/

Staff Cost

Contract 

Management 5% Budget

TASK 1: MEETING SUPPORT

 $               -    $        14,000  $                700  $                 14,700 

 $               -   200,000$      10,000$           210,000$               
 $               -    $        10,000  $                500  $                 10,500 
 $               -    $      224,000  $           11,200  $               235,200 

FY14/15 Rollover 

Funds

Contract/

Staff Cost

Contract 

Management 5% Budget

 $               -   14,000$        700$                14,700$                 
Other Direct Costs: (none)  $               -    $               -    $                   -    $                        -   

 $               -    $                        -   
 $               -    $        14,000  $                700  $                 14,700 

FY14/15 Rollover 

Funds

Contract/

Staff Cost

Contract 

Management 5% Budget

 $               -   50,000$         $             2,500 52,500$                 
 $               -   150,000$       $             7,500 157,500$               

Other Direct Costs: (none)  $               -    $               -    $                   -    $                        -   
 $               -    $                        -   

 $               -    $      200,000  $           10,000  $               210,000 

FY14/15 Rollover 

Funds

Contract/

Staff Cost

Contract 

Management 5% Budget

 $               -   10,000$         $                500 10,500$                 
Other Direct Costs: (none)  $               -    $               -    $                   -    $                        -   

 $               -    $                        -   
 $               -    $        10,000  $                500  $                 10,500 

Staff Time to Support Direct Cost Purchases
TOTAL

Meeting notes, contact lists, agendas As-needed Workgroup
*Approval Level: Workgroup, RMC Informational, or RMC Agenda)

Contract

TBD

Staff Time to Support Direct Cost Purchases
TOTAL

Subtask 2.B Regional Clearinghouse
Develop and maintain a Regional Clearinghouse as directed in Provision F.4 of Order R9-2013-0001 (Permit) 

Work Product Due Date Approval Level*

*Approval Level: Workgroup, RMC Informational, or RMC Agenda)

Contract

Support Riverside Permit Reopener

Staff Time to Support Direct Cost Purchases
TOTAL

Subtask 2.A Ad Hoc Funds
Ad Hoc support of the PPS.  Provide support for the permit reopener when the County of Orange joins the permit in 2016. 
Provide consultant support on behalf of the Copermittees affected by the bacteria TMDL to prepare and package updated 
materials for the reopener to update the underlying science but be protective of public health. 

Work Product Due Date Approval Level*

Meeting notes, contact lists, agendas As-needed Workgroup
*Approval Level: Workgroup, RMC Informational, or RMC Agenda)

Contract

Support 2016 Bacteria TMDL Review

FY 2015-16 Consolidated Regional 

Work Plan and Budget

Subtask 1.A  Program Planning Subcommittee Meeting 
Support

TASK 2: DEVELOPMENT OF MISCELLANEOUS WORK PRODUCTS

Subtask 2.A Ad Hoc Funds
Subtask 2.B Regional Clearinghouse

PPS Support 

TOTAL

Subtask 1.A  Program Planning Subcommittee Meeting Support. 
Provide ongoing support for Program Planning Subcommitte and Regional Management Committee (maintaining group contact lists; 
preparing and sending out meeting notifications and agendas; arranging for meeting rooms and equipment; taking, preparing, and 
finalizing meeting minutes or notes; and, coordinating with the Chair or Working Body Support staff to organize and distribute work 
products to the Working Body, etc.) 

Work Product Due Date Approval Level*

Meeting notes, contact lists, agendas As-needed Workgroup
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Education and Residential Sources Workgroup

FY14/15 Rollover 

Funds

Contract/

Staff Cost

Contract 

Management 5% Budget

TASK 1: MEETING SUPPORT

 $  -  $  3,000  $  150  $  3,150 

 $  - 4,000$   200$  4,200$   
Subtask 2.B Regional Outreach  $  - 22,000$   1,100$  23,100$   

 $  - 20,000$   1,000$  21,000$   
 $  - 750$   38$   788$   

Subtask 2.E Mass Media Campaign  $  -  $  15,000  $  750 15,750$   
 $  - 30,000$    $  1,500 31,500$   
 $  -  $  94,750  $  4,738  $  99,488 

FY14/15 Rollover 

Funds

Contract/

Staff Cost

Contract 

Management 5% Budget

 $  - 3,000$   150$  3,150$   
Other Direct Costs: (none)  $  -  $  -  $  -  $  - 

 $  -  $  - 
 $  -  $  3,000  $  150  $  3,150 

FY14/15 Rollover 

Funds

Contract/

Staff Cost

Contract 

Management 5% Budget

 $  - 4,000$    $  200 4,200$   
Other Direct Costs: (none)  $  -  $  -  $  -  $  - 

 $  -  $  - 
 $  -  $  4,000  $  200  $  4,200 

Subtask 1.A  Education and Residential Sources Workgroup Meeting Support. 
Provide ongoing support for Education and Residential Sources Workgroup (maintaining group contact lists; preparing and sending 
out meeting notifications and agendas; arranging for meeting rooms and equipment; taking, preparing, and finalizing meeting minutes 
or notes; and, coordinating with the Chair or Working Body Support staff to organize and distribute work products to the Working 
Body, etc.) 

Work Product Due Date Approval Level*

Meeting notes, contact lists, agendas As-needed Workgroup

FY 2015-16 Consolidated Regional 

Work Plan and Budget

Subtask 1.A  Education and Residential Sources 
Workgroup Meeting Support

TASK 2: DEVELOPMENT OF MISCELLANEOUS WORK PRODUCTS

Subtask 2.A Regional Program Approach

Task 3: RESIDENTIAL COMPLIANCE
TOTAL

Work Product Due Date Approval Level*

Draft Regional Education Plan As-needed Workgroup

*Approval Level: Workgroup, RMC Informational, or RMC Agenda)

Contract

ERS Support 

Staff Time to Support Direct Cost Purchases
TOTAL

Subtask 2.A Regional Program Approach

Subtask 2.C Market Research and Assessment Tools
Subtask 2.D Website

*Approval Level: Workgroup, RMC Informational, or RMC Agenda)

Contract

TBD

Staff Time to Support Direct Cost Purchases
TOTAL

Examine the (Draft) Water Quality Improvement Plans and develop a Regional Education Plan for the permit cycle, if needed. 
Review the Regional Residential Education Plan (RURMP Attachment A-2, March 2008) and supplemental reports to develop 
a program that encourages the development of consistent messages and enables better leverage of resources and utilize 
economies of scale.  
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Education and Residential Sources Workgroup

FY14/15 Rollover 

Funds

Contract/

Staff Cost

Contract 

Management 5% Budget

 $               -   22,000$         $             1,100 23,100$                 
10,000$         $                500 

2,000$           $                100 
10,000$         $                500 

Other Direct Costs: (none)  $               -    $               -    $                   -    $                        -   
 $               -    $                        -   

 $               -    $        22,000  $             1,100  $                 23,100 

FY14/15 Rollover 

Funds

Contract/

Staff Cost

Contract 

Management 5% Budget

 $               -   20,000$         $             1,000 21,000$                 
Other Direct Costs: (none)  $               -    $               -    $                   -    $                        -   

 $               -    $                        -   
 $               -    $        20,000  $             1,000  $                 21,000 

FY14/15 Rollover 

Funds

Contract/

Staff Cost

Contract 

Management 5% Budget

 $               -   750$              $                  38 788$                      
Other Direct Costs: (none)  $               -    $               -    $                   -    $                        -   

 $               -    $                        -   
 $               -    $            750  $                  38  $                      788 

*Approval Level: Workgroup, RMC Informational, or RMC Agenda)

Contract

TBD

Staff Time to Support Direct Cost Purchases
TOTAL

3.B.1 Materials Development and Distribution
3.B.2 Underserved Target Audiences

3.B.3 Regional Events

Subtask supports efforts for material development and distribution, underserved target audiences, and regional events.  
Development, creation, and dissemination of regional education outreach material for the public, based on region wide needs or 
as guided by WQIPs and emerging issues such as pending trash TMDL. Ensure representation of underserved communities 
throughout some work products. Work with professional translators to create effective Spanish material, and other languages as 
the needs arise. Collaboration with non-profit agencies to distribute and implement outreach strategies and materials to address 
low socioeconomic, Spanish speaking communities, and possibly other non- English language speakers as needed. Sponsor 
community outreach events with regional representation from San Diego County residents.

Work Product Due Date Approval Level*

Materials, event sponsorships Ongoing Workgroup

Subtask 2.B Regional Outreach

*Approval Level: Workgroup, RMC Informational, or RMC Agenda)

Contract

Action Research

Subtask 2.C Market Research and Assessment Tools
Conduct a region wide survey of residents on current levels of awareness on storm water pollution prevention and self-reported 
behaviors, to supplement baseline data collected in 2009, 2011 and 2014-15. Similar questions and methods will be used from 
the previous surveys, with some revisions to reflect changes in the new Permit. Geocoding of results by watershed would allow 
for watershed-specific analyses. Findings will be used to guide planning and material development needs. 

Work Product Due Date Approval Level*

2015/16 Assessment Based on FY14/15 Survey Results TBD Workgroup

www.thinkbluesdregion.org Ongoing Workgroup
*Approval Level: Workgroup, RMC Informational, or RMC Agenda)

Contract

Site Maintenance Agreement City of San Diego?

Staff Time to Support Direct Cost Purchases
TOTAL

Subtask 2.D Website
Provide ongoing updates and maintenance to Think Blue SD Region website. 

Work Product Due Date Approval Level*

Staff Time to Support Direct Cost Purchases
TOTAL
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Education and Residential Sources Workgroup

FY13/14 Rollover 

Funds

Contract/

Staff Cost

Contract 

Management 5% Budget

 $  - 15,000$    $  750 15,750$   
Other Direct Costs: (none)  $  -  $  -  $  -  $  - 

 $  -  $  - 
 $  -  $  15,000  $  750  $  15,750 

FY14/15 Rollover 

Funds

Contract/

Staff Cost

Contract 

Management 5% Budget

 $  - 30,000$    $  1,500 31,500$   
Other Direct Costs: (none)  $  -  $  -  $  -  $  - 

 $  -  $  - 
 $  -  $  30,000  $  1,500  $  31,500 

Media buys for TV/radio/billboards/transit, etc. Ongoing Workgroup
*Approval Level: Workgroup, RMC Informational, or RMC Agenda)

Contract

City of San Diego

Subtask 2.E Mass Media
Implement mass media and public relations campaign. Research and secure media placement fore regional program. Distribute 
PSAs. Revise as needed. *NOTE: North County Transit District will provide in-kind contribution of ~$15,000 outreach value.

Work Product Due Date Approval Level*

Staff Time to Support Direct Cost Purchases
TOTAL

Volunteer stewardship program As-needed Workgroup
*Approval Level: Workgroup, RMC Informational, or RMC Agenda)

Contract

Volunteer stewardship program

Staff Time to Support Direct Cost Purchases
TOTAL

Task 3: Residential Compliance
Subtask could include development of a model program for residential inspections, communication of new permit 
requirements, and address residential inventory and management areas. Other tasks could include engaing non-profits or local 
universities to assist with residential inspections.

Work Product Due Date Approval Level*
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Land Development Workgroup

FY14/15 Rollover 

Funds

Contract/

Staff Cost

Contract 

Management 5%

 $               -    $        24,034  $              1,202 

 $               -    $      416,365  $            20,818 
Subtask 2.B BMP Sizing Tools Support  $               -    $        25,000  $              1,250 
Subtask 2.C Continuous Simulation Data Update  $               -    $        25,000  $              1,250 

 $               -    $        25,000  $              1,250 

 $               -    $      350,000  $            17,500 

 $               -    $      865,399  $            43,270 

FY14/15 Rollover 

Funds

Contract/

Staff Cost

Contract 

Management 5%

 $               -    $        24,034  $              1,202 
Other Direct Costs: (none)  $               -    $               -    $                   -   

 $               -   

 $               -    $        24,034  $              1,202 

FY14/15 Rollover 

Funds

Contract/

Staff Cost

Contract 

Management 5%

 $               -    $      326,218  $            16,311 
 $               -    $        60,000  $              3,000 
 $               -    $        30,147  $              1,507 

Other Direct Costs: (none)  $               -    $               -    $                   -   

*Approval Level: Workgroup, RMC Informational, or RMC Agenda)

Contract

Staff Time to Support Direct Cost Purchases
(Jurisdiction, Rate, # Hours)

 $                           -   

TOTAL  $                    25,236 

Watershed studies  $                    31,654 
 $                           -   

Contract Budget

Monitoring and other field work  $                  342,529 
 $                    63,000 Reporting, data analysis, and technical assistance

Annual project presentation/update

Work Product Due Date Approval Level*

TBD Workgroup

*Approval Level: Workgroup, RMC Informational, or RMC Agenda)

FY 2015-16 Consolidated Regional 

Work Plan and Budget Budget

Subtask 1.A  Land Development Workgroup Support

 $                    26,250 

 $                    25,236 

 $                  437,183 Subtask 2.A HMP Monitoring Project

TASK 1: LAND DEVELOPMENT WORKGROUP SUPPORT

TASK 2: DEVELOPMENT OF MISCELLANEOUS WORK PRODUCTS

Workgroup

Subtask 2.E Watershed Management Area Analysis 
(WMAA)

Subtask 2.A HMP Monitoring Project
Weston, ESA-PWA, SDSU, SCCWRP and others to assist with implementation of the HMP monitoring program as required 
per Resolution No. R9-2013-0001.  Efforts should remain cost neutral from prior FY. Efforts will include surveys, geomorphic 
assessments, rain event monitoring (rain gage, sediment transport, flow duration, channel incision and widening), changes due 
to the plan update, and data analysis.

Budget

LDW Support  $                    25,236 
 $                           -   

 $                    26,250 
Subtask 2.D BMP Design Manual Update  $                    26,250 

Meeting notes, contact lists, agendas

Provide ongoing support for Land Development Workgroup and subworkgroup meetings (maintaining group contact lists; preparing 
and sending out meeting notifications and agendas; arranging for meeting rooms and equipment; taking, preparing, and finalizing 
meeting minutes or notes; and, coordinating with the Chair or Working Body Support staff to organize and distribute work products to 
the Working Body, etc.) Also provide coordination with Working Bodies, provide subject area content as requested for inclusion in 
the Copermittees’ FY 2014-15 Regional URMP Annual Report and consolidated FY 2014-15 Regional URMP Annual Report, 
develop the Land Development Workgroup FY 2016-17 work plan and budget, provide Work Group updates to the Regional 
Management Committee.

Work Product Due Date Approval Level*

As-needed 
(estimated monthly)

 $                  367,500 

TOTAL  $                  908,669 

Subtask 1.A  Land Development Workgroup Support
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Land Development Workgroup

 $  - 

 $  -  $  416,365  $  20,818 

FY14/15 Rollover 

Funds

Contract/

Staff Cost

Contract 

Management 5%

 $  -  $  25,000  $  1,250 
Other Direct Costs: (none)  $  -  $  -  $  - 

 $  - 

 $  -  $  25,000  $  1,250 

FY14/15 Rollover 

Funds

Contract/

Staff Cost

Contract 

Management 5%

 $  -  $  25,000  $  1,250 
Other Direct Costs: (none)  $  -  $  -  $  - 

 $  - 
 $  -  $  25,000  $  1,250 

FY14/15 Rollover 

Funds

Contract/

Staff Cost

Contract 

Management 5%

 $  -  $  25,000  $  1,250 
Other Direct Costs: (none)  $  -  $  -  $  - 

 $  - 
 $  -  $  25,000  $  1,250 TOTAL  $  26,250 

Update to the BMP Design Manual  $  26,250 
 $  - 

Staff Time to Support Direct Cost Purchases  $  - 

BMP Design Manual 6/24/2015 Workgroup
*Approval Level: Workgroup, RMC Informational, or RMC Agenda)

Contract Budget

Work Product Due Date Approval Level*

Staff Time to Support Direct Cost Purchases  $  - 

Contract Budget

 $  26,250 
 $  - 

Continuous Simulation Data Update

Annual project presentation/update

Work Product Due Date Approval Level*

Work Product Due Date Approval Level*

Budget

BMP Sizing Tools  $  26,250 
 $  - 

Contract

Annual project presentation/update TBD Workgroup

Efforts will be required to update the BMP Design Manual (formerly the Regional SUSMP) based on changes to requirements 
detailed in Order No. R9-2013-0001.  Items needed FY14-15 include: public workshops, application template, checklists, 
continuous simulation modeling guidance, geotechnical guidance, groundwater water balance exhibits, spreadsheet tool, and 
final BMP Design Manual.   

TOTAL  $  26,250 
Subtask 2.D BMP Design Manual Update

TBD Workgroup

*Approval Level: Workgroup, RMC Informational, or RMC Agenda)

Staff Time to Support Direct Cost Purchases
(Jurisdiction, Rate, # Hours)

 $  - 

TOTAL  $  26,250 

Subtask 2.C Continuous Simulation Data Update
Update to data in all rain gauges in order to use the most recent 35 years. Currently long-term hourly rainfall records have been 
prepared for the 19 rainfall stations. Sources of the rainfall data include ALERT data from the County of San Diego (which 
extend back to 1982), the California Climatic Data Archive, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), the 
National Climatic Data Center, and the Western Regional Climate Center. In all cases, the length of the overall rainfall station 
record is 35 years or the overall length of the rainfall record, whichever is longer.

*Approval Level: Workgroup, RMC Informational, or RMC Agenda)

Staff Time to Support Direct Cost Purchases
(Jurisdiction, Rate, # Hours)

 $  - 

TOTAL  $  437,183 

Subtask 2.B BMP Sizing Tools
This includes any tools that are not currently included in the BMP Design Manual that may be needed in order to implement the 
2013 MS4 Permit (R9-2013-0001).
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Land Development Workgroup

FY14/15 Rollover 

Funds

Contract/

Staff Cost

Contract 

Management 5%

 $               -    $      100,000  $              5,000 
 $               -    $      225,000  $            11,250 
 $               -    $        25,000  $              1,250 

Other Direct Costs: (none)  $               -    $               -    $                   -   
 $               -   

 $               -    $      350,000  $            17,500 
Staff Time to Support Direct Cost Purchases  $                           -   

TOTAL  $                  367,500 

Public comments and stakeholder meetings  $                  105,000 

Deliverable updates and packaging  $                    26,250 
 $                           -   

Water Quality Credit System Development  $                  236,250 

Watershed Management Area Analysis (WMAA) 6/30/2015 Workgroup
*Approval Level: Workgroup, RMC Informational, or RMC Agenda)

Contract Budget

Subtask 2.E Watershed Management Area Analysis (WMAA)
Geosyntec Consultants, Rick Engineering, and HDR will continue developing elements supportive of the WMAA, such as 
Water Quality Equivalency (WQE) calculations and regional guidance for jurisdictional development of Alternative 
Compliance programs identified in Order No. R9-2013-0001.  Continued efforts may include supporting additional Technical 
Advisory Committee meetings, Stakeholder Advisory Group meetings, coordination meetings with additional agencies and 
stakeholders, and soliciting regional public support and outreach.  Continued efforts may include further development of Stream 
Rehabilitation calculations and techniques, further improvement of mitigation ratios, pilot projects for alternative compliance 
categories (stream rehabilitation, land preservation, retrofits, regional BMPs, water supply augmentation, and groundwater 
recharge), development of cross jurisdictional agreements (or watershed agreements), and development of implementation 
applications, agreements, maintenance checklists, and inventory tracking recommendations. 
Another significant piece of work that could be funded regionally is a Water Quality Credit System identified in Section Work Product Due Date Approval Level*
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Monitoring Workgroup

FY14/15 

Rollover Funds

Contract/

Staff Cost

Contract 

Management 5% Budget

TASK 1: MEETING SUPPORT

 $  -  $  23,160  $  1,158  $  24,318 

 $  -  $  370,878  $  18,544  $  389,422 
 $  -  $  100,000  $  5,000  $  105,000 
 $  -  $  394,038  $  19,702  $  518,740 

FY14/15 

Rollover Funds

Contract/

Staff Cost

Contract 

Management 5% Budget

 $  - 23,160$   1,158$   24,318$    
Other Direct Costs: (none)  $  -  $  -  $  -  $  - 

 $  -  $  - 
 $  -  $  23,160  $  1,158  $  24,318 

FY14/15 

Rollover Funds

Contract/

Staff Cost

Contract 

Management 5% Budget

 $  - 370,878$    $  18,544 389,422$    
 $  66,792 

13,240$   
68,836$   
57,752$   
99,560$   
37,754$   
15,040$   
11,904$   

Other Direct Costs: (none)  $  -  $  -  $  -  $  - 
 $  -  $  - 

 $  -  $  370,878  $  18,544  $  389,422 

FY14/15 

Rollover Funds

Contract/

Staff Cost

Contract 

Management 5% Budget

 $  - 100,000$   5,000$   105,000$    
Other Direct Costs: (none)  $  -  $  -  $  -  $  - 

 $  -  $  - 
 $  -  $  100,000  $  5,000  $  105,000 

FY 2015-16 Consolidated Regional Work 

Plan and Budget

Subtask 1.A  Regional Monitoring Workgroup Meeting Support, 
Project Management, Data Requests

TOTAL

Subtask 2.A Regional Reporting Program

Response to comments, final editing, and Final report

Weston Solutions, Inc. (Contract # 534965)

TASK 2: DEVELOPMENT OF MISCELLANEOUS WORK PRODUCTS

Weston Solutions, Inc. (Contract # 534965)

Staff Time to Support Direct Cost Purchases
TOTAL

Meeting notes, contact lists, agendas, project management, data 
(from data requests)

As-needed 
(estimated monthly) Workgroup

Work Product

Subtask 1.A  Regional Monitoring Workgroup Meeting Support

Work Product

Receiving water and MS4 data upload to CEDEN

*Approval Level: Workgroup, RMC Informational, or RMC Agenda)

Writing, WMA Assessments, and Draft report

Workgroup
*Approval Level: Workgroup, RMC Informational, or RMC Agenda)

Contract

Receiving water data analysis/ trends/ tables
Third party data processing

Approval Level*

Provide QA/QC, tabulated data and upload data to CEDEN per the requirements of Order No. R9-2013-0001. Prepare Transitional 
Monitoring and Assessment Reports for each WMA for the second year of the transitional monitoring and assessment program. Consultant 
will conduct recieving water trend analysis, third party data processing, and wet and dry weather MS4 outfall data analysis and mapping.  
Consultant will also conduct watershed modeling for wet weather MS4 outfall data. Consultant contract administered by County (see 
Contract 534965); Consultant expenses are invoiced and paid approximately monthly.

Due Date Approval Level*

As-needed

Subtask 2.B Regional Reference Study

Subtask 2.B  Regional Reference Study

Work Product Due Date Approval Level*

Budget item reserved for Weston Solutions, Inc. to attend SMC meetings as directed by the Chair of the Monitoring Workgroup to take meeting 
notes (at Regional Monitoring Workgroup; attending is included in another budget), prepare and distribute meeting agendas, and update contact 
lists as needed, conduct project management and respond to as-needed data requests from Copermittees.

Subtask 2.A Regional Reporting Program

Transitional Monitoring and Assessment Reports for each WMA

Bioassessment Reporting

Staff Time to Support Direct Cost Purchases

MS4 data analysis, tables, and mapping
Transitional wet weather MS4 outfall modeling

TOTAL

Contract

Due Date

SCCWRP Contract 

Staff Time to Support Direct Cost Purchases
TOTAL

Provide additional support to the study team to complete analysis and report data due to delays and false starts from the drought conditions, the 
field work has been a challenge to complete within the budget. These additional funds will be used as needed to provide additional support to the 
study team to collect addtional storm events and support additional analysis of data, as requested by Copermittees affected by the bacteia TMDL. 

Regional Reference Study Report As-needed Workgroup
*Approval Level: Workgroup, RMC Informational, or RMC Agenda)

Contract
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AWARD OF A CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT TO ATLAS DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION IN THE AMOUNT OF $108,619 FOR THE CENTRAL BEACH 
RESTROOM REPAIR PROJECT 

RECOMMENDATION:  Award a construction contract to Atlas Development Corporation in 
the amount of $108,619 for the renovation of the Central Beach Restroom. 

FISCAL IMPACT:  The budget for this project was established in the FY 15/16 CIP for 
$140,000.  After receiving the bids and selecting Atlas Development Corporation, the revised 
project estimate is $130,000, including a 15% contingency for change orders/unforeseen 
circumstances and for labor compliance review.  The expected balance of $10,000 will be 
restored to fund balance after the project has been completed. 

PROJECT ESTIMATE
CIP FY 15/16 Budget $140,000 

Construction $108,700 
Contingency (approximately 15%) $16,300 
Construction Management Labor Compliance $5,000 

TOTAL $130,000 

CEQA:  The project is categorically exempt from the provisions of CEQA based on Class 1 Section 
15301 Existing Facilities:  Class 1 consists of the operation, repair, maintenance, permitting, 
leasing, licensing, or minor alteration of existing public or private structures, facilities, 
mechanical equipment, or topographical features, involving negligible or no expansion of use 
beyond that existing at the time of the lead agency's determination. 

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  Awarding a bid 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. 

BACKGROUND:  In 2014, staff, while conducting regular maintenance, detected termite damage 
at the Central Beach Restroom building.  The termite infestation was eradicated; however, upon 
further examination, it was found there was significant dry rot and termite damage on the structural 
members, which had been hidden behind layers of paint.  It is necessary to repair the structural 
members and eliminate the cause of the dry rot.  

Once the structural members are replaced, the entire ceiling will require painting.  The interior walls 
are to have the paint removed and an epoxy coating applied.  The flooring will also receive an epoxy 

08/18/15 

197

5i



coating.  ADA signage and shower seats will be added.  New LED lights will replace the existing 
fixtures. 
 
ANALYSIS:  Bids were opened on July 16, 2015, and errors were identified with several bids.  
These errors were mathematical/tabulation errors on the bid sheet; they were corrected as allowed 
by the specification, with unit prices governing over tabulated amounts.  As a result, GEM 
Industrial Electric, Inc., which was the apparent low bidder, became the highest bidder.  Nuera 
Contracting, LP, the apparent second low bidder, withdrew its bid upon acknowledging its bid 
mistakes.  Atlas Development Corporation was then informed of its bid miscalculations, which 
resulted in their bid price decreasing from $114,429.50 to $109,619.10.  The contractor agreed to 
honor the corrected bid amount as shown in the following table: 
 

CONTRACTOR Submitted Bid Corrected Bid 
Nuera Contracting, LP $127,016.76 $106,304.16* 
Atlas Development Corporation $114,429.50 $108,619.10 
Trivista, Inc. $128,657.00 $110,037.00 
Fordyce Construction $128,141.00 $128,141.00 
Cyber Professional Solutions, Inc. $131,639.54 $131,645.63 
Dimond Construction, Inc. $136,585.00 $136,588.75 
Choctaw Construction Company, Inc. $115,284.45 $181,882.45 
GEM Industrial Electric, Inc. $103,585.00 $211,240.00 

 
*Nuera Contracting withdrew its bid after being made aware of bid errors; because the error was 
a mathematical tabulation mistake they were allowed to withdraw without forfeiture of their bid 
bond.  
 
The engineer’s estimate for the project is $140,000.  Staff reviewed the contractor’s bid and 
references and determined that Atlas Development Corporation is the lowest responsible and 
responsive bidder.  Public contracting laws require the City to award the contract to the lowest 
responsible and responsive bidder, which in this case is Atlas Development Corporation. 
 
ALTERNATIVE:  The Council may elect to defer the project to another year.   
 
Submitted by Public Services & Engineering/Katzenstein 
 
\\Chfile\all\All Departments\Staff Reports - Drafts\2015 Meetings\08-18 Meeting - SR Due Aug. 6\FINAL Contract Award - Central Beach 
Restroom Renovation.doc 
CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
BK TR LS RRS MLC NA EW NA NA NA CMM NA 
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AUTHORIZATION TO ADVERTISE THE FOLLOWING SERVICE CONTRACTS FOR 
BID: GENERATOR MAINTENANCE FOR FACILITIES AND WASTEWATER 
OPERATIONS; BUS SHELTER MAINTENANCE; FACILITY ELECTRICAL AND STREET 
LIGHTING REPAIRS; CAYS TENNIS CENTER LIGHTS MAINTENANCE; 
MECHANICAL AND STRUCTURAL SUPPORT FOR STORM DRAIN AND SEWER 
REPAIRS; SEWER AND STORM PIPELINE VIDEO INSPECTION; AND UNIFORM 
SERVICE 

RECOMMENDATION:   Authorize staff to advertise the identified contracts for bid. 

FISCAL IMPACT:  There is no fiscal impact associated with seeking bid proposals for service 
contracts.  The service contracts are budgeted in the proposed FY 2015-16 budget.  It is anticipated 
that these service contracts can be contracted for within the allocated budget amount. 

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  Authorization to advertise service contract 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:  Multiple service contracts are due for renewal and rebidding of services.  In an 
effort to keep the public and the Council informed about service contracts that will be going out to bid, 
staff is seeking Council authorization to advertise for bid the service contracts listed below.  After the 
bid results are received, pursuant to City policy, staff will return to the Council to award the service 
contracts that are in excess of the City Manager’s authority of $30,000. 

Service Requested Estimated Annual 
Expense 

1. Generator Maintenance for Facilities and Wastewater Operations $ 50,000 
2. Bus Shelter Maintenance $ 23,000 
3. City Facility Electrical and Street Light Repairs $ 30,000 
4. Cays Tennis Center Lights Maintenance $ 80,000 
5. As-Needed Mechanical and Structural Support for Storm Drain and

Sewer Repairs.
$ 50,000 

6. Sewer and Storm Pipeline As-Needed Video Inspection $ 50,000 
7. Uniform Service $ 28,000 

ANALYSIS:  The Council’s approval will allow staff to issue the documents for public bid.  The 
proposed scope of services maintains current or improved service levels.  For maximum flexibility in 
the bid process, some of the bid documents will include optional services that will enable staff to adjust 
service levels, if needed.  When City staff returns to the Council for recommended award of the 
successful bids, additional analysis will be provided on each proposed service contract. 

Submitted by Public Services & Engineering/Maurer 

N:\All Departments\Staff Reports - Drafts\2015 Meetings 08-18 Meeting - SR Due Aug. 6\FINAL Adv. to bid service contracts 
08.18.15.doc 
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AUTHORIZATION TO DISTRIBUTE REQUEST FOR DEVELOPER 
QUALIFICATIONS FOR THE REHABILITATION AND OPERATION OF THIRTY-
FIVE AFFORDABLE HOUSING UNITS 

RECOMMENDATION: Authorize the distribution of a Request for Qualifications (RFQ) to 
affordable housing developers.  

FISCAL IMPACT:  There is no fiscal impact associated with seeking qualifications for 
projects.  A professional services contract with Keyser Marston and Associates for $45,000 was 
approved to assist staff in the process of selecting a developer or entity to rehabilitate and operate 
these 35 affordable housing units.    

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  The City Council has the ability to exercise broad discretion 
in the selection of a developer for affordable housing. 

PUBLIC NOTICE:  None required. 

BACKGROUND: In 2002, the former Community Development Agency (CDA) acquired 
560-566 G Avenue, 445-451 Orange Avenue, and 406-430 Orange Avenue for affordable 
housing.  In 2006, the Agency acquired 840 G Avenue.  These properties were acquired by the 
former Agency to provide an opportunity to fulfill its affordable housing obligations.  Before the 
dissolution of redevelopment, State law required the Agency to produce affordable housing for 
specific income groups and to expend its affordable housing resources in proportion to the 
community need.  State law also specified the number of affordable units the Agency was 
required to provide.   

As a result of the implementation of ABX1 26, on February 1, 2012, all redevelopment agencies 
were dissolved and the City agreed to assume the affordable housing assets and act as the 
successor to the former CDA.  Furthermore, the dissolution of redevelopment eliminated the 
funding source for managing the affordable housing program.  The rental income from the 
properties is sufficient for property maintenance but cannot sustain the other administrative 
activities of the program over time.   

The City retained Keyser Marston Associates (KMA) to assist with finding a developer that will 
take over the full operation, rehabilitation, and management of the affordable housing properties. 
KMA is assisting with developer selection, negotiations, and project financing.  

ANALYSIS: The draft Request for Qualifications created by KMA is provided as Attachment 
A. The RFQ will be used to solicit qualified developers interested in rehabilitation and operation 
of the remaining 35 affordable housing units.   

The RFQ selection process and criteria will evaluate the respondents on the strength and 
experience of the development team, the team’s vision for long-term management and operation 
of the project, and the team’s experience with implementation of rehabilitation and operations of 
comparable projects.  The solicitation does not require the City to award a contract.   The City 
reserves the right to accept or reject any submittals received in response to the request.   
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KMA and City staff will score and review all the proposals submitted. As a result of this process 
a selected preferred developer will be brought back for City Council approval.    
 
Listed below is the anticipated schedule of the RFQ.   
 

RFQ Distributions    August 2015 
RFQ Submittal Deadline   September 2015 
Interviews     October 2015 
Selection     November 2015 

 
After the selection of the preferred developer, although there are many variables, it is expected 
that the rehabilitation of the units will be completed in three to four years. 
 
Submitted by Director of Community Development/Hurst 
Attachment A: Request for Developer Qualifications 
 
N:\All Departments\Staff Reports – Draft\2015 Meetings\08-18 Meeting – SR Due Aug. 6\FINAL Authorization to distribute RFQ for Affordable 
Housing.com  
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REQUEST FOR DEVELOPER QUALIFICATIONS 
35-UNIT SCATTERED SITE ACQUISITION/REHABILITATION OPPORTUNITY 

CITY OF CORONADO 

CITY OF CORONADO 
ACTING AS THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE  

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF THE CITY OF CORONADO 

RFQ DISTRIBUTION:  AUGUST __, 2015 
RFQ SUBMITTAL DEADLINE:  SEPTEMBER __, 2015 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
The City of Coronado (City) acting as the Successor Agency to the Community Development Agency (Agency) of 
the City of Coronado is facilitating an affordable housing opportunity to rehabilitate and operate four (4) existing 
scattered site properties containing a total of 35 rental apartments (Project) in the heart of Coronado.  The City 
is offering this opportunity as a long-term ground lease.  Development teams that can demonstrate the 
experience, capability, and creativity to rehabilitate and operate the Project are invited to respond to this 
Request for Qualifications (RFQ) by outlining their relevant experience, financial capabilities, conceptual plans, 
and other pertinent information to enable the City to identify a shortlist of development teams for 
consideration.   
 
The selection process will consist of two phases.  The first phase will involve identification of a shortlist based on 
team qualifications and ability to achieve the objectives of the City.  The second phase will involve interviews of 
each of the shortlisted teams with City staff.  The City intends to select a developer team, proceed with the 
negotiations, and enter into a Disposition and Development Agreement (DDA) and long-term Ground Lease for 
the rehabilitation and subsequent operation of the Project.  
 
II. OVERVIEW OF DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITY 
 
Since 2000, the Agency acquired four (4) multi-family properties:  two (2) on Orange Avenue and (2) on G 
Avenue (Site).  The Sites are within minutes of the public library, schools, grocery stores, hospital, and bus stops.  
The table below provides summary level information for each property.  The Project contains a total of 35 multi-
family rental apartments.  Of this total, 17 are restricted at 50% of Area Median Income (AMI) and 18 are 
restricted at 60% of AMI.  The Project must be rehabilitated to maintain, at a minimum, the current existing 
number of units and unit mix; however, the applicant can configure other unit mixes based on current zoning of 
the Site.  Refer to Exhibits 1 and 2 for more information on the Project.  
 

 
406-430  

Orange Avenue 
445-451  

Orange Avenue 
560-566 G Avenue 840 G Avenue 

Parcel Number(s) 
536-302-29 
536-302-24 

536-311-07 536-352-16 537-222-23 

Lot Size 21,000 SF 7,000 SF 7,000 SF 10,500 SF 

Existing Units 17 3 4 11 

Original Year(s) Built 1944, 1964 1922, 1923, 1958 1944, 1948 1961 

Year Acquired by Agency 2002 2002 2002 2006 

County Document (CC&Rs) 2002-0686285 2002-0496772 2002-0525579 2006-0626205 
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III. REHABILITATION SINCE AGENCY ACQUISITION

406-430 Orange Avenue:  In 2002, the Agency completed rehabilitation 
that included:  addition of new hardscape and plants; removal of lead 
paint; replacement of fencing; construction of a trash enclosure; 
addition of new shutters, mailboxes, and an irrigated planter.  The 
courtyard was resurfaced and the buildings were all repainted.  The total 
cost was $212,168. 

445-451 Orange Avenue:  In 2002, after the Agency acquired the property, 
lead based paint, asbestos, and overgrown foliage were removed; the lawn 
was redone; roof accents and new fencing were installed; and a trellis and 
trash enclosure for the dumpster were constructed.  The total cost was 
$74,500. 

560-566 G Avenue:  In 2002, the rehabilitation of this property added a new iron 
fence, a new permanent laundry room structure, a new garage roof, irrigation 
lines, better lighting, and one unit was made wheelchair accessible.  Lead-based 
paint was removed and the landscaping was cleaned up, removing overgrown 
trees.  The total cost was $45,000. 

840 G Avenue:  In 2008, the rehabilitation focused on the removal of the individual water heaters and 
installation of a high efficiency water heater system that services the entire building.  New wall furnaces, new 
water saving toilets, replacement of shower components, new lavatory and kitchen faucets, and new flooring in 
the bathrooms were also installed.  The total cost was 
$136,046. 

In 2011, a solar system was installed to power the water 
heater system.  Total costs for the solar system and 
installation was $46,155.  Also in 2011, the complex went 
through a substantial interior and exterior rehabilitation 
to address deficiencies which included deteriorating stairs, balconies, handrails; inefficient and failing windows; 
removal of exterior window shutters; repainting of the building; and the placement of a vertical aluminum clad 
screen element on the front façade.  The exterior rehabilitation included: a landscaping and hardscaping 
component to improve site accessibility, bike storage, and enhanced outdoor community space.  Interior 
improvements included:  new kitchen cabinetry, electrical fixtures, appliances, counters, and floor coverings.  
Total costs for the substantial rehabilitation were $632,619, for a grand total of $814,800 in rehabilitation. 
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IV. CITY GOALS FOR THE PROJECT 

 
The City is looking for a developer team that:  
 
• Has experience building and financing affordable housing projects. 

 
• Will obtain all other funding needed and required permits within approximately two years and begin 

rehabilitation of the Project within a year of securing all necessary funding. 
 

• Can provide professional guidance to incorporate specific necessary elements for efficient operation of an 
affordable housing complex into the design and ultimate rehabilitation of the Property. 
 

• Has demonstrated successful property management of comparable properties.   
 

• Is prepared to take over all property operation and management responsibilities of the Project by January 
2016. 
 

• Will enter into a DDA and Ground Lease by March 2016. 
 
V. STATEMENTS OF QUALIFICATION 
 
The City is requesting qualification statements to assess interest in this opportunity.  The selected developer 
team will be invited to work with the City.  The RFQ response should express the developer team’s interest, 
vision, and capability to rehabilitate and operate the Project.  Concise and focused responses are encouraged.  
The submittal should be limited to 20 pages, and shall include each of the following elements: 
 
A. Submittal Cover (1 page) 
 
The cover should include the title, submittal due date, name, address, telephone number, and e-mail of the 
principal contact.  
 
B. Table of Contents (1 page) 

 
The table of contents shall list corresponding headings and pages to allow for easy reference by the reviewers. 
 
C. Cover Letter (maximum 2 pages) 

 
The cover letter shall be brief and clearly identify the respondent’s principal contact, including all forms of 
contact for this individual and also identify any partners or subconsultants.  The signatory shall be an individual 
with legal authority to bind the prime, partners, and subcontractors. 
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D. Development Entity (maximum 5 pages) 

• Identify the lead development team that would enter into the DDA/Ground Lease with the City, including
partners, lead planning and design firm(s), and other consultants, if known.

• Provide narrative that details whether the development team has rehabilitated and operated scattered-site
affordable housing complexes.

• For each firm of the development team, briefly describe its role, relevant experience, partners, and
specialization.

• Identify the project manager and personnel implementing the development concept through day-to-day
management and their level of experience and responsibility.

• Provide resumes for each of the project managers and key staff members that will be working on the
Project.

E. Comparable Development/Property Management Experience (maximum 5 pages) 

• Provide up to three (3) examples of comparable project experience, particularly with rehabilitation and
operation of scattered site projects.  The City prefers examples of projects that are underway or were
completed within the past seven (7) years by the principals of the development team.  The projects should
include location, size, and amenities.

• Describe property management and affordability compliance experience with Low Income Housing Tax
Credits, Regulatory Agreements, and other applicable State and Federal rules and regulations.

• Outline the process to take over property management for the Project by January 2016, and ensure
continued high quality property management through rehabilitation and operation thereafter.

• Indicate if the development team has experience working on projects in the City of Coronado.

• Provide additional information regarding the development team that identifies length of time in business,
ownership structure, operating structure, principal offices, and specify which office would service the
Project.
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F. Financial Capability (1 page) 

 
• Provide narrative that identifies the development team’s capacity and financial strength to secure the equity 

and financing required to implement the proposed rehabilitation of the Project.   
 

• Disclose if the development team has ever defaulted on its financial obligations, has had developments that 
were foreclosed upon, or if bankruptcy has ever been filed.   
 

G. Vision and Development Program Summary (maximum 4 pages) 
 

This section should demonstrate a cohesive vision for the rehabilitation and operation of the Project, including: 
 
• A brief narrative describing the envisioned development concept, approach to rehabilitation and operation, 

and how the Project fits into the development team’s overall business strategy.   
 

• A description of the principal features likely to be included in a rehabilitation program. 
 

• A conceptual financing plan that incorporates tax credits and/or other funding sources for rehabilitation 
and/or construction in the near future.  
 

It is not necessary to submit site plans, planning/design concepts, or a detailed financial pro forma at this time. 
 
H. Implementation Timeframe (1 page) 

 
• Discuss the development team’s timeline to initiate and complete rehabilitation activities after executing a 

DDA and Ground Lease.   
 
• Outline a critical path schedule for project completion and methodology of due diligence including:  

formulation of development concepts, financing strategy, City planning reviews, and rehabilitation schedule.    
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VI. RFQ SUBMITTALS AND QUESTIONS

Development teams responding to this RFQ should submit one (1) original hard copy, three (3) additional hard 
copies, and one (1) digital PDF file (on thumb drive).  Responses to this RFQ shall not exceed a total of 20 pages, 
including any appendices, using a minimum font size of 11.  Submittals must be received by the City no later 
than 5:00 p.m. on September __, 2015.  Submittals should be addressed to: 

 “35-Unit Scattered Site Acquisition/Rehabilitation Opportunity” 
The City of Coronado Acting as the Successor Agency to the 
Community Development Agency of the City of Coronado 

Attention:  Ms. Rhonda Huth 
Senior Management Analyst 

1825 Strand Way 
Coronado, California  92118 

Incomplete submittals, incorrect information, or late submittals shall be cause for disqualification.  Copies 
received by e-mail and/or fax will not be accepted.  Any questions regarding the project and this RFQ should be 
directed to: 

Ms. Rhonda Huth 
Senior Management Analyst 

rhuth@coronado.ca.us 
Phone:  (619) 522-2426 

VII. SELECTION PROCESS AND CRITERIA

Respondents will be evaluated on the strength and experience of the development team, the team’s vision for 
long-term management and operation of the Project, and the team’s experience with implementation of 
rehabilitation and operations of comparable projects.  The City has assigned the following point system to the 
specific evaluation criteria: 

Criteria Total Points 

Development Entity 20 Points 

Comparable Development/Property Management Experience 30 Points 

Financial Capability 20 Points 

Vision and Development Program Summary 20 Points 

Implementation Timeframe 10 Points 

Total 100 Points 
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The City anticipates that interviews will be held with the shortlisted developer teams.  Following the interviews, 
the selection committee will recommend a finalist to commence negotiations, subject to City Council 
consideration and approval.    
  
The anticipated schedule is as follows: 

 
RFQ Distribution      August __, 2015 
RFQ Submittal Deadline     September __, 2015 
Interviews      October __, 2015 
Selection       November __, 2015 

 
This solicitation does not require the City to award a contract, to pay any cost incurred with the preparation of a 
qualification statement, or to procure or contract for services or supplies.  The City reserves the right to accept 
or reject any submittals received in response to this request, to negotiate with any qualified source, or cancel in 
whole or part this process if it in the best interest of the City.  Prior to negotiations, prospective entities may be 
required to submit revisions to their qualification statement.  All proposers should note that any contract 
pursuant to this solicitation is dependent upon the recommendation of the City staff and the approval of the 
City Council. 
 
Thank you for your interest in this opportunity. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Blair King 
City Manager 
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AUTHORIZATION TO ADVERTISE THE CORONADO CAYS FIRE STATION ADA 
PARKING SPACE PROJECT FOR BID 

RECOMMENDATION:  Authorize staff to advertise the Coronado Cays Fire Station ADA 
Parking Space project for bid. 

FISCAL IMPACT:  It is anticipated that the project can be constructed within the monies secured 
through a Community Development Block Grant (CDBG).  Approximately $10,000 has been 
expended to date on design and miscellaneous items and the construction estimate is $45,000.  As 
identified in the City’s contract with the County, the City currently has $69,738 available to use 
toward this project.  In accordance with the terms of the contract, the City will be reimbursed by 
the County for all construction-related expenses associated with the project up to $69,738.   

CEQA:  The project is categorically exempt from the provisions of CEQA based on Article 19, 
Sections 15301 (existing facilities) and 15302 (replacement or reconstruction). 

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 City has entered into a contract with the County of San Diego to apply 
the City’s FY 2014/2015 allotment of CDBG funds toward an improvement project aimed at 
removing “architectural barriers” from public facilities and the public right-of-way.  CDBG funds 
are provided by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development and administered 
through the County.  For Fiscal Year 2014/15, the City has proposed using these funds to install 
an accessible parking space and path to the office at the Cays Fire Station.   

ANALYSIS:  The Council’s approval will allow staff to issue the construction documents for 
public bid.  Plans and specifications are available for review in the Engineering and Project 
Development Department. 

ALTERNATIVE:  The Council could elect to bid the project at a later date.  Because the City is 
required to spend its block grant funds within a limited period of time, a delay in project completion 
could risk the loss of the funding.   

Submitted by Public Services & Engineering/Johnson 

\\Chfile\all\All Departments\Staff Reports - Drafts\2015 Meetings\08-18 Meeting - SR Due Aug. 6\FINAL Auth. to Adv. Cays FS Parking 
Space.docx 
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AUTHORIZATION TO ADVERTISE THE GLORIETTA BAY PUMP STATION WET 
WELL STRUCTURAL REPAIRS PROJECT FOR BID 

RECOMMENDATION:  Authorize staff to advertise the Glorietta Bay Pump Station Wet Well 
Structural Repairs project for bid. 

FISCAL IMPACT:  This project is funded by the Wastewater Fund and has an approved budget of 
$1,500,000, allocated for design and construction.  To date, approximately $88,000 has been spent on 
design and miscellaneous items.  The engineer’s construction estimate for the project is $2,100,000; 
the construction cost estimate is substantially more than originally anticipated due to additional areas 
requiring repairs which were discovered during the design phase.  Additional appropriations which 
may be needed to construct the project will be requested at the time the project is before the City 
Council to award the construction contract.  Any additional appropriation would also be from the 
Wastewater Fund. 

CEQA:  The project is categorically exempt from the provisions of CEQA based on Article 19, 
Sections 15301 (existing facilities) and 15302 (replacement or reconstruction). 

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:  In May 2013, a project to clean the wet well of the Glorietta Bay Pump Station 
and make an assessment of the structural condition of the station was completed.  Inspection of the 
wet well revealed that there was significant corrosion of the structural concrete as well as failure of 
the protective coatings lining the walls and ceiling.  The Glorietta Bay Pump Station Wet Well 
Structural Repairs project is proposed to consist of (1) replacement of the wet well protective liner; 
(2) repair of the existing structural beams in the ceiling; (3) replacement of the electrical conductors 
between the motor control center vault and the pump terminal blocks; (4) installation of additional 
ventilation ports in the wet well ceiling to improve air circulation; and (5) replacement and realignment 
of the force main discharge pipes within the wet well to prevent sludge build-up.  

ANALYSIS:  The Council’s approval will allow staff to issue the construction documents for public 
bid.  Plans and specifications are available for review in the Engineering and Project Development 
Department. 

ALTERNATIVE:  The Council could elect to bid the project at a later date; however, the deterioration 
will continue, requiring more extensive repairs. 

Submitted by Public Services & Engineering/Johnson 

N:\All Departments\Staff Reports - Drafts\2015 Meetings\08-18 Meeting - SR Due Aug. 6\Auth. to Adv. GBPS Wet Well Repairs.docx 
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APPROVAL OF A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION OF AN 
AMENDMENT TO AN AGREEMENT WITH THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO FOR 
THE RECEIPT AND APPROPRIATION OF ADDITIONAL REGIONAL 
REALIGNMENT RESPONSE GROUP FUNDS IN THE AMOUNT OF $15,000 
PROVIDED BY THE COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS PARTNERSHIP (CCP) AND 
THE REALLOCATION OF $13,000 TO THE NATIONAL CITY POLICE 
DEPARTMENT TO FURTHER THE GOALS OF THE GRANT 

ISSUE: Whether the City Council wishes to participate in a regional effort to monitor offenders 
released from jail or prison under the provisions of realignment and, if so, approve a resolution 
authorizing the execution of an agreement for the receipt and appropriation of the Regional 
Realignment Response Group funds provided by the Community Corrections Partnership 
through the County of San Diego Sheriff’s Department.  Should the City reallocate $13,000 of 
these grant funds to the City of National City Police Department to host additional offender 
compliance inspection operations. 

RECOMMENDATION:  Approve “A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Coronado 
Approving and Authorizing the Execution of an Amendment to an Agreement with the County of San 
Diego for the Receipt and Appropriation of Additional Regional Realignment Response Group Grant 
Funds in the Amount of $15,000 Provided by the Community Corrections Partnership (CCP) and the 
Reallocation of $13,000 to the National City Police Department to Further the Goals of the 
Grant.” 

FISCAL IMPACT:  This appropriation resolution will allow Coronado to be reimbursed for 
overtime pay expenditures up to an additional $15,000 through the Regional Realignment 
Response Group as approved by the Community Corrections Partnership (CCP).   

Regional Realignment Response Group funds must be spent by June 30, 2016, unless further 
amendments are made.  The expenditure and reimbursement revenue will be recorded to the 
State Grants Fund 245.  The City has carried over $11,200 in unused funds from the last grant 
cycles.  The reallocation of $13,000 will leave a balance of $13,200 for the City to use for 
overtime in support of probationer compliance checks.   

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  Approval of grant funds is a legislative action.  Legislative 
actions tend to express public purpose and make provisions for the ways and means of 
accomplishing the purpose.  Legislative actions involve the exercise of discretion governed by 
considerations of public welfare, in which case the City Council is deemed to have “paramount 
authority” in such decisions. 

PUBLIC NOTICE:  None required. 

BACKGROUND:  The intent of the Regional Realignment Response funding is to encourage 
counties to develop and implement evidence-based practices and alternatives to incarceration to 
limit future crimes and reduce victimization.   

The San Diego County Sheriff’s Department has been designated as the fiscal agent of Regional 
Realignment Response funds for the San Diego County region.  A Memorandum of Agreement 
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between the County of San Diego and participating cities in the County was created in 2013 to 
outline the disbursement of Realignment funds.  It has been amended on two prior occasions, 
both in 2015.  The first amendment extended the duration of the agreement and the second 
reallocated unused funds to certain participating communities, of which Coronado was not one. 
 
The Coronado Police Department has been participating in the Southern Region Group 
consisting of police officers and sheriff’s deputies from Chula Vista, National City, the City of 
San Diego, and San Diego County.  This group has worked collaboratively throughout the 
southern region in conducting compliance checks of released offenders who are identified 
through intelligence-based analysis to be at a higher risk for reoffending.  
 
The City of Coronado was originally allocated $26,200.  The State budget for FY 2016 has 
allocated additional funding for this program.  Coronado’s additional allocation is $15,000.  The 
Police Department will use the funding to participate in overtime operations conducting 
compliance checks on San Diego County probationers.   
 
ANALYSIS:  In order to receive the funds, the City must approve an appropriation resolution.  
Funds from this grant will be applied to the FY 15/16 budget.  Since the inception of the grant 
agreement in 2013, the Police Department has received $26,200 and utilized approximately 
$15,000, leaving a remaining balance of approximately $11,200.  The FY 2016 allocation is an 
additional $15,000, resulting in an available balance of approximately $26,200.  In an effort to 
best fulfill the goals of the program, the Police Department would like to authorize the San 
Diego County Sheriff’s Department to reallocate $13,000 of these grant funds to the National 
City Police Department.  Due to the low number of high risk offenders residing in Coronado, our 
Police Department personnel participate in grant funded operations sponsored by other agencies 
in the region.  Coronado officers have routinely been invited to participate with the National City 
Police Department in their compliance operations.  Therefore, the reallocation will enable them 
to afford to host additional operations in furtherance of the goals of the program and permit 
Coronado personnel to participate and use the grant funds for their intended purpose.  Absent this 
ability, a portion of funds assigned to Coronado would likely go unused and would be reallocated 
near the end of the agreement.  The San Diego County Sheriff’s Office has indicated a 
reallocation is permissive and the National City Police Chief is supportive of the reallocation.   
 
ALTERNATIVES:  The City Council can choose to not accept the funds or accept the funds 
and not authorize a reallocation to the City of National City. 
 
Submitted by Police Department/Froomin 
Attachment:  Resolution 
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RESOLUTION NO. ___________ 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORONADO APPROVING 
AND AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION OF AN AMENDMENT TO AN AGREEMENT WITH 
THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO FOR THE RECEIPT AND APPROPRIATION OF 
ADDITIONAL REGIONAL REALIGNMENT RESPONSE GROUP GRANT FUNDS IN THE 
AMOUNT OF $15,000 PROVIDED BY THE COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS PARTNERSHIP 
(CCP) AND THE REALLOCATION OF $13,000 TO THE NATIONAL CITY POLICE 
DEPARTMENT TO FURTHER THE GOALS OF THE GRANT 

WHEREAS, the Community Corrections Partnership (CCP) provides grant funds to local 
governments to support the Regional Realignment Response Group and its primary goal of public safety 
by developing and implementing a targeted, proactive, intelligence-based approach to control and 
counteract risks associated with realigned offenders released into San Diego County; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Coronado Police Department is eligible to receive a portion of these 
grant funds provided by the Community Corrections Partnership (CCP) through the County of San Diego 
Sheriff’s Department and the City Council is authorized to approve and accept the receipt of grant funds, 
when the funds are made available; and 

WHERAS, due to the low number of high risk offenders residing in Coronado, Coronado Police 
Department personnel participate in grant funded operations sponsored by other agencies in the region 
and increased funding to those agencies facilitates additional opportunities to conduct compliance checks 
on probationers. 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Coronado, 
California, that the City Council approves and authorizes the receipt and appropriation of $15,000 in grant 
funds provided by the Community Corrections Partnership administered through the County of San Diego 
Sheriff’s Department and authorizes the reallocation of $13,000 to the National City Police Department to 
host additional high risk offender compliance check operations. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that these funds, which must be spent by June 30, 2016, be 
budgeted for expenditure from the State Grants Fund 245 in FY 2015-16.   

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Coronado this ____day of 
_______ 2015. 

AYES: 
NAYS: 
ABSTAIN:     
ABSENT:       

          Casey Tanaka, Mayor of the 
          City of Coronado, California 

ATTEST: 

Mary L. Clifford, City Clerk 
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AUTHORIZE THE CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE AN AMENDED COMMERCIAL 
USE PERMIT FOR CLAYTON’S COFFEE SHOP AND MEXICAN TAKE-OUT FOR 
USE OF PUBLIC SIDEWALK FOR OUTDOOR DINING ON A YEAR-TO-YEAR 
BASIS SUBJECT TO ADHERENCE TO THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE 
PERMIT 

RECOMMENDATION: Authorize the City Manager to execute an Amended Commercial Use 
Permit. 

FISCAL IMPACT: Consistent with other Commercial Use Permits, the City will receive an 
annual fee payment (e.g.; $779.00 for FY 2016) with three percent (3%) increases each year 
thereafter.   

PUBLIC NOTICE: None required. 

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  Approving the Amended Commercial Use Permit is an 
administrative decision on the part of the City Council, 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.   

BACKGROUND:  On July 15, 2014, the City Council approved issuing an amended 
Encroachment Permit (E1403-004) and corresponding Commercial Use Permit (CUP) to the 
property owner for that portion of the City public right-of-way along 1107 Tenth Street.  The 
Encroachment Permit allowed for the construction of a wooden awning and overhead blade sign 
on Tenth Street and the placement of secured picnic and/or bistro tables.  The CUP allowed for 
the use of the encroachment area to be used for outdoor dining.   

ANALYSIS:  Generally, once approved by the City Council, Commercial Use Permits are 
issued for an initial one-year term with four one-year extensions thereafter, for a total of five 
years.  In this particular case, the City Council specified that the CUP should be issued on a 
“temporary” basis for one year and that the CUP could only be extended by the City Manager 
for the remaining duration with the prior approval of the City Council.  If this and subsequent 
extensions are granted, the CUP would expire on June 30, 2019. 

The above condition was issued to ensure that the property owner adhered to the requirements of 
the Permit and the encroachment for the dining tables was working as intended.  Namely, 
keeping the pedestrian pathway clear, the City sidewalk clean, and emptying the adjoining trash 
containers as necessary.  The property owner has secured the dining tables as specified in the 
encroachment permit and maintained the area in a generally clean condition.  On a few occasions 
when City staff observed the area was not being properly maintained, the owner was notified and 
corrective actions were taken. 

Staff has made two modifications to the Permit to address concerns that have been raised during 
the first year of the Permit.  This includes specifying that the property owner will clean any 
liquid or food spills that result from the use of City property and a requirement to display a sign 
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anytime the take-out window is open that informs patrons to, “Please Do Not Block Sidewalk, 
One Line Forms at Curb.”  Staff believes this counter sign, along with a similar sign installed by 
the City on a light pole at the curb, will help keep the public sidewalk clear when a line begins to 
form at the take-out window.     
 
Although the property owner has been slow to respond at times and did not provide the required 
Certificate of Insurance until recently, staff believes these issues have been remedied and is 
recommending approval of the Amended CUP.     
 
ALTERNATIVES:  The City Council could decide to: 1) not authorize the Amended 
Commercial Use Permit; 2) limit the term to one-year increments with review and approval by 
the City Council;  3) request additional terms and conditions be applied to the Permit. 
 
Submitted by City Manager’s Office/Ritter/Torres. 
Attachment A – Amended Commercial Use Permit 
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Attachment A 
Amended Commercial Use Permit 
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CITY OF CORONADO 
AMENDED PERMIT FOR USE OF CITY PROPERTY 

FOR COMMERCIAL ACTIVITY 

In accordance with Title 20, Chapter 20.12 of the Coronado Municipal Code, this Permit 
for Use of City Property for Commercial Purposes is issued as follows: 

1. Permittee:  This permit is issued to Claytons Coronado Corner, LLC (hereinafter
referred to as Permittee), owner of Clayton’s Coffee Shop and Mexican Take-Out
located at 979 Orange, Coronado, California, 92118.

2. Property:  The Permittee may utilize no more than 115 square feet (4 ft. X 14 ft. 7 inches
and 2 ft. 8 inches X 21 ft. 5 inches) of surface space located within the City’s right of
way on the 1000 block of Tenth Street in the City of Coronado as described in the City’s
Encroachment Permit Number E1403-004 as amended (hereinafter referred to as the
property) pursuant to the Orange Avenue Corridor Plan, Chapter 4, Section J.2.H.

3. Commercial Activity:  Permittee may use the above-described property only for the
purposes of outdoor dining.  The Permittee shall be allowed to secure no more than two
(2) picnic tables and four (4) bistro tables to the sidewalk at the sites designated on the
attached map.  Each picnic table with seating shall be secured to the sidewalk with a
maximum capacity of four persons per table.  Each bistro table shall be secured to the
sidewalk and have a maximum of two (2) unsecured chairs per table.  Total seating
capacity shall not exceed sixteen (16) persons.

4. Term of Permit:

4.1 Subject to the conditions herein, this permit shall commence on August 1, 2015
and may be extended for up to three one-year extensions, expiring on June 30, 
2019. 

4.2 This permit shall terminate if the Permittee no longer possesses a valid and 
conforming encroachment permit. 

4.3 Subject to the conditions herein, this permit may be extended by the Assistant 
City Manager. 

08/18/15 2 

225



4.4 This permit may be terminated in accordance with Chapter 20.02 of the Coronado 
Municipal Code. 

 
4.5. The City may terminate this permit immediately if the Permittee fails to comply 

with any of the terms and conditions stated herein. 
 
4.6 In general, this permit may be terminated upon sixty (60) days written notice by 

the City of Coronado if it is determined that the public health, welfare or safety 
requires that the property may be used for another purpose.  However, in the case 
of an emergency, the permit may be suspended or terminated without prior notice 
to the Permittee.  In such case, the City will endeavor to provide as much notice 
as is reasonably possible under the circumstances. 

 
5. Waiver of Claims:  Permittee hereby waives the right to assert any claim or action 

against the City of Coronado, is officers, agents or employees arising out of or resulting 
from the issuance or revocation of this permit or the restoration of the property or any 
other action taken in accordance with the terms of the permit by the City of Coronado, its 
officers, agents or employees. 

 
6. Fee: For each year or portion thereof in which the Permittee occupies the property, the 

Permittee shall pay on or before July 1 of each year, the following amounts: 
 
6.1 From July 1, 2015 to June 30, 2016: seven hundred fifty-six dollars ($779.00) 
 
6.2 From July 1, 2016 to June 30, 2017: seven hundred seventy-nine dollars 

($802.00) 
 
6.3 From July 1, 2017 to June 30, 2018: eight hundred two dollars ($826.00) 
 
6.4 From July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2019: eight hundred twenty-six dollars ($851.00) 
 
6.5 If the Permittee fails to pay the fees in advance as required, a late payment penalty 

of ten percent (10%) of the amount due may be assessed by the City.  If full 
payment, including late fees, is not paid by July 31 of the appropriate year, the 
City may, in its discretion, immediately terminate the permit with no additional 
notice to the Permittee.  In addition, the City may take appropriate steps to 
commence termination of the corresponding encroachment permit.  This section 
shall not in any way limit the City’s ability to pursue other legal recourse against 
the Permittee. 

 
7. General Conditions:   
 

7.1 The general provisions of Chapter 20.02 of the Coronado Municipal Code shall 
apply to this permit to include, without limitation, the grounds for suspension of 
revocation provisions contained in Section 20.02.180. 
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7.2 By accepting the benefits herein, the Permittee acknowledges title to the property 
to be in the City of Coronado and waives all rights to contest that title. 

8. Additional Conditions:

8.1 The Permittee agrees to indemnify and hold the City and City’s officers, officials,
employees and agents harmless from, and against any and all liabilities, claims, 
demands, causes of action, losses, damages and costs, including all costs of 
defense thereof, arising out of, or in any manner connected directly or indirectly 
with, the construction, encroachment, maintenance or activity to be done by the 
Permittee, his/her/its agents, employees or contractors on the City property. 

Upon demand, Permittee shall, at its own expense, defend City and City’s 
officers, officials, employees and agents, from and against any and all such 
liabilities, claims, demands, causes of action, losses, damages and costs.  

Permittee’s obligation herein does not extend to liabilities, claims, demands, 
causes of action, losses, damages or costs that arise out of the City’s intentional 
wrongful acts, violations of law, or negligence.  

This provision shall not be limited by any provision of insurance coverage the 
Permittee may have in effect, or may be required to obtain and maintain, during 
the term of this Permit. This provision shall survive expiration or termination of 
this Permit.  

8.2 At all times at which this permit is in effect the Permittee shall maintain a policy 
of general liability insurance in an amount of not less than one million dollars 
($1,000,000) per claim for personal injury and property damage.  The policy shall 
name the City of Coronado, its officers, employees, agents and members of its 
City Council as additional insureds.  The Permittee shall furnish the City a 
Certificate of Insurance and Additional Insured Policy Endorsement evidencing 
such coverage at all times during the term of this permit.  The Permittee shall also 
furnish a policy of Worker’s Compensation Insurance as required by California 
law.  All of the coverages described above shall provide that the City of Coronado 
be furnished at least 30 days written notice from the insurer before the policy is 
canceled, revoked or otherwise expires. 

8.3 The Permittee shall not block or otherwise interfere with any established civic 
uses of City property. 

8.4 The Permittee shall routinely inspect and maintain the approved area/furniture and 
the surrounding City property clean from any litter, solid waste, liquid or food 
spills, or trash resulting from the Permittee’s use of the City property.  The 
Permittee shall routinely inspect, compact, empty, and keep clean any City trash 
container along its Tenth Street property frontage, so as to contain all trash within 
the receptacle and maintain a clean appearance at all times during Clayton’s 
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business hours.  The Permittee shall display a sign at the take-out window on 
Tenth Street advising patrons, “Please do not block sidewalk and one line forms at 
curb” and request compliance of said sign as necessary to keep the sidewalk clear 
for pedestrian passage.   

 
8.5 The Permittee shall comply with all applicable federal, state and local, laws, 

regulations and ordinances. 
 
8.6 The exercise of any privileges granted by this permit constitutes the acceptance of 

all of the conditions of this permit. 
 
8.7 The Permittee shall use the property only for the purposes specified above. 
 
8.8 The property shall not be used to support oppose political candidates or causes. 

 
9. Restoration of Property:  Upon the abandonment, termination or expiration of this 

permit, the Permittee shall, at no cost to the City of Coronado, return the property to the 
City in its pre-permit condition within the time specified in the notice of revocation or 
prior to the date of abandonment or expiration.  If the Permittee fails to restore the City 
property in a timely manner, the City shall have the right to enter upon the property and 
restore the property to its pre-permit condition, including the destruction or removal of 
any improvements thereon.  The City of Coronado shall then mail written notice to the 
Permittee advising him/her/it that the City intends to restore the property and to recover 
its restoration costs from the Permittee.  This notice shall advise the Permittee that 
he/she/it shall have an opportunity to appear before the City Council at a specified time to 
protest the intended action of the City of Coronado. 

 
10. Possessory Interest:  The Permittee recognizes and acknowledges that this permit may 

create a possessory interest subject to property taxation and that he/he/it may be subject 
to the payment of property taxes levy on such interest. 

 
11. Change of Ownership:  The permit shall not, nor shall any interest therein or thereunder, 

be assigned, mortgaged, hypothecated, or transferred by the Permittee, whether 
voluntarily or involuntarily or by operation of law, nor shall the Permittee let, sublet or 
grant any license or permit with respect to the use or occupancy of the subject property, 
or any portion thereof without the written consent of the City’s Assistant City Manager.  
This provision shall not preclude the Permittee from having employees conducting the 
activities authorized by this permit. 

 
THE REMAINDER OF THIS PAGE IS LEFT BLANK. 
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This permit, together with each and every condition contained herein, is acceptable: 

______________________________________ _______________________ 
Mary Frese  Date 
Clayton’s Coronado Corner LLC 

______________________________________ _______________________ 
Blair King  Date 
City Manager 
City of Coronado 
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REQUEST FOR AUTHORIZATION TO EXECUTE CHANGE ORDER #1 IN AN 
AMOUNT NOT TO EXCEED $130,000 FOR CONSTRUCTION OF THE STREET, 
CURB AND GUTTER FY 2013/14 PROJECT 

ISSUE:  Whether to authorize the execution of Change Order #1, which exceeds 10% of the 
original contract amount, hence requiring City Council authorization. 

RECOMMENDATION:  Authorize staff to execute Change Order #1 in an amount not to 
exceed $130,000 to cover the cost of additional work required to bring the pavement thickness to 
the minimum structural section recommended. 

FISCAL IMPACT:  There is sufficient remaining balance in the project budget to cover this 
change order.  The budget for the Street, Curb and Gutter FY 2013/14 project was funded by the 
TransNet Fund and the General Fund for a total appropriation of $1,200,000 (Accounts #210372-
9835-145CG and #400710).  The total project budget at the time the construction contract was 
awarded was $839,000, leaving approximately $361,000 in the project budget. A breakdown of 
the budget as originally funded, with estimated final costs, is provided below: 

Street, Curb and Gutter FY 2013/14 Budget Breakdown 
Original 
Budget 

Estimated 
Final Cost 

CIP Appropriation $1,200,000 $1,200,000 
Design $95,000 $95,000 
Construction (rounded) $580,000 $580,000 
Project Contingency (C.O. #1) $87,000 $130,000 
Materials Testing $26,000 $26,000 
Inspection/Construction Support $51,000 $51,000 
Total $839,000 $882,000 
Remaining Funds $318,000 

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  Approval of change orders 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. 
These non-adjudicative decisions do not require findings and are subject to a review under Code 
of Civil Procedure section 1085, i.e., traditional mandamus. 

PUBLIC NOTICE:  None required. 

BACKGROUND:  The project was advertised for bidding on March 10, 2015.  Bids were 
opened on March 31, 2015.  The construction contract was awarded to PAL General 
Engineering, Inc. on April 21, 2015, in the amount of $577,752.  This project included street 
improvements on D Avenue from First to Tenth Streets, Third Street from Glorietta Boulevard to 
Pomona Avenue, and drainage improvements at the southwest corner of Sixth Street and A 
Avenue. 
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ANALYSIS:  PAL General Engineering, Inc. was issued a Notice to Proceed on June 15, 2015.  
After construction began, minor change order work was completed in accordance with City 
policies, including items such as a requirement identified in the field by Caltrans to use colored 
concrete within its right-of-way as opposed to standard grey concrete, additional pavement 
removal on Sixth Street and A Avenue above and beyond what was called for in the plans due to 
the level of tree roots encountered, etc.  However, when the major pavement work along D 
Avenue commenced on July 23, the contractor discovered that the asphalt thickness along D 
Avenue was significantly less than that called out on the plans and brought the issue to the City’s 
attention. 
 
During the design of the project, asphalt samples were taken along the length of D Avenue.  In 
addition, ground penetrating radar was utilized to gather data on the existing pavement thickness; 
both tests indicated a minimum existing asphalt thickness of two and a half inches.  The design 
therefore called for the removal and replacement of the top one and a half inch of asphalt.  
However, when construction crews began removing the existing asphalt, only one inch of asphalt 
was encountered in most locations.  Construction operations were temporarily halted while staff 
met with the design team and the contractor to inspect the changed conditions and additional 
calculations were completed to determine the minimum asphalt thickness needed to support the 
existing traffic volumes.  A minimum thickness of three inches of asphalt in the travel lanes and 
two inches in the parking lanes was ultimately recommended and the contractor was instructed to 
proceed with construction one block at a time so conditions along each block could be inspected 
and additional asphalt quantities and costs could be properly accounted for in accordance with 
City policies regarding change order work.   
 
Coronado Municipal Code (CMC) Section 8.07.020 authorizes the City Manager to execute 
change orders in an amount up to 10% of the contract price (approximately $58,000 for this 
project).  Section 8.07.020 also states the following: 
 

“However, if the cost of delaying the work (considering both direct and indirect 
costs) exceeds $5,000, the City Manager is authorized to execute a single change 
order up to the full amount of the City Manager’s authority pursuant to CMC 
8.05.030. The amount of this change order shall be in addition to the amounts 
authorized by subsection A of this section, and this change order is only 
authorized if there are sufficient funds in the allocated project budget. The City 
Manager shall report the change order to the City Council at its next regularly 
scheduled meeting.” 
 

When the change of conditions in asphalt thickness was identified, it was quickly determined 
that the cost to address the situation would likely exceed $58,000, and that the cost to stop all 
construction and remobilize at a later date would exceed $5,000 (the contractor estimated 
somewhere between $40,000 and $50,000 for remobilization); therefore, the City Manager 
authorized staff to proceed with construction efforts in accordance with CMC Section 8.07.020 
with change order costs to remain within roughly $88,000 ($58,000 for the initial “10% of 
contract price” the City Manager is authorized to sign in accordance with CMC § 8.07.020 and 
an additional $30,000 authorized by CMC § 8.05.030). 

08/18/15 

232

http://www.codepublishing.com/CA/Coronado/%23%21/Coronado08/Coronado0805.html%238.05.030


This change in conditions ultimately required an additional 645 tons of asphalt to be placed 
along five blocks of D Avenue.  The contractor used the price per ton listed in the bid sheet 
($103/ton) for the extra material, resulting in a total cost of $66,435, and increased the cost of all 
change order construction work to $88,405.  In addition to these labor and material costs, the 
contractor incurred a delay on July 23 from the time the changed conditions were discovered to 
when the City provided direction on how to proceed.  The contractor’s initial claim for this delay 
is approximately $40,000 which includes the cost for equipment and labor that was on standby 
during this time (less than one day in total).  The City is negotiating the cost of the delay and at 
this time has not come to an agreement with the contractor (they have not yet provided certified 
payrolls for employees on site nor a breakdown of costs for equipment they are claiming was on 
standby).   

In accordance with City policies, staff is notifying the City Council of these costs and requesting 
authorization to execute a change order up to a total of $130,000 to cover all labor, material, and 
delay costs that the contractor is currently claiming.  Note, had the design documents originally 
reflected the correct depth of existing asphalt, the City would have paid the majority of this 
change request as part of the base contract price, less the delay costs. 

Construction of the project is nearly complete at this time with only punch list items remaining. 
Assuming the City Council authorizes execution of the requested change order and staff has 
come to an agreement with the contractor on the delay costs, a request to file a Notice of 
Completion will be brought to the City Council wherein final project costs will be tabulated. 

Submitted by Public Services & Engineering/Odiorne 

N:\All Departments\Staff Reports - Drafts\2015 Meetings\08-18 Meeting - SR Due Aug. 6\FINAL Street, Curb & Gutter - 
Approval of CO.doc 
CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
BK TR EG RRS MLC NA EW NA NA NA CMM NA 
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PUBLIC HEARING: APPEAL OF THE RESULT OF THE HISTORIC RESOURCE 
COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING OF JULY 1, 2015,  THAT THE PROPERTY 
ADDRESSED AS 733 TOLITA AVENUE WAS NOT DESIGNATED AS A HISTORIC 
RESOURCE IN ACCORDANCE WITH CHAPTER 84.20 OF THE CORONADO 
MUNICIPAL CODE (NOI 2015-011 CORONADO 905 LLC) 

ISSUE: Whether to affirm, modify, or overturn the result of the Historic Resource Commission 
public hearing that the single-family residence addressed as 733 Tolita Avenue was not designated 
as a Historic Resource.  

RECOMMENDATION: Consider the information presented in the appeal, and affirm the result 
of the Historic Resource Commission public hearing that the single-family residence addressed as 
733 Tolita Avenue was not designated as a Historic Resource. 

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 August 5, 2015, and notices were mailed to all property owners within a 300-foot radius of the 
subject property.   

BACKGROUND: Ordinance No. 1961 was adopted by the City Council on July 6, 2004, 
establishing a discretionary demolition permit process for residential structures 75-years old or 
older.  The ordinance requires a property owner who wishes to demolish, or partially demolish, a 
property that is 75 or more years old to file a Notice of Intent to Demolish permit application with 
the Community Development Department for a public hearing of the Historic Resource 
Commission (HRC) per Coronado Municipal Code (“CMC”) Section 84.20.050(A).  This public 
hearing process provides an opportunity for the Commission to evaluate whether a structure 
proposed for demolition or partial demolition meets the criteria for designation as a Historic 
Resource.  If the home is designated as a historic resource, then it may not be altered, relocated or 
demolished without CEQA review and obtaining a historic alteration permit (CMC § 84.20.080). 

When preparing staff reports for Notice of Intent to Demolish applications, staff presents to the 
Commission all of the information provided by the applicant, along with information gleaned 
through staff-conducted research, and provides a brief analysis of the property based on the 
Historic Designation Criteria Guidelines, which were adopted by the City Council in 2011. In 
addition to the staff report and application, the Commission considers correspondence received 
from the public prior to the public hearing, and information provided during the public comment 
portion of the public hearing.  
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On May 22, 2015, the property owner submitted a Notice of Intent to Demolish application for the 
proposed demolition of the single-family residence addressed as 733 Tolita Avenue.  At the 
meeting of June 17, 2015, the Historic Resource Commission held a public hearing on this item. 
It should be noted that Commissioner Keith was disqualified from participation in this agenda item 
because she owns real property within 500 feet of the subject property. The remaining four 
Commissioners were all present. Staff found that there was not sufficient evidence to determine 
that the property meets two or more of the designation criteria, and recommended that the 
Commission determine the property to be non-historic (Attachment A). Chair Gillingham opened 
the public hearing, the Commission listened to staff and applicant presentations, and received 
public comment. After the Commission discussion, a motion was made by Commissioner Wilson 
stating that the property does not meet the criteria for historic designation, and the result of the 
vote was 2-2 with Commissioners Wilson and Gillingham voting in favor and Commissioners 
Goot and Talbert voting against the motion. Because the vote was 2-2, the motion did not carry. 
The Commission determined that additional information regarding the architectural style of the 
dwelling and the builder of the dwelling, S. D. Chapin, was required in order to make a 
determination on the historic significance of the property. A motion to continue the item to the 
next regular meeting was passed by the Commission, and the Commission requested that the 
applicant submit additional information and analysis. 
 
The applicant provided additional information on the Storybook style, thatch roof construction, 
and on the builder, Sidney Chapin, for the Commission’s consideration on June 19, 2015. Staff 
also provided additional information on the Storybook, Tudor, and Craftsman styles. The new 
information was included with the staff report to the Commission for the meeting of July 1, 2015 
(Attachment A). With this additional information, Staff’s recommendation that the property not 
be designated historic did not change. On July 1, 2015, the Historic Resource Commission re-
opened the public hearing, listened to staff and applicant presentations, and received public 
comment.  All four Commissioners were again present, with Commissioner Keith disqualified.  
After considering the additional information on the Storybook, Tudor and Craftsman styles, and 
about the builder’s work, a motion was made stating that the property does not meet any of the 
criteria for historic designation.  The result of the vote was 2-2 with Commissioners Gillingham 
and Wilson in favor, and Commissioners Goot and Talbert against. Thus, the motion did not carry. 
Chair Gillingham requested additional motions of the Commission, and no additional motions 
were made by any Commissioners. The Chair then closed the item. Because the property was not 
designated through the Notice of Intent to Demolish review, the property remains non-historic. 
 
Additional material relevant to the Historic Resource Commission meeting includes the staff report 
and attachments (Attachment A); and HRC meeting minutes from June 17, 2015 (Attachment B) 
and July 1, 2015 (Attachment C).  
 
On July 10, 2015, two appeals were submitted to the City Clerk’s office, one from Linda Ferguson, 
Ivy Bernhardson, and Mark Bernhardson, and another from Pat Howard (Attachment D).  The 
appeals, which are addressed separately in the Analysis section of this report, outline the reasons 
why the result of the Historic Resource Commission meeting of July 1, 2015, should be overturned 
by the City Council. Both appeals focus largely on the process of designation through the Notice 
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of Intent to Demolish review process and not on the merits of the Historic Resource Designation 
Criteria. 

ANALYSIS:  

Ferguson/Bernhardson Appeal 

The appeal filed by Ms. Ferguson and Mr. and Mrs. Bernhardson asks that the home be designated 
historic on two grounds.  First, the appellants take issue with the 2-2 vote of the Historic Resource 
Commission resulting in the failure of the property to be designated as a Historic Resource. The 
appellants suggest that in cases where a Commissioner is disqualified from participating in a public 
hearing, an alternate Commissioner should be present to step in in order to restore the Commission 
to five voting members. Second, the appellants also state that the property is significant under 
Criterion C as an example of a Chapin “Storybook” beach cottage, and under Criterion D as an 
example of the notable work of Sidney Chapin. At the writing of this staff report, no evidence or 
documentation had been provided with the appeal supporting historic significance of the property 
under Criterion C or D. 

To address the appellants’ first argument, the Commission followed the procedures set forth by 
the City Council.  The City Council has established specific criteria for determining whether a 
structure is a historic resource.  In order to be designated as a historic resource through the Notice 
of Intent to Demolish review process, the structure must meet at least two of the designation criteria 
and be at least 75-years old per CMC Section 84.10.130. The determination that a structure meets, 
or does not meet, two or more of the designation Criteria must be made by an affirmative vote of 
three or more Commissioners, per CMC Section 2.54.030(C), which states that “the affirmative 
vote of three members shall be necessary for it to take action.” There is no provision that requires 
alternate Commissioners in order to fill the seats of absent or disqualified Commissioners.  All that 
is required is that a minimum of three Commissioners be present to constitute a quorum.  In this 
case, without three Commissioners voting in favor of designation, the property remains non-
historic. 

Regarding significance of the property under Criterion C or D, while there was discussion of each 
criterion during the course of the public hearing, a majority of the Commission did not determine 
through the Notice of Intent to Demolish review that the property met the criteria for designation 
as a Historic Resource. As reflected in the minutes (Attachments B and C), the Commissioners 
were split on the merits of the property per the Designation Criteria. Commissioners Wilson and 
Gillingham felt the property did not meet the Criteria, while Commissioners Talbert and Goot felt 
that the property could be designated under Criterion C and D. 

Howard Appeal 

The appeal filed by Mr. Howard states that the “determination [was] inappropriate and at cross-
purposes with CHRC purpose statement” as the reason for the appeal. Mr. Howard goes on to 
question the legality of the result of the public hearing; he questions the appropriateness of the 
disqualification of a Commissioner who lives within 500 yards of the subject property; he indicates 
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that Commissioners who work with real estate professionals should be disqualified; and, he asserts 
that the designation criteria are unevenly applied by the Commissioners. 
 
As previously mentioned, the two public hearings were conducted according to the process set 
forth by the City Council.  The outcome of the public hearing was that the property was not 
designated as a Historic Resource because a minimum of three Commissioners did not approve of 
the designation. Therefore, the status of the property as a non-designated, non-historic property 
did not change as a result of the public hearing. 
 
The appellant questions the disqualification procedures.  The California Fair Political Practices 
Commission (“FPPC”) establishes the rules that assist officials in determining whether they have 
a material financial interest that constitutes a disqualifying conflict of interest in the pending 
decision. There are many different types of situations that can arise and disqualify a public official.  
However, one type of conflict that frequently arises is when an official owns property within a 500 
foot radius of the project area.  Commissioner Keith made the determination that she had a conflict 
of interest and recused herself from the discussion of this property.  As for whether real estate 
professionals should be disqualified from the Historic Resource Commission, neither the FPPC 
regulations nor the City’s criteria for being a Commissioner have such a limitation.  Indeed, the 
Council prefers those with architecture, architectural history, or planning to serve on this 
Commission.  In any event, any Commissioner would be disqualified if it is reasonably foreseeable 
that a decision to historically designate would have a material financial effect on his or her business 
interests.  An impact cannot be merely speculative or hypothetical, and this rule has never been 
applied to exclude an entire profession from serving as a public official. If a Commissioner is 
disqualified, this not only includes disqualification from participation in the public hearing, but 
the Commissioner may not discuss their opinions on the matter with staff, other Commissioners, 
or members of the public, before, during, and after the public hearing.  
 
Regarding application of the historic designation criteria, the City Council adopted the Coronado 
Designation Criteria Guidelines in 2011 in order to provide guidelines for consistent application 
of the criteria for designation. The Guidelines are based on nationally recognized and accepted 
guidance principles for historic resource evaluation, and are to be used by Commissioners, as well 
as staff and applicants, when evaluating whether a resource meets the criteria for historic 
designation. The Introduction section specifically notes that the Guidelines are to be used for both 
nominations for historic designation as well as determinations of historic significance in 
association with Notice of Intent to Demolish reviews. Using these Guidelines, staff did not find 
that the property met the criteria for designation as a Historic Resource, and recommended that the 
Commission find the property to be non-historic (attachment A).  The Commissioners disagreed 
on how to apply the Guidelines to this particular property.   
 
In staff’s opinion, neither appeal provides the City Council new information or sufficient grounds 
to grant the appeal and reconsider the Notice of Intent to Demolish application.  However, if the 
Council determines grounds for the appeals exist, the Council may then apply the Historic 
Designation Criteria Guidelines and decide whether or not the property is historic based upon the 
appeals, the application, and any evidence presented before the Council at this public hearing. 
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ALTERNATIVE: Grant the appeal, reconsider the Notice of Intent to Demolish application, and 
determine whether the property meets two or more of the criteria for historic designation. 

Submitted by Community Development/Olsen 
Attachments: 

A. Staff Report and attachments dated 7/1/15 
B. HRC meeting minutes dated 6/17/15 
C. HRC meeting minutes dated 7/1/15 
D. Appeals dated 7/10/15 
E. Public hearing notice published 8/5/15 

I:\City Council, Boards, and Commissions\HR\NOI Staff Reports\2015\NOI 2015-11 733 Tolita\City Council Appeal\CD - SR Appeal - NOI 2015-
11 733 Tolita Avenue.doc 

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
TR NA RRS MLC RAH NA NA NA NA NA NA 
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COUNCIL REPORTS ON INTER-AGENCY COMMITTEE AND BOARD 
ASSIGNMENTS 
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Councilmember Bailey Report on Inter-Agency Committee and Board Assignments 
As of July 21, 2015 

 
 
 

Coronado Historical Association 
Library Board 
Ribbon cutting for The Front Porch 
Farmers Market Group 
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Bill Sandke – Report on “Other Agency” meetings 
 

 
 

6/10 SANDAG 
 
6/15 HSC-41 Tour and meet with Skipper 
 
6/18 Visiting Mexico by Boat seminar with Mexican Tourism officials 
 
6/22 SDGE Control Building tour and Climate Change briefing 
 
7/1 Tidelands Park Accessible Playground opening 
 
7/3 Meet CPD and Public Services on Sting Ray Point for Parachute Landing Zone layout 
 
7/4 Participate in July 4th Parade – On water crowd control for Coast Guard SAR Demo 
 
7/8 MTS groundbreaking event I15 multi modal interchange at El Cajon Blvd. 
 
7/9 City Officials Tour – Comic-Con 
 
7/13 Change of Command aboard USS Midway for Adm. Ridge 
 
7/18 Special Olympics Torch Run event Spreckles Park 
 
7/20 Meet with City Manager 
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Agenda Item 11a: Report on Inter-Agency Committee and Board Assignments for Michael 
Woiwode 

Period ending 07/21/2015 

Monday, 7/20: Naval Complexes meeting.  Presentation by city of traffic counts, speed survey, 
and enforcement actions.  Presentation by Navy of iCommute marketing program to increase 
vanpools and carpools.  Navy is meeting its goals.  They also anticipate adding a 700 person 
barracks at North Island.  Public comment included concerns about Imperial Beach ALUCP and 
Coastal Campus plans. 

Saturday, 7/18: Special Olympics Final Leg Torch Run in Spreckels Park.  Great participation by 
law enforcement.  Good participation by citizenry given the threat – and reality – of rain.  
Community Band performed in the pavilion for an hour and a half. 

Friday, 7/17: San Diego Regional Chamber of Commerce Flag, General, and Senior Officers 
Ball. 

Friday, 7/17: SANDAG Transportation Committee.  Approved amendments to San Diego 
Bayshore Bikeway related projects; bus-on-shoulder demonstration project for South Bay Rapid; 
guidance for Transit Oriented Development.  Also approved award of Active Transportation 
Grants, including one for Coronado for $90k to develop a pedestrian master plan. 

Thursday, 7/16: SDMAC event honoring VADM & Mrs. Dixon Smith, Chief of Naval 
Installations, visiting from Washington. 

Thursday, 7/16: MTS Board meeting.  Approved naming rights for the new Mid-Coast Trolley 
line.  Updated status on the Pacific Imperial Railroad. 

Thursday, 7/16: With Councilmember Downey, interviewed by Coronado Lifestyle Magazine 
regarding SANDAG plans, and Coronado’s role in the agency. 

Wednesday, 7/15: Met with Circulate San Diego, to talk about Vision Zero and how it will be 
implemented in San Diego. 

Wednesday, 7/15: SDMAC.  Speaker was VADM Collum, DCNO for Readiness and Logistics.  
Emphasized the role technology is playing in bringing capability to the warfighter. 

Monday, 7/13: Navy Region Southwest Change of Command.  RADM Lorge replaced by 
RDML Rich. 

Friday, 7/10: CTC Commissioners Garahan and Moutes.  Status of 3rd & 4th Street Study. 

Friday, 7/10: Pat Howard, regarding appeal of historic hearing on 733 Tolita. 
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Friday, 7/10: Senate Select Committee on Ports and Goods Movement, hosted by Port.  Most 
important point made was the significance of the Navy to San Diego’s port. 
 
Thursday, 7/9: Steve Padilla, regarding an MTS property matter. 
 
Thursday, 7/9: Tour of HSM replacement squadron, and flight simulator. 
 
Wednesday, 7/8: Mid-City Centerline bus station groundbreaking. 
 
Tuesday, 7/7: South County EDC Officer Installation.  Mayor Tanaka was keynote speaker. 
 
Monday, 7/6: MTS Police Chief memorial service, at MTS clock tower. 
 
Wednesday, 7/1: New Tidelands Park accessible playground dedication. 
 
Friday, 6/26: SANDAG Board of Directors.  Presentation on survey results for Quality of Life 
ballot initiative. 
 
Thursday, 6/25: Coronado Cays HOA: Concern about entrance to SSTC.  How do residents 
lobby the Navy to review options?  Plans for Fourth of July.  
  
Wednesday, 6/24: Tour of SDG&E Operations Center.  Discussion about green initiatives being 
taken by the utility. 
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CONSIDERATION OF APPOINTMENT TO FILL ONE VACANCY ON THE PARKS 
AND RECREATION COMMISSION  

RECOMMENDATION:  Appoint one of the applicants to serve out the remainder of the 
current term, which expires January 31, 2017. 

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.     

PUBLIC NOTICE:  A vacancy notice was published in The Coronado Eagle & Journal on July 
1 and 8, 2015.  Notices were posted at City Hall, the Public Library, and on the City website.   

BACKGROUND:  The Coronado Municipal Code and City Council Policies #6 and #23 set 
forth the appointment process to fill vacancies or re-appoint eligible incumbents to City boards, 
commissions, or committees, and set a limit on the time an individual may serve to a maximum 
of two terms or eight years, whichever is less. 

ANALYSIS:  Commissioner Scott Chasin resigned his position in June 2015 as he was moving 
out of state.  There are one and one-half years remaining in his unexpired term. 

The following individuals have submitted an application for the Council’s consideration: 

Norman C. Funk 
Grace C. Lowenberg 
Karen Lee Netting 
Suzanne Popp, D.D.S. 
Akshay Sateesh 

ALTERNATIVE:  Decline to make an appointment and direct the City Clerk to advertise for 
additional applications.   

Submitted by City Clerk/Clifford 
CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
BK TR NA JNC MLC NA NA NA NA NA NA RAM 
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CONSIDERATION OF APPOINTMENT OF ONE NEW MEMBER TO THE LIBRARY 
BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

RECOMMENDATION:  Appoint one individual from the list below to serve a three-year term 
that will 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.     

PUBLIC NOTICE:  The upcoming vacancy was advertised in the Coronado Eagle & Journal on 
June 17 and 24, 2015.  Notices were posted at City Hall, at the Public Library, and on the City’s 
website. 

BACKGROUND:  The Coronado Municipal Code and City Council Policies #6 and #23 set forth 
the appointment process to fill vacancies or re-appoint eligible incumbents to, City boards, 
commissions, or committees, and set a limit on the time an individual may serve to a maximum of 
two terms or eight years, whichever is less. 

Trustee Sally Ann Zoll has served eight years having been appointed to the Library Board of 
Trustees in March 2007 to fill a vacancy; appointed in 2009 for a first full year; and reappointed in 
2012 for a final three-year term.  She is not eligible for reappointment.  An application has been 
received from the following individual: 

Rita M. Alipour 

ALTERNATIVE:  Decline to make an appointment at this time and direct the City Clerk to 
advertise for additional applicants.   

Submitted by City Clerk/Clifford 
Attached:  Applications  

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
BK TR NA JNC MLC NA NA NA CE NA NA NA 
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ITEM 11d - TIME CERTAIN:  4:30 P.M. 

APPROPRIATE $5,775,000 FOR CONSTRUCTION OF THE SENIOR ACTIVITY 
CENTER FROM GENERAL FUND RESOURCES AND/OR FRANCES G. HARPST 
FUNDS, AUTHORIZE THE CITY MANAGER TO ENTER INTO A PROFESSIONAL 
SERVICES CONTRACT WITH GAFCON INC. FOR CONSTRUCTION 
MANAGEMENT SERVICES IN THE AMOUNT OF $90,000, AND AUTHORIZE THE 
PROJECT TO BE BID 

ISSUE:  There are several potential funding sources for construction of the Senior Activity 
Center.  Direction is requested regarding which sources and amounts should be set aside.  Once 
funding is approved, contract with a professional construction management firm, and bid the 
project.   

RECOMMENDATION:  It is recommended that (1) a budget for the construction of the Senior 
Activity Center be established through the appropriation of funds from the General Fund and/or 
the Harpst Fund in the amount of $5,775,000; (2) authorize the City Manager to enter into a 
professional services agreement with Gafcon Inc. in the amount of $90,000 for construction 
management services; and (3) authorize the project to be bid to firms that have been prequalified 
through the approved prequalification process. 

FISCAL IMPACT:  The funding sources available to fund this project are the General Fund and 
the Harpst Fund.  The General Fund has an approximate opening fund balance on July 1, 2015, 
of $35,000,000, of which $14 million is undesignated and could be applied toward this project. 
The Harpst Fund was established in 2012 following a $5.1 million unrestricted bequest from 
Frances G. Harpst, a longtime Coronado resident.  Since receipt of this bequest, the fund has 
earned approximately $330,000 in investment earnings (as of June 30, 2015).  The entire amount 
of the fund, both principal and interest, is available to be used on this project.    

Approximately $831,000 of the Harpst Funds is invested in long-term municipal/public agency 
bonds earning, on average, over three percent.  These bonds, some of which are callable by the 
issuers, would need to be liquidated (sold in the secondary market) if the City Council desires to 
utilize the entire Harpst Fund for the Senior Activity Center.  Because of their high interest rates, 
these bonds could be sold at a premium, unless they are called by the issuer at par.   

The Capital Improvement Program (CIP) has a budget of $725,000 for the preconstruction-
related costs of the Senior Activity Center.   

Previous year CIP:  Programming, design, CEQA, $725,000 

Project costs to date $475,000 
Plan check $8,000 
Relocation costs/rental costs $30,000 
Construction administration $185,000 
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Contract management/labor compliance $90,000 
Water quality  $10,000 
Utility installation (power, water, gas, sewer, cable) $100,000 
FF&E (estimated) $150,000 
Public Art $49,000 
Testing and inspection (estimated) $45,000 
Bidding (estimated) $3,000 
Construction  $4,955,000 
Contingency $400,000 
      TOTAL $6,500,000 
  
Total request $5,775,000 
 
CEQA:  At its November 18, 2014 meeting, the City Council certified a Negative Declaration 
for the Senior Activity Center.   
 
CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  Providing direction for the funding of the Senior Activity 
Center is a legislative action.  Legislative actions tend to express a public purpose.  Legislative 
action involve the exercise of discretion governed by considerations of public welfare, in which 
case, the City Council is deemed to have “paramount authority” in such decisions.  Awarding a 
professional service agreement and 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.  The Senior Association was advised that this item is on the 
agenda. 
 
BACKGROUND:  The Senior Activity Center was reviewed by the Design Review 
Commission, Historic Resource Commission, Senior Activity Center Advisory Board, and 
Library Board over the past year.  The City Council certified the Negative Declaration at its 
November 18, 2014 meeting and accepted the proposed design materials at its July 21, 2015 
meeting.  The plans are to be ready for final plan check by August 2015 in preparation to bid the 
project.   
 
A Request for Proposals for construction management services was issued in June.  Ten 
responses were received.  Proposals were rated on the team’s capabilities, experience with 
similar type construction, team members’ education and experience, company’s organization, 
ability to accomplish the work, and their submitted fee. Staff members reviewed and graded the 
responses and Gafcon was ranked among the top three by all reviewers and their proposal was 
determined to be the most responsive and cost-effective.  Gafcon provided similar services for 
the City during the construction of the Library, Marina Building, Yacht Club Promenade, Tennis 
Center, and Boathouse and Club Room.  Gafcon has not been the exclusive construction manager 
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for the City; another firm was selected to conduct the construction management services of the 
Glorietta Bay Master Plan, which included the City Hall, Community Center, Promenade and 
Linear Park. 

ANALYSIS:  The Senior Activity Center design will be ready to bid in fall 2015.  Having 
funding in place provides a greater level of confidence for bidders that the project will proceed, 
encouraging prequalified contractors to submit a bid.  Hiring a construction manager at this time 
will allow them to begin their services, which includes reviewing the project plans and 
specifications prior to bid to verify constructability and avoid system conflicts.  This 
constructability review can save costly change orders during construction by identifying and 
correcting potential conflicts early on. 

Staff is currently reviewing the qualifications of the 17 general contractors that submitted 
prequalification packages for the project.  Those contractors found to be qualified will be asked 
to submit bids to construct the new facility.   The award of this contract is anticipated to occur in 
November 2015. 

ALTERNATIVE:  Delay funding allocation until awarding the project to construct.   

Submitted by Public Services & Engineering/Cecil 

N:\All Departments\Staff Reports - Drafts\2015 Meetings\08-18 Meeting - SR Due Aug. 6\FINAL Senior Center Funding Sources, etc.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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CONSIDERATION OF REQUEST FROM COUNCILMEMBER DOWNEY TO 
RECONSIDER THE APPROVAL OF THE APPROPRIATION OF $100,000 TO STUDY 
A BEACH BIKE PATH OR AGENDIZE CITY COUNCIL DISCUSSION TO 
RECONSIDER THE APPROVAL TO STUDY A BEACH BIKE PATH 

Please see attached request from Councilmember Downey. 

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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From: Councilmember Carrie Anne Inada Downey 
To: Mayor Casey Tanaka 
Date: July 22, 2015 
Copy to: City Manager Blair King 

Subject: Request to reconsider the Council approval to Study a Multi-use Bicycle Pathway 
along the beach 

Dear Mayor Tanaka, 

On June 2, 2015, as part of our 2015-/2016 budget approval process, I voted with the 5-0 
majority to authorize the spending of up to $100,000 to study the legal, environmental and 
engineering possibility of extending the existing Paseo in front of the Shores to Sunset Park to 
provide an easier access path way for those that have a mobility impairment, or are using a 
baby carriage, wheelchair, walker, etc. to traverse across our very wide beach or narrow 
sidewalk.   I voted to support the project based on the recommendation of our City Council 
Capital Improvements Sub-committee and our Citizen Advisory Committee on Active 
Transportation (formerly the Bicycle Committee). 

When I voted to approve the study I was also interested in the engineering possibilities of 
moving the rocks to provide a narrow bike path between the rocks and the street along the 
beach on Ocean Boulevard.  As I understood the capital project it was to look at what 
possibilities existed for traversing along Ocean Boulevard as a pedestrian, bicyclist, or mobility 
impaired individual.   Although the Council did not approve any project either for funding or 
permitting to be placed on the beach, I now realize that I did not clarify exactly what I wished 
the study to include, nor did many of the citizens understand prior to the vote what the study 
could/would include.   

I recognize that 2 council meetings have passed since we voted on June 2 to approve this 
budget item, so my request to reconsider may not be automatically eligible under Roberts Rules 
of Order for a standard reconsideration motion, but I would like to bring the matter back before 
the City Council, to allow the residents to speak to what their needs and desires are, as well as 
provide further direction to the City Manager on what options the study meant to include.   I 
would like the council to vote anew based on the input from the residents Active 
Transportation Committee members and staff as to what is needed at this time.  If my request 
to reconsider is found to be untimely than I request that this request be placed on the next 
council agenda to allow the City Council to revisit the matter at the following meeting. 

Respectfully, 
Carrie Downey
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CONSIDERATION OF REQUEST FROM COUNCILMEMBER BAILEY TO 
RECONSIDER THE APPROVAL OF THE APPROPRIATION OF $100,000 TO STUDY 
A BEACH BIKE PATH OR AGENDIZE CITY COUNCIL DISCUSSION TO 
RECONSIDER THE APPROVAL TO STUDY A BEACH BIKE PATH 

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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July 22nd 2015 

Mayor and City Council- 

I would like to formally request the $100K budgeted to study the proposed multi-use 
path be reconsidered.  Given the strong public reaction to the proposed study, I believe 
reconsideration is warranted so the Council and public can both be briefed on the 
scope, purpose, and timeline of the study.   

Furthermore, reconsideration would give the Council and public an opportunity to 
discuss the following questions: 

#1) What are the City's objectives for pedestrian, bicycle, and automobile traffic along 
Ocean Blvd? 

#2) Are those objectives currently being met? 

#3) If not, what options are available to accomplish the objectives and what are the pros 
and cons of each option? 

#4) What approach does the community prefer? 

I am not convinced we have adequately addressed the answers to these questions and 
the public has expressed a strong desire to discuss the proposed multi-use path at this 
time.   

Thank you  

Richard Bailey 
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