
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, September 15, 2015 

Coronado City Hall Council Chambers 
1825 Strand Way 

Coronado, California 92118 

CLOSED SESSION SPECIAL MEETING – 3:30 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 LEGAL COUNSEL – INITIATION
OF LITIGATION
Pursuant to Government Code Section 54956.9(d)(4)
One (1) Potential case(s).

2. 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 

Joint City Council/SA Meeting September 15, 2015 

AS A COURTESY TO OTHERS, PLEASE SILENCE CELL PHONES 



 

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 September 1, 2015. 

 
 4. CEREMONIAL PRESENTATIONS:   

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

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

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

 
*b. Review and Approve that the Warrants, as Certified by the City/Agency 

Treasurer, are all Correct, Just, and Conform to the Approved Budgets for FY 
2014-2015 and FY 2015-2016.  (Pg 7) 

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

 
c. Introduction of an Ordinance Amending Title 70, Building and Construction, of 

the City of Coronado Municipal Code to Add Chapter 70.35, Small Rooftop Solar 
Energy Systems.  (Pg 57) 
Recommendation:  Introduce “An Ordinance of the City Council of the City of 
Coronado, California, Amending Title 70, Building and Construction, of the 
City of Coronado Municipal Code by Adding Chapter 70.35, Small Residential 
Rooftop Solar Energy Systems.” 

 
 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)   
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8. PUBLIC HEARINGS:  None.

9. ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS:  None.

10. COMMISSION AND COMMITTEE REPORTS:  (Questions allowed but no discussion
or action.) 
a. Report from the Port Commissioner Concerning Port Activities.

b. Report from San Diego County South Area Cities’ Representative to the San
Diego County Regional Airport Authority.

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

allowed to clarify but no responses, discussion or action.)  (Pg 69)

b. Consideration of Appointment to Fill One Vacancy on the Cultural Arts
Commission.  (Pg 73)
Recommendation:  Appoint one individual to serve out the remainder of the
current term, which expires December 31, 2017.

c. Reconsideration of Bicycle-Related Safety Striping and Pavement Markings
Associated with the Annual Street Preventive Maintenance Project.  (Pg 83)
Recommendation:  Install striping and bicycle markings as previously
approved.

d. Approval of a Resolution Authorizing the Establishment of New Fines for
Vehicle Code and City Ordinance Infractions Committed by Bicyclists, in an
Effort to Improve Compliance and Safety.  (Pg 99)
Recommendation:  Approve “A Resolution of the City Council of the City of
Coronado Authorizing the Establishment of New Fines for Vehicle Code and
City Ordinance Infractions Committed by Bicyclists, in an Effort to Improve
Compliance and Safety.”

12. CITY ATTORNEY:  No report.

13. COMMUNICATIONS - WRITTEN:  None.

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.  
Joint City Council/SA Meeting September 15, 2015 
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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, September 1, 2015 

CALL TO ORDER / ROLL CALL 

Attendance was taken at 3:16 p.m.  A Quorum of members was present to conduct a meeting by 
the following results: 

Present: (5) Mike Woiwode; Bill Sandke; Casey Tanaka; Carrie 
Downey; Richard Bailey 

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:  American Federation of State, County, and 

Municipal Employees (AFSCME), Local 127 

2. CLOSED SESSION: CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL – 
ANTICIPATED LITIGATION 

AUTHORITY: Pursuant to Government Code Section 54956.9(d)(4) 
One (1) case

3. CLOSED SESSION: CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL – 
EXISTING LITIGATION 

AUTHORITY: Pursuant to Government Code Section 54956.9(d)(1) 
NAME OF CASE: Arthur Young v. City of Coronado 

Case No. 37-2014-00037469-CU-EI-CTL 
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4. COMMUNICATIONS – ORAL:  None. 
 
The meeting adjourned to Closed Session at 3:17 pm. 
 
The meeting reconvened at 3:45 pm.  Mayor Tanaka announced that direction was given to 
staff. 
 
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 August 18, 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 August 18, 2015, as amended.  The minutes were so 
approved.  The reading of the minutes in their entirety was 
unanimously waived.  

 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Woiwode, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
 
4. CEREMONIAL PRESENTATIONS:  None.  
 
5. CONSENT CALENDAR:  The City Council approved, adopted and/or accepted as one 
item of business Consent Agenda Items 5a through 5j. 

 
Mayor Tanaka commented that Item 5i and Item 3 had minor changes made to them.   
 
Councilmember Downey commented on Item 5c.  She wanted the public to know that the City 
paid more to have the Summer Shuttle run on a greater frequency.  The numbers reported on page 
50 of the agenda packet said that we purchased 600 one-day passes for the folks in the Cays to use 
on the 4th of July so that they could come back and forth from the Cays for free and they were all 
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taken this year.  She thanked her fellow Council members for voting to fund that.  There were 
more than 5,000 riders during the three-day holiday weekend.  As we talk about traffic, she wanted 
to make sure that this one success story was shared.  She also commented on Item 5j.  She has 
repeatedly asked that the City broadcast more than just City Council and Planning meetings.  Item 
5j will allow the City to go out to bid for support to be able to do that.   

MSUC (Downey/Sandke) moved that the City Council approve the Consent 
Calendar Items 5a through 5j.  

Councilmember Sandke also commented on Item 5c.  There are a number of people who want to 
offer special commendations to the US Coast Guard and to Skydiving Innovations who played a 
part in the afternoon’s activities.   

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 2015-2016.   The City Council approved payment of City warrant Nos. 10108604 
thru 10108797 and City of Coronado Acting as the Successor Agency to the Community 
Development Agency of the City of Coronado warrant Nos. 90005583.   The City Council 
approved the warrants as certified by the City/Agency Treasurer.   

5c. Review of 2015 Fourth of July Celebration   The City Council reviewed and 
received the report. 

5d. Request for Temporary Closure of Portions of Sixth Street, Seventh Street, D 
Avenue and Palm Avenue for the Annual Coronado Public Safety Open House on Sunday, 
October 4, 2015, from 6 a.m. to 5 p.m.   The City Council approved the temporary street 
closure for the Annual Public Safety Open House. 

5e. Authorization to Advertise the Contract for Bid to Convert Turf to Drought 
Tolerant Plants in the Coronado Cays Medians.  The City Council authorized staff to 
advertise the identified contract for bid.  

5f. Authorization for the City Manager to Execute Purchase Agreements for 
Information Technology Software and Equipment Purchases in FY 2015-16 of up to 
$150,000 with CDWG and $120,000 with Dell through Cooperative Purchasing Programs.  
The City Council authorized the City Manager to execute purchase agreements with CDWG 
in an amount up to $150,000 and with Dell in an amount up to $120,000 through various 
cooperative purchasing programs.   
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 5g. Award of Contract to NRG Building and Consulting, Inc. in the Amount of 
$84,180 for Construction of the Handrail Replacement Project at Avenida De Las Arenas 
and Appropriation of an Additional $37,000 of Funds from the General Fund toward the 
Project.  The City Council awarded a contract to NRG Building and Consulting, Inc. in the 
amount of $84,180 for construction of the Handrail Replacement at Avenida de las Arenas 
project and appropriated an additional $37,000 to the project from the General Fund. 
 
 5h. Approval  of  a  Resolution Authorizing the Receipt and Appropriation of 
$10,700 in Funds Provided by the 2015 Operation Stonegarden Grant Program through the 
County of San Diego.  The City Council approved A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY 
COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORONADO APPROVING THE RECEIPT AND 
APPROPRIATION OF $10,700 IN FUNDS PROVIDED BY OPERATION 
STONEGARDEN GRANT PROGRAM THROUGH THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO.  The 
Resolution was read by title, the reading in its entirety unanimously waived and adopted by 
the City Council as RESOLUTION NO. 8765.  
 
 5i. Approval of the Administrative Budget for the January to June 2016 Period 
and the Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule 15-16B (ROPS 15-16B). The City Council 
approved the Administrative Budget and the ROPS 15-16B. 
 
 5j. Approval to Issue a Request for Proposals for a Government Access Cable 
Channel Operator.  The City Council authorized the City Manager to issue a request for 
proposals for an independent contractor to provide the video production services required 
for the live and recorded broadcasting of Coronado public meetings as well as the 
programming, operational oversight and equipment maintenance for Coronado TV.  
 
6.  ORAL COMMUNICATIONS:     
 

a. Councilmember Downey had a couple of requests from the public.  If you want to 
automatically receive agendas or minutes from City Council meetings or any other City 
commission meeting, there is a way to sign up for them through the City website.  City 
staff or any Council member can help people with that if needed.   

b. Bob Lindsay commented that the Ocean Boulevard shared use path feasibility study has 
been put forth as a solution to some problems that we have not adequately examined.  Long-
time resident Phyllis Sarber came close to it when she said that a better approach is to create 
more solutions to traffic, parking and flow of people wanting to enjoy the beach.  He agrees.  
Right now there is a significant congestion problem along Ocean, particularly at Central, 
on nice beach days.  On a daily basis, he uses Central Beach or bikes along Ocean 
Boulevard.  It is tolerable now but it is a growing problem and it is bound to get worse.  
The size of the beach is not the problem.  In 1905, before the storms that washed away 
Ocean Boulevard, there was no beach.  Almost 70 years ago, when he first came to 
Coronado, the beach was about half its current size and it is still growing.  That is not the 
case with many other San Diego beaches.  They are shrinking.  On the 4th of July, one could 
easily find a nice spot on our beach on which to spread out.  We advertise our beach as the 
best in the nation.  It is no surprise that people flock here.  San Diego County, state, Arizona 
residents and beyond are increasingly attracted.  Biking and other forms of mobility are 
growing in popularity.  Traffic, wheeled and pedestrian, and congestion along Ocean and 
at Central with its attending concerns will be a mess by 2025 unless we start working on 
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solutions now.  Doing nothing now will not make the problem go away.  He urges the 
Council to modify the scope of the current shared use path CIP to include Ocean 
Boulevard/Central Beach congestion mitigation.  He added that the Bicycle Master Plan 
has resulted in the installation of some bike lanes and they really have helped tremendously 
and have built his confidence to get out and travel them.  The Class II’s on Glorietta and 
First Street are really great.  He doesn’t think anyone complains about them and it appears 
that they have actually slowed the traffic somewhat on Glorietta.  The same thing is true 
on Olive.  He has family on Olive and they constantly complain about the traffic going so 
fast off of D down Olive.        

c. Rita Sarich reminded everyone that Coronado MainStreet is holding its annual Garden
Party on September 12 at the Hanson Estate at 711 A Avenue.  There are still tickets
available.

d. Cheri Aegerter spoke about the proposed bike plan.  Biking is wonderful but it is not
meant for the beach.  This is a liability issue for the City.   The City will be sued when a
bicyclist hits someone.  There is another liability issue.  Who are the first responders going
to be when those accidents happen?  The lifeguards are going to respond and are going to
be pulled away from the beach, the water and guarding the people who are swimming to
tend to the people who are going to have the accidents.  The City should stop this plan now.

e. Denise Abtin is a long-time Coronado resident.  She just returned from Santa Monica.
They have a bike path there as well as a Ferris wheel, a merry go round and an arcade.  It
is a fun spot just like Disneyland is a fun spot.  Coronado is not like this.  It is not
progressive to make something like this in Coronado.  It is regressive.  She is for bike lanes
and bike paths.  She and her husband have always cycled.  To put it on the beach is a bad
idea.  There is so much noise, so much traffic at night.  It cannot be controlled and Santa
Monica has a huge police force.  They have a huge presence there with someone there
constantly.  We already have problems with this on the Paseo.  It will only get worse with
a bike path on the beach.  Coronado is not Santa Monica.  Please don’t ruin it.

f. Susie Heap is opposed to spending $100,000 of our tax money for a study for a beach bike
path.  Coronado is not a theme park and an amusement park.  It is our home.

g. Dave Sweeney is the newest member of the Bicycle Advisory Committee.  The BAC was
born out of the old tunnel project because the community wanted the City to look into
alternative forms of transportation.  The BAC is a relatively new committee.  The recently
passed proposal was to spend up to $100,000 to try to cure the traffic congestion, not just
for bikes but bikes and people and cars, up on Ocean Boulevard.  It has turned into a giant
grassroots social media campaign which is really great.  He urged the City Council to scrap
the proposal that was previously passed.  Obviously now is not the right time.  However,
hopefully those that are here today and those that are interested in really coming up with a
good solution will understand that you can’t please everyone but that you try your best.  It
isn’t going to get solved today.  Let’s continue the good progress that has been made by
assembling the group and try to come up with a good solution with this newly created
momentum.  With regard to the bike striping, he would like to see that proceed.  He knows
there are a lot of reasons why certain folks don’t want it but as a biker and a driver it is nice
to have that demarcation between the cars and the bikes and also it slows people down.

h. Susan Keith disagrees with the previous speaker.  There is a solution for today.  We want
you to vote 5-0 No on the entire project that is before you.  This agenda item should be 5-
0 No and then we can start a new study, a whole new process without a mention of a bike
path on the beach.  Hold some public workshops, get a consensus from the constituency
and then slowly move forward.  Today the solution can be accomplished.  Vote 5-1 No.
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i. Pat Callahan is a member of the Bicycle Advisory Committee.  He spoke as a member of 
the Coronado community.  The BAC wishes to serve that community.  Over the past few 
weeks, he has had the opportunity to speak to many members of the Coronado community.  
He is very pleased to say that we do have a conversation started.  There are issues.  There 
are concerns.  These concerns are not limited to Ocean Boulevard or to a multi-use bike 
path.  They concern the entire City.  They concern the traffic, congestion, safety, the 
interaction of bicyclists, cars and pedestrians.  That is one of the missions the BAC has 
been given.  This conversation is an important conversation and he would like to see this 
conversation continue.  The BAC meets the first Monday of every month at 3 p.m.  The 
participation of the public at those meetings is critical to our mission.  It is important that 
we have the vision and input of the entire community.  He urged everyone to participate in 
this process.  It is a process and he encouraged people to attend the committee meetings.      

j. Scott Seggerman comes from a four-generation Coronado family.  The City Council 
members are elected representatives.  That means they need to represent the interests of the 
community, not of a simple segment of the community but the majority of the community.  
To do that, the Council needs to receive input from the community and that is happening 
today.  He thinks it would be fair and appropriate to consider the input of the community 
before going so far as to commit vast sums of our money to studies that may be for things 
that we have no interest in.  It was shocking to hear that the Council was about to commit 
$100,000 to something that 80 to 90% of Coronado residents would say absolutely no to.  
He is curious as to what the percentages might be for the bike lane striping.  He knows that 
residents on those streets are very concerned and don’t want the lanes shortened for the 
cars and stripes in front of our houses running in various directions and colors and sort of 
candy caning the effects.  He hopes the Council will reconsider the public input before 
committing the money or taking steps that affect people without appropriate input from the 
constituents.    

k. Brad Gerbel commented that at the beginning of June, Susan Keith was before the Council 
and said that once the public learned about the bike path, the Council would hear about it.  
He started the ‘Save our Beach Coronado’ Facebook page in mid-June.  By the end of July, 
he merged with another woman in Coronado named Susan who was trying to set up a 
similar organization.  Today, there are more than 700 followers in the Facebook group.  
Yesterday they turned in a petition to the City Council that had 630 signatures on it.  They 
have 580 people on their mailing list.  He wants the Council to think about what they are 
all saying.  They don’t want a bike path.  He doesn’t want anything on Ocean Boulevard.  
He doesn’t want a bike path.  He doesn’t want the sidewalks widened.  He thinks it is fine 
the way it is.  There are a lot of people here who feel the same way he does.     

l. Dani Grady spoke in opposition to having any bike path on the beach.  She has biked 
across the country and knows how important it is to protect cyclists and to have access to 
beautiful vistas.  The important thing for her on her bike ride is that she realized that the 
most precious things are when you got off your bike, parked it and walked to.  Those things 
were preserved because of that fact – you couldn’t ride a bike on it; you couldn’t drive a 
car on it.  That is what is so important about our beach.  She thinks the future of our beach 
is not to be bigger but smaller.  We do need to protect our cyclists.  There is no question 
about it but we don’t need a $100,000 bike study that has the word ‘beach bike path’ in it.  
She agrees with Ms. Keith.  She lives on Glorietta and originally when they wanted to 
stripe the bike lane on their street she found the stripes hard to get used to.  She did say 
that, from their personal experience, they are very grateful for those bike lanes.  The traffic 
has slowed down tremendously.  It is safer for the kids going by.  It is a lot easier for her 
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to get out of her car.  She has never seen a more ill-advised idea than putting a bike path 
on the beach.  She urged the Council to take that word out and not to do it.    

m. Susan Andersen is one of the founding members of the Save Our Beach committee.  She
thanked the Council for agreeing to reconsider the issue at hand today – that of
appropriating $100,000 to study the feasibility and the regulatory process involved in
building a multi-use path.  She stands today in opposition to that proposal and urged the
Council to vote unanimously No on that proposal.  We have one of the most beautiful
beaches in the world and we all share a common and joint responsibility to protect it from
encroachment and development.  She urged the Council to vote No on spending any further
money on this issue.  She received a lot of the same letters that the Council received.  People
complained about numerous issues in these letters.  There was one constant throughout all
of those letters – protect our beach at all costs.  She believes that we have an obligation to
future generations of Coronadans to ensure that we pass on the legacy of our beautiful
beach for their enjoyment.

n. Ralph Greenspan spoke not only as a resident but also as someone who cares about the
environment.  Our beach is not only world famous but it also happens to be one of
Coronado’s only real natural resources.  When you start pouring cement onto it, you start
to degrade that as a natural resource.  It also runs the risk, as a previous speaker pointed
out, of what he would call development creep.  The City Council, as the elected officials
and the ones responsible for the stewardship of our community, are the stewards of that
beach.  What the Council decides to do will be passed along to future generations and if
the Council crosses that line, it runs the risk of future generations going further and further.
He thinks that, not just given the sentiment that the Council has heard and is in the room
but the broader considerations, this is extremely ill-advised as a plan.

o. David Fairbank was on a City committee, 30 years ago, that was charged with the task of
looking at parking in the beach zone because people could not park in front of their own
homes.  One of the proposals that we considered was to move the rocks beachward by a
few hundred feet, thereby opening up some space.  Boy, did they step on a land mine with
that one!  They were told it was the worst idea anyone could ever come up with.  Today,
we have a proposal which puts something on the sand and, again, we are getting a very
visceral reaction to it.  Thirty years ago when they did this, the reaction brought the entire
planning process to a complete stop and here we are 30 years later with the same parking
problems that they tried to address then with no progress.  He is neither for nor against the
issue that is immediately in front of the Council today.  He just hopes that whatever the
Council does it does not bring the process to a halt and continue.  The issues of safety,
congestion, parking, traffic, bicycles and handicap access are very real issues and he feels
that we can address them better.  We can address them better if there is a wider focus on it
than what the Bicycle Committee was able to bring.  We can include many of the wonderful
people who are here today into the process.

p. Sam Wright wishes to address the bike path from a different perspective.  There are
priorities with where we spend our money and our children are under assault here.  They
are under assault by adults who come and steal their bicycles.  His experience with the bike
committee a year and a half ago was very cynical and very dissatisfactory.  The Mayor
suggested, at the last meeting, that people should get involved and he did a year and a half
ago when he observed problems with theft of children’s’ bicycles.  He went to the police.
He was told to go to the City Council.  City staff told him to go to the Bicycle Committee.
No one had the money to put in cameras in the theft hot spots.  You can imagine his dismay
when he read that $100,000 has been recommended and that the bike path is to cost up to
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$2 million.  445 more bikes have been stolen since he spoke with the Bicycle Committee a 
year and a half ago.  The Bicycle Committee is aiding and abetting.  The City Council aids 
and abets the theft of these things if it doesn’t put money to it.  This is a higher priority 
item to put money to.     

q. Trisha Trowbridge has been listening to the Coronado registered voters on this issue 
having to do with the path and she hears the following: 1) the resounding opinion to nix or 
let go of this idea of any kind of a path on the beach parallel to Ocean Boulevard; 2) spend 
no money researching it because the majority of voters do not want a path on the beach; 3) 
keep it as pristine as possible as it is Coronado’s most enduring landmark, keepsake, beauty 
mark, legacy, focal point and it should be kept in its natural state, kept clean by us as much 
as possible; 4) there are safety issues on Ocean Boulevard but that is a separate concern 
from what is being done today because the Council voted to reconsider the $100,000 to be 
spent on researching this multi-use path and the multitudes have spoken.  The City Council 
should respect the constituents and drop the idea of a path on the beach during this 
reconsideration.  At another meeting, with possibly no funds needed, the discussion can 
begin as to how to have a safe corridor on Ocean Boulevard for multi-use.  The Coronado 
voters would like the Council to approach the need for safety for all forms of mobility on 
Ocean Boulevard but exclude from the plan a path on the beach.  Let’s together save our 
beach and also bring safety to Ocean Boulevard.    

r. Kelly Sarber asked the Council to vote 5-0 today against this.  The main theme that is 
resonating with most of her friends and with her mom and her friends is that we have an 
unbelievable natural asset in our beach and it is our responsibility to protect that.  She 
thinks we can all agree that we love biking, we love our bikers and bikers love the beach, 
too, but we just have a little bit of a different point of view about what our future is.  The 
Council has an engaged community now.  We want to all agree to protect the beach.  We 
want to move forward in a public process that is broader. 
 

7. CITY MANAGER/EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR:   
 
8. 7a. Update on Council Directed Actions and Citizen Inquiries.  No report. 
 
8. PUBLIC HEARINGS:  None. 
 
9. ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS:   None. 
 
10. COMMISSION AND COMMITTEE REPORTS:  None. 
 
11. CITY COUNCIL BUSINESS: 
   
 11a. Council Reports on Inter-Agency Committee and Board Assignments.   
Members of the City Council provided written reports to the City Clerk but added some remarks 
as follows: 
 
Councilmember Woiwode mentioned that the SAFE Coalition meetings resumed this morning 
and there is an emphasis in SAFE this year on suicide prevention.  Naval Complexes welcomed 
the new CO into his position.  The Bike the Bay event went pretty well.   
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Councilmember Sandke attended a ceremony with Mayor Serge Dedina from Imperial Beach 
where he and the mayor of Rosarito signed a friendship agreement.   

Councilmember Downey attended the Public Works Department’s employee lunch and 
appreciated the invitation.  She reminded the public that this Sunday is the last Concert in the Park 
and it is a double concert.  She encouraged people to use the free shuttle.  She thanked everyone 
for his or her work on the Relay for Life.   

Mayor Tanaka had a chance to visit Miramar with Mr. Woiwode and had a chance to do an 
Osprey simulator; gave a State of the City address to MainStreet’s board; there were World Peace 
ceremonies that commemorated the 70th anniversary of Hiroshima and Nagasaki; the Mayor’s 
Movie of the Month, courtesy of Lyndsey Arendsee, was “Shawshank Redemption”; attended 
several changes of command and retirement ceremonies; Supervisor Cox asked him to join the 
board of the Institute for Local Government and he had his first board meeting with them a few 
weeks ago.   

11b. Consideration of Appropriation of $100,000 for Capital Improvement Project 
8030-16013, Ocean Boulevard Shared-Use Path Feasibility and Environmental Review.    

Mayor Tanaka invited public comment. 

Jeff Queen reminded the Council that we do have a multi-use path along the low tide line twice a 
day that you can bike on, put wheelchairs on, etc.   

Carolyn Rogerson is thrilled to stand with so many and she stands firmly in solidarity with the 
Save Our Beach Coronado movement.  No so-called multi-use path is needed along Ocean 
Boulevard.  This must be considered.  The Chula Vista Bayfront Master Plan of 535 acres which 
includes a convention center, world class resort, high rise apartments, high density mixed use 
housing retail and entertainment areas is coming to fruition.  They have all that but they have no 
beach.  A ferry to come across the bay to Imperial Beach or Coronado is being discussed.  More 
transient traffic to Coronado’s beach sites with no revenue to the City is definitely in our future. 
She agrees with those who say, “If you build it, they will come.”  They will come in droves and in 
bicycle phalanxes with their supplies, leaving their trash.  Coronado City funds would be more 
wisely spent to bring more young men and women to the Coronado Police force.  Coronado is no 
longer a quiet village with a few summer months of increased tourism.  We are a 12 month per 
year tourist destination.  Coronado law enforcement is seriously understaffed and that issue, along 
with lack of parking, needs to be addressed first before we bring in more transient traffic.  The 
City’s discretionary funds are plentiful and that is wonderful but it is no reason to squander those 
funds on studying an Ocean Boulevard bike path which most residents, who pay the taxes 
providing those excess funds, want or need.   

Christine Donovan commented that the description of the bike path is not self-explanatory.   It is 
called a Class I multi-use path.  That description does not exist in Caltrans.  The appropriate 
description for what we are talking about is a Class I bikeway.  That is what it should be called in 
the CIP, the minutes, the agenda, the whole thing.  She feels that needs to be cleared up.  It is not 
a multi-use path.  It is a bikeway.   That is the Caltrans designation.  They are the ones who came 
up with that.  She would also like to talk about safety on Ocean Boulevard.  She got the police 
reports since 2010.  In almost 5 years, there have been exactly 20 incidents.  That is four a year. 
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It is not a hazardous stretch of Coronado by any means.  There were three bike-related incidents 
in 20 years.  Two were the fault of the cyclist.  One was the fault of a driver.  The injury to the 
cyclist was minor.  If you look at the BAC minutes, you will see that the vast majority of bike 
accidents in Coronado are the fault of the cyclists and not the fault of the motorists.  That is a big 
problem.  They are not being cited.  They are not being controlled.  All the bike lanes in the world 
won’t fix that.  She also spoke about the Bike Committee being concerned about pedestrians.  She 
has scoured the minutes repeatedly and there is no pedestrian input.  In fact, one member said at 
one point do you think we should ever check with pedestrians to see what they might like that 
we’re doing.  The Bike Committee is all about bikes.  There is nothing in there about pedestrians.  
Worse, there is nothing in there for residents.  That committee, or any new committee, needs to 
have a resident perspective and not just a transportation perspective.  Lastly, the beach is not 
growing.  The beach grew in the 40s.  It has not grown and as late as the 1970s, the tides got so 
high there was sand covering Ocean Boulevard.   
 
Carla Fargo commented that this study did come out of the Bicycle Master Plan so that is why she 
is bringing this up right now.  The master plan needs to be reviewed.  It came out in 2011 and so 
much has changed since then. She is hoping everyone agrees that we need the input of more than 
bikes in the Bicycle Master Plan.  When you look at the master plan, the project approach and 
goals, on page 2, does not, in any of its seven bullets, say the word pedestrian.  It just deals with 
the bike/automobile interface.  That was the intention of this committee.  She thinks that is the 
huge failing of this committee.  She thinks we should have a Pedestrian Advisory Committee and 
a Mothers With Baby Strollers Advisory Committee.  The scope should be broadened so that bike 
is not the bad word it has become.  We have this 270 page document devoted to bikes and car 
transportation interface.   
 
Frank Osgood wanted to suggest that if one wants to see what might occur with a bike path on the 
beach you only need to go to First Street on a Saturday or Sunday morning and watch the bikers 
going by at 20 mph and not stopping anywhere for anyone.  He guesses the same takes place along 
the Bayshore Bikeway.  To have a bicycle path on the beach where people are focused on enjoying 
the beach and not necessarily looking out for that bike coming up at 15 to 20 mph, would be a big, 
big mistake.  Find an alternate solution for the bikers’ needs and allow the residents to continue to 
enjoy the beach and the rest of the City in safety.   
 
Morgan Miller asked why everything always has to be about the bicycles.  Cars are the best and 
safest source of transportation.  Cyclists are rude and don’t obey the law.  Why ruin a good thing?  
We already have the Hotel Del, we have the Shores, the tourists from those and the beach so let’s 
not encourage them to cycle around.  The Base does not like the cyclists and neither should we; 
after all, this so called path might get in the way of a few of the landing lights for the Base that are 
on the beach.  Perhaps the rocks could be removed and the sidewalks extended but let’s just make 
sure that the road is mainly for the cars and that is our priority.    
 
Mayor Tanaka reminded the public that the Council finalized the budget in June.  When things 
queue up in June that means they have been talked about for a few months before, leading up to 
those June budgetary meetings.  The City Council received a request to fund a study of up to 
$100,000 to look at the idea of a multi-use pathway on the beach.  The Council agreed to fund up 
to $100,000 in June for a few reasons.  The first is that the sidewalk that sits next to the rocks, in 
many areas, is on the narrow side.  It gets narrower still when you have the street lamps.  We have 
heard some talk also about the street.  You can’t widen that street.  The street is the width it is 
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going to be.  We don’t have extra space to add in more street or more bike path or more something. 
The street is going to be its width and then you have the sidewalks on the sides.  He wanted to 
point out, again, what the Council did approve it in June.  The Council didn’t say build it.  The 
Council agreed to a study because it wanted to know what its options are.  We wanted to understand 
what would be legally feasible and we also wanted to know what would not be legally feasible or 
would not be worth the time based on environmental law, lawsuit challenges, or CEQA this or that 
or Coastal Commission, etc.  Again, that was the point.  Some people have brought up that what 
was approved in June was vague.  He agrees that it was.  What was asked of the Council was to be 
willing to fund a study to determine what would be possible and what wouldn’t be possible.  That 
is where the Council left it in June.  There wasn’t a vote to do something or not to do something. 
It was specifically a vote to do a study.  In these intervening two months, it has become abundantly 
clear to him that there is not adequate support from the public to proceed with that study.  It is his 
opinion that the City is at a point where the City Council couldn’t possibly pursue something that 
is clearly and wildly unpopular with so many people.  If the public does not want the City to pursue 
this, the City won’t pursue it.  For him, one of the things that did surprise him was the idea that 
with the beach as wide as it is, there is some room next to the rocks and he has heard people talk 
about whether you could put another type of a sidewalk on the other side of the rocks.  If you really 
study something thoroughly, you might find out that the area isn’t wide enough and then you might 
have to look at other places to put a multi-use path.  He is perfectly willing to end the study and 
end its funding and he suspects that the whole topic will go away.  The process will come to a halt 
as Mr. Fairbank hoped it would not.  He thinks some of the safety issues remain.  The sidewalk 
remains on the narrow side.  From now on, he will point out to people that there is another sidewalk 
on the other side of Ocean Boulevard.   

Councilmember Downey appreciates everyone’s involvement.   When she approved the study in 
June, it was because she wanted it to actually go further.  She wasn’t really interested in a bike 
path on the beach nor did she think it was actually supposed to be a bike path.  She wanted to look 
at what options the City has on Ocean Boulevard.  What she wanted to happen, which has now 
been suggested by at least four speakers, is to come together as a community to say that we have 
a lot of places where we have bikes, cars and pedestrians that are congested.  We need to figure 
out how to deal with that.  It needs to have buy-in from the community.  Someone was right – we 
shouldn’t call it a bicycle list.  Several people had suggested that maybe just widening that 
sidewalk would work.  Or maybe just removing the trash cans.  Those are all great ideas but there 
should be more discussion about it.  She thinks it is important that the community decide how we 
want to deal with the fact that we do have bikes, cars and pedestrians everywhere and she doesn’t 
want us to lose track that getting people out of cars and onto bikes around Coronado is a good 
thing.  When we have a lacrosse game or a water polo match, the one thing she often receives 
comments on is that some parent from out of town is flabbergasted when they show up and see 70 
bikes.  It really is a good thing that we are getting some folks out of cars.  There are different kinds 
of bikers.  We still have places in town where there is a need to deal with the amount of biking and 
the ever increasing cars we have on our streets and pedestrians.  The first $10,000 of that $100,000 
for the study was to get a count of how many cars, how many pedestrians and how many bikes are 
on patches on Ocean over a three-week period.  Between August 5 and August 12, the average 
weekday number of pedestrians was 3,412; 634 bikes; and 9,594 cars.  That is on a weekday in 
that two block stretch.  She is thrilled to hear that there have only been four incidents per year but 
with more people, more cars, more bikes, it is worth looking at.  With all of you here participating, 
we should think about whether we need to do anything and whether we want to do anything.  That 
is where the discussion needs to be.  What does the community think we should do?  Maybe the 

369 



Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the   Page 370 
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 September 1, 2015   
 
answer is nothing.  Maybe you think it is safe enough and maybe four accidents is fine.  That is 
okay too but we have never talked about that.  The Bike Committee tried to invite everyone to 
come but none of the people here participated.  When we have that discussion, everyone needs to 
be involved.   
 
Councilmember Bailey thinks this is one of the few times since he has been on the Council where 
the Council, City staff, and the public have been on a different page.  The City got way out ahead 
of itself on this.  The City should have been far more deliberate in its process.  We should have 
first developed our objectives for Ocean Boulevard then determined whether or not those 
objectives were being met and along the way sought public input on what options, if any, the public 
wanted the City to pursue.  He is disappointed that the process played out the way it did because 
he does think there are options worth considering but at this point, the only way the Council can 
demonstrate that it hears the public is by voting 5-0 to defund the study.  The silver lining in all of 
this is that we have the most public engagement he has seen in his three years on the Council.  Two 
BAC members spoke and graciously suggested that the community work together to find solutions.  
He hopes the entire community will take that invitation and participate for addressing this, 
hopefully in the near future, with a better process.   
 
Councilmember Sandke recognizes that there are some failings with the sidewalk and the mix 
between pedestrians and bikes on Ocean Boulevard.  He looks forward to working with the 
community on a more community-involved plan for improving that area.  He agrees with Mr. 
Bailey that this is a matter of process.  A partnership would be the positive outcome to all of this.  
There was some talk that, because of some wording on some issues, the Council wasn’t exactly 
sure, nor was the public, exactly what it was voting on.  For today, he could not disagree more.  
He knows exactly what he is voting on.  It is to stop the study that was proposed for the CIP.   
 
Councilmember Woiwode began by saying that, as has been pointed out, this study emerged from 
the Bicycle Master Plan.  When that plan was created, it was created by ten people, only one of 
whom could wildly be considered a hard core cyclist, the rest of whom have an interest in bicycling 
that is very casual but predominantly interested in the safety of children.  At the first meeting of 
that committee, the common thread was that they were all there for the sake of safety.  The actions 
that have been reflected in that plan are not for the sake of recreational cyclists.  They are perceived 
by the people who worked on that plan and by the many people who participated in the public 
outreach programs as addressing specific problems that exist.  He believes that set of priorities is 
still valid.  We will talk later about the next iteration of updates to the Bicycle Master Plan and 
what we expect out of that but he thinks it is a key to dealing with congestion.  Where does the 
congestion come from?  Is it because we have the Bayshore Bikeway?  That opened in 1983.  Most 
of the congestion, he would say, has happened much more recently than that.  What this does is 
represent to us that our society, the region, the state, the nation are embracing the use of all facilities 
for other modes of transportation beyond cars.  It is a priority for SANDAG.  It is a priority for the 
state through the Complete Streets program.  It is a priority for federal funding.  He thinks that the 
congestion we see is occurring because of that social movement and also because of the fact that 
there are 600,000 more people in the San Diego region now than there were 20 years ago.  And 
some of them go to the beach, especially when it is warm.  When we consider that this movement 
toward alternative forms of transportation is something that is being pushed throughout our society 
and we consider the fact that we are going to have another 700,000 people in the region in the next 
20 years, he thinks we are going to have to accept that we are going to have to find ways to deal 
with congestion.  Turning back to Ocean Boulevard, whether it is today, whether it is the next 
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iteration of the Bicycle Master Plan, whether it is the Pedestrian Master Plan which we have 
funding to write and will get started on in the next month or two, it will keep coming up as an issue 
that Ocean Boulevard is very difficult to traverse by three different modes of transportation – 
pedestrian, bike and car – and that something will need to be done.  He hopes that we are not trying 
to keep that dialogue from occurring in the future.  That was his takeaway from Mr. Fairbank’s 
comment about not killing the planning process.  He personally has thought that a path on the 
beach would not be the solution and the reason is pretty simple.  The biggest discontinuity in 
mixing modes is between pedestrians and bikes.  This was discovered in 1819 when velocipedes 
were outlawed in New York, London and Philadelphia because they were on the sidewalks and 
didn’t work with pedestrians.  His concern about a path on the beach, as a solution to the Ocean 
Boulevard issue, is that it just moved it from the sidewalk down to the beach.  It didn’t solve the 
problem.  He thinks the path would change the character of the beach.  He thinks, for a number of 
reasons, it doesn’t address the problem.  That doesn’t mean the problem has gone away.  The other 
thing that was in the Bicycle Master Plan which would have been studied had we gone forward 
with the study was widening Ocean Boulevard to have wider sidewalks and to be able to 
accommodate bike lanes.  There are some people who proposed, in their emails to the Council, 
putting bike lanes on Ocean Boulevard.  The problem with that is it is about eight feet too narrow. 
If we were to take that approach, he wouldn’t want to build something that, in and of itself, 
becomes an attraction.  He thinks that the points made about Santa Monica are right on the money. 
We don’t want that.  We don’t want a Ferris wheel on the beach.  We don’t want a bike path on 
the beach if it is going to draw more people.  At the same time, we have to find ways to manage 
the congestion.  He hopes we remain open to the recommendations that come out of further studies 
which will be done, whether it is done by an Active Transportation Committee or a Pedestrian 
Advisory Committee or the Bicycle Advisory Committee.  The problem is not going to go away.  

MSUC  (Downey/Bailey) moved that the City Council defund the Capital 
Improvement Program project to spend up to $100,000 to study a 
multi-use path on the beach.   

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

The City Council went into recess at 5:19 p.m. 

The Council reconvened at 5:28 p.m. 

11c. Report on Comparison of Community Grant Funding.  This item was continued 
to a future meeting.   

12. CITY ATTORNEY:  No report.

13. COMMUNICATIONS - WRITTEN:

13a. Consideration of Request from Councilmember Bailey to Agendize Discussion
to Reopen the Bicycle Master Plan and Temporarily Suspend the Striping of Bicycle 
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Markings Currently Scheduled until a New BMP is Adopted.   Councilmember Bailey 
provided the staff report.   
 
Councilmember Downey doesn’t have an objection and will wait to hear from the public on the 
concept but she would have separated them.  She wants to ask him, after we hear from the public 
and the Council, if we can vote to bring it back so that it is two separate items.  The temporarily 
suspending is one item.  Reopening the Bicycle Master Plan is a second item.  They have different 
reasons and different implications.   
 
Councilmember Bailey would not have a problem with that.   
 
City Attorney Johanna Canlas feels that would be consistent with the policy.   
 
Councilmember Sandke asked when, in the normal course of things, a review of the Bicycle Master 
Plan would occur.   
 
City Manager Blair King responded that a document such as the Bicycle Master Plan would be 
reviewed every five years.  There is a CIP project, an Active Transportation Master Plan that is in 
the current CIP, that references incorporating an update of active transportation, and active 
transportation is generally defined as anything that is other than motorized vehicles, in a update of 
the Bicycle Master Plan.  At some point in time, those two projects would come together.  He 
would say of the Active Transportation Master Plan, if it is completed in the 15/16 fiscal year, that 
would at least lead to a natural update or review of the Bicycle Master Plan, probably in the 16/17 
timeframe.      
 
Mayor Tanaka invited public comment. 
 
Peter Jensen is supportive of reconsidering the Bicycle Master Plan for a couple of reasons, one of 
which is Olive is included in that.  There is some significant striping proposed for Olive.  There 
are some other areas where the City could make Olive much safer with less offensive striping.  The 
proposed striping is offensive to the neighborhood.  Some stop signs could be moved as they are 
recessed on any number of the blocks.  Cars stop and then go right through the intersection.  It is 
very unsafe for bicyclists and for other cars.  One of his neighbors says he witnesses two or three 
near accidents every day.  We can look at taking care of some of the needs while being sensitive 
to the neighbors who oppose the striping.  There might be alternative markings that could be 
included that would help to retain the neighborhood.  It is not like Glorietta.  This is a very different 
street.  This is the inner part of the residential area.  This makes it much more of a thoroughfare.  
He asked that the Council include this in the reconsideration of the Master Plan.  He thinks the 
Council will get some very positive public input.  There are some ideas to make it safer for 
bicyclists and safer for the cars as well.   
 
Susan Keith is in total support, especially of taking the two items separately.  That would help.  
Let’s immediately suspend the striping so that is taken off the table.  Then let’s reopen the Bicycle 
Master Plan.  There are a number of issues that people will enjoy getting back into and giving 
feedback on.   
 
David Fairbank commented that, as both a motorist and a cyclist, the striping does work.  It makes 
it safer for both automobile driver and the cyclist.  He asked that the Council, in whatever it does 
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today on reconsidering the Bicycle Master Plan, not interfere with the previously approved plan to 
stripe as we slurry seal.  He knows it was going to take some time to work through the whole 
system and get all our streets done and striped the way we want them to be and that there are some 
people who have the idea that if you build it they will come, but in the long term, once we have 
the whole City done, it will make it safer for everyone.  Safety is more important.   

Clyde Ahrens is a pedestrian and a cyclist and is strongly in favor of the striping.  It will do some 
good for traffic calming.  He lives at Ninth and Olive which is a six-way intersection, and there 
are almost accidents all the time and the cars drive too fast and it is a hazard for people on the 
bikes and the cars and the pedestrians.  He is in favor of the striping.  It will improve the safety of 
the neighborhood.   

Jo Antrim lives next door to the previous speaker and is very much against the striping.  She thinks 
it is confusing and messy.  We do have a lot of traffic problems and she thinks that intersection 
would be helped with some stop signs and some moving of existing stop signs.  The children ride 
down Olive Avenue and are five abreast.  They are not going to go in a straight bike lane right 
now.  She finds it very dangerous with the striping.   

Bob Lindsay commented that the Bicycle Master Plan is very comprehensive and goes into great 
detail as to how to approach the problem.  He thinks that one of the best things to come out of it 
so far is the striping for bicycle lanes.  It is done on First.  That is a Class II and is done nicely.  It 
is also a Class II on Glorietta and it works.  Nationwide, this has been very successful in reducing 
accidents and making things safer on the streets.  One of the neat things that happened on Glorietta, 
because it is a wide street, is that when you narrow the travel lanes down for cars it slowed the 
traffic on that street.  The same thing happens on Olive.  Part of his family lives in the 700 block 
of Olive.  Traffic comes out of D and accelerates down the street at a fairly high speed because it 
is so wide.  Whether we need a lot of fancy candy striping or not, he doesn’t know but he does 
know that you don’t have to put a lot of candy striping on Class II and it can be fairly simple as it 
is on Glorietta, First Street and parts of Second Street.  Let’s keep the striping going.  That is the 
best thing that we have done so far out of the Bicycle Master Plan.  He is in his late 80s and he 
feels much more comfortable transitioning from his car to his bicycle now that we have bicycle 
lanes.  He feels much more confident that he is protected and drivers see where he is.   

Virginia Johnson rides a bicycle, drives a car and walks.  From the plans she has seen and the 
drawings she has seen, she thinks this is overkill.  She would like to know how many accidents 
that involved a bicycle there have been on her street over the last 20 years.  She would also like to 
know how people think having these lanes are going to protect them from a car because it doesn’t. 
Putting bicycle lanes is not going to slow people down.  It will speed bicyclists up and it is not 
going to make them stop at Tenth and Olive where there is no stop sign.  It is not going to do 
anything further down on D.  This all needs to be taken into consideration.  Right now what you 
want to do to Olive Avenue is overkill compared to what they have on First and what they have 
on Glorietta which are really busy streets.  Out of town visitors commented to her that all the lines 
on the street were bothersome.  It is confusing.  There is so much that you are trying to pay attention 
to.  She thinks the Council needs to consider what it is doing to our neighborhoods in drawing 
these lines that are confusing and are not going to make people safer.  The long-term cost and 
maintenance is something else to consider.   
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Morgan Miller is in favor of the bike paths, maybe not on every single street.  He disagreed with 
the previous speaker completely as he thinks it has been a very successful program.  It has been 
much safer for the cars and the bicyclists.  They are doing the same thing in Point Loma.  These 
sharrows are being done in multiple places.  If someone is confused, they are going to be confused 
in multiple places.  This is a nationwide transformation.  There are a lot of cities that are renting 
bicycles out and they are trying to make it safer for cyclists because for the last hundred years all 
we have focused on is cars.  Everything is about the car and jumping in the car and we are 
transitioning to a society where people don’t want to be in their car all of the time.  They don’t 
want to pay $5/gallon for gas.  And they would like to improve their health.  This is a great City 
for that.  He is definitely in favor, especially with kids, of trying to make our streets safer as they 
are successfully doing in other communities in the region.   
 
Lynn Scott commented that everyone is sensitive to the safety issue and we all are bike riders – 
everyone in Coronado is.  She wonders about the aesthetics.  What is proposed has more stripes 
than Glorietta, than Rosecrans, than First or Second Street.  The proposal includes nine lines, four 
lanes of hash marks, bike paths, driving lanes, parking lanes – it is crazy.  This the most egregious 
she has heard of in her time in Coronado.  You will ruin our neighborhood.  A neighbor commented 
that it is like Coronado is turning into a fake City and does not look like our village community 
anymore.   
 
Chris Evans understands the safety challenges of the area.  She does think it would be overkill as 
the plans stand today.  She would like to ask for reconsideration.  She does not see the clear 
necessity for the amount of striping that is proposed.  She does think there are a lot of perceptions 
with regard to speed and volume.  She often sits out front and does not see a high volume of 
bicyclists or concerning speeds.  She has a very unique perspective.  This did not happen in 
Coronado.  Her son was hit by an out of control ambulance on a bike path several years ago.  He 
suffered a traumatic brain injury.  She lives with that every day and is blessed that he is still living.  
If bike lanes would be helpful, she would be the first one in line asking for it.  She and her husband 
feel that there are some things that would improve the safety.  They saw what happened with 
Pomona and the volume over there.  There were some concerns with the intersection and the 
roundabout was put in.  Although their intersection is quite large, she doesn’t want to stand before 
the Council and ask for that.  Perhaps there are other things that could be done.  If the stop signs 
were moved forward, it would allow better visibility.    
 
Scott Seggerman thinks that this speaks to voter/public input.  These designs that have been put 
out – overkill is an accurate word and may be an understatement.  He would really be curious to 
see how many injuries there have been on the streets that the City is proposing be candy caned, 
marked up, graffitied due to bicycle accidents in this town.  He would venture to say it is very 
small.   If you are going to affect the residents on these streets, in view of public safety which is 
admirable, consult them.  Get their input.  There should be something mailed or Fedex’d or 
something accounted for that every resident was notified that lives on any of these streets with the 
proposals and their response to what they feel about this.  He respects the bikers and they have 
good points.  The Council ought to reconsider the extent to which it is going.  If you tried to solve 
the concerns of the ultra minority, a fraction of the percentage of people who bike high speed on 
Alameda, and you are affecting the 99.9999 percent of people that use it for other reasons, are you 
really doing the public good?  Please gather public input.  Notify the voters and the constituents 
and get their opinion before passing these decisions.   
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Wayne Strickland likes a lot of the paths we have now.  They make it safer.  He thinks the way 
Glorietta was done was a great idea.  He likes some of the ones in the school area.  He thinks they 
are a good idea.  He likes what the people are saying on Olive that maybe there is not a need.  In 
particular, he believes that they were talking about doing it on every single street with sharrows. 
He thinks that is a total waste and is not desired by anybody.  He is a safety guy and it won’t make 
it any safer.   

Mike Donovan seconded the comments by the last two speakers.  He is not clear what problem we 
are trying to solve here.  We are in a town where the maximum speed limit on our streets is 35 
mph.  We have the widest streets of any town he is aware of.  To compare us to other cities with 
high speed highways and narrow streets doesn’t justify putting these painted lanes on every 
residential street in our town.  He is really against it and he hopes the Council will reconsider it. 
He hopes we don’t get to the point where this is painted on every street in our town.  It is just not 
necessary. 

Brad Gerbel grew up on Alameda and still today his parents live there.  He drives down Ninth, 
through Olive, every day.  Driving that way you have to stop, move out a bit and then stop again 
so that you don’t get blasted.  In 1987, all the stop signs got put in.  Before that it really wasn’t a 
problem maneuvering around this City.  Putting in bike lanes and sharrows everywhere in the City 
is overkill given our speed limit.  He was here at the meeting where this was passed and he didn’t 
feel the Council listened to the audience at all about our neighborhoods and what we want in our 
neighborhoods.  The Council needs to take that into account.  One thing nobody has brought up 
here today is this back-in parking stuff that is on the plan for near Olive and D.  He doesn’t think 
it is necessary.  He hopes the Council will listen.   

Ricky Moreno likes having the bike lanes going to the school.  That is a good idea.  There are 
several streets where it is a good idea to have the bike lanes.  It might be a little bit of overkill what 
some people are proposing for Olive.  He wants to make sure that just because it might be overkill 
for one street that we don’t go all the way back to the other side and we stop doing bike lanes.  In 
some streets, especially Sixth, it is very useful.  It does give the cars a better idea if they are too 
close or too far so he thinks that the Council should consider that maybe Olive was overkill but 
not every street is overkill.  People mentioned the kids riding next to one another.  The bike lanes 
do help with that.  If there is no bike lane, they don’t know where they need to go or at least it is 
not as clear.   

Robbins Kelly was thinking about the bike lanes.  We are going to get those kids to ride in those 
bike lanes.  Are those the same kids who are riding their bikes on Orange Avenue on the sidewalk? 
People keep talking about traffic calming and safety.  Olive Avenue was upgraded from a Class 
III to a Class II.  She has asked the Council before what the warrants were to upgrade to a Class 
II. Nobody in the audience understood what she just asked.  No one, before this came up, knew
what a bike…it has been said before that people don’t know what is a II, what is a III, what is a I.  
She would like to see the traffic survey.  Someone should come count the cars that go down her 
street.  Someone can tell her how many accidents have been reported.  They have gone to the 
Police Department to ask how many accidents happen on Olive.  To put the level of striping, which 
is more than Glorietta, more than First Street, more than Sixth, more than on Harbor Drive, she 
would like justification for how we were upgraded and the reason why and what warrants this.   
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Chris Donovan has an answer for Ms. Kelly.  She has no connection with Olive Avenue 
whatsoever.  She is a student of the BAC minutes.  It was a very small piece in the minutes and it 
said that the BAC has decided that Olive Avenue will be upgraded from a III to a II.  There is no 
discussion.  There is no genesis of this decision.  There is no background in the previous minutes.  
It was just so declared.  The problem she sees is that it was determined that it would dilute 
opposition if we just do all the streets.  She is not seeing that any of this striping or bike lanes that 
are coming down the pike are related to anything having to do with any street.  It is just going to 
be across the board.  Every time a street is sealed there will be bike insignia put on.  This is nuts.  
She has asked people throughout the community if they knew this was happening and they do not.  
First of all, you have to let everyone know that this is going to happen.  Then, she thinks, the 
response will be even greater.  People just can’t believe it.    
 
Cindy Wilson just found out J is going to be striped.  She is kind of in shock.  She does not know 
a lot of the specifics about why you would put a bike lane in a certain area or not.  In other places 
she has visited they have the bike lanes on really busy streets.  That makes sense.  There is no 
traffic on J.  The only issue on J is when you try to cross Third and Fourth because of the added 
parking on both sides of Third and Fourth as a traffic calming measure.  There is no traffic on J so 
she doesn’t understand why anyone would put bike lanes on J.  She urged the Council to reconsider 
the whole Bicycle Master Plan and really think about what is being done.     
 
Jean Gazzo asked the Council if it wants to spend the rest of its terms fighting street by street 
across Coronado.  She urged the Council to put the Master Plan up for a vote for all the citizens of 
Coronado so that we can take care of everything all at once.   
 
Cheri Aegerter lives on a very busy corner and they do have lots of accidents and she does not 
think there is any way to put a bike lane on theirs because they have speed bumps.  She doesn’t 
think a bike lane would do very well on Ninth and C but if it does she thinks more of the problem 
is not bike lanes.  No one knows what the rules are.  No one is teaching the kids riding the bicycles 
what the rules are. The problem with the bike safety is that no one is telling the kids what the rules 
are and no one is enforcing it.  We have police officers in the schools.  Maybe they better start 
teaching these kids what the rules are.  These bikes will not get out of your way.  There is a thing 
of entitlement lately with the bicyclists. You can make bike lanes and stripes and they are going 
to ignore them.  You are going to have a painted up street and there will still be five people going 
abreast.  The paint isn’t going to fix the problem.  She wishes there was some kind of community 
outreach to the kids in the schools about bike safety and how you ride on the bike and maybe 
giving a couple of tickets to some parents.   
 
Carolyn Elledge couldn’t agree more with the previous speaker.  We need the police to come into 
the schools and talk to the children about the rules for bicycling.  We have too many tourists here, 
too, so she doesn’t know whether we could put some kind of a toll on the bridge.  It was reported 
that there have been very few bicycle accidents on Ocean.  Think of how ugly Coronado is going 
to be if we have all this yellow striping all over our streets.  Coronado is really a very beautiful 
town and we all take pride in our homes.  Then you have all this striping on our streets and it is 
just going to be ugly.  She has spoken with people who are in other places where they have the 
striping and now they don’t know how to get rid of it and they don’t like it.   
 
Shannon McCrary asked why Olive is going to be different from all the other streets around it.  Is 
this going to cause confusion?  Is Olive getting the Full Monty simply because it is wide enough?  
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It is his casual observation that most of the bicycle traffic on Olive is kids going to and from school 
and people on the weekends going to the beach.  Kids going to and from school use Olive just as 
a means to get from where they live to one of the lettered streets and then take that because it is a 
more direct route to school.  There is really not a lot of bike traffic all the way from one end of 
Olive to the other.  Similarly, with people going to the beach, they cross Olive or they use Olive 
to get to one of the lettered streets because those are the more direct routes to the beach.  Some 
people have suggested there be some study of the traffic patterns on Olive for density, both vehicles 
and bicycles.  He would support that.  A question in his mind, and he admits he is fairly ignorant 
about the BMP, is if Olive is the only street that gets the Full Monty of striping, is that going to 
cause confusion for other bikers, for bikers coming from other streets where there is a different 
system of striping?  It seems like there should be consistency throughout the City.   

Susan Andersen has not heard any of this before.  The idea that we would stripe our streets is visual 
pollution.  She doesn’t see any need for it with the 25 mph speed limit.  The idea that we need 
stripes to tell us how to navigate – her biggest concern is always the children and getting them to 
and from school.  She thinks the Council has heard the sense of concern and it is worth 
reconsidering.   

Britt Zeller commented that the first time she came to the intersection by the Methodist Church 
and saw that garish yellow stuff all over the street she was in shock.  It is ugly.  The idea that you 
would do this in other places in town – she wants to take the discussion out of the internal bubble 
of just everything in Coronado and say that the City is in competition for real estate dollars, for 
tourist dollars, for just everything, with every other town in southern California.  We are getting 
less and less beautiful by the day.  That is property values you are talking about.   

Mayor Tanaka noted that Councilmember Bailey has proposed that the Council reconsider two 
things: whether or not to immediately suspend the striping and whether or not to then reconsider 
the Bicycle Master Plan.  The suggestion was to bifurcate them and it sounds like the Council is 
okay with considering them as two requests and having each agendized differently.  

Councilmember Woiwode wants to hear what the motion is about the Bicycle Master Plan.  It is 
due to be updated.  He doesn’t think that the term reopening is the right one because there are three 
or four dozen projects in there and what we are really talking about here is one issue, the policy on 
striping and the policy on striping that the Council adopted is different than what is in the Bicycle 
Master Plan.  He would like to see the Council deal with authorizing an update of the BMP, which 
he agrees is an appropriate thing to do, and the sooner the better, and then talk separately about the 
policy on striping.   

The Mayor suggested talking about striping as it seems to be the more urgent of the two. 

MSC (Bailey/Downey) moved that the Council would consider suspending 
the striping at a future date. 

Councilmember Bailey commented that there has been more dialogue between more people in the 
past two hours on bike issues than he would imagine when the BMP was originally created.  He 
thinks that public engagement is at an all time high and for the first time the terms BAC and BMP 
are in our public’s lexicon.  He thinks we should be taking advantage of that.  We are not hearing 
that the public is outright opposed to everything but that the public wants to participate.  He doesn’t 
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know if the recommendations that come out of whether or not we should change our policy on 
striping will be any different than they are today; however, he does think we might end up with 
better recommendations.  Olive Avenue is a perfect example.  If we had received the public’s input 
from the very beginning, we probably would have included modifying those intersections by 
changing where the stop signs are located and that ultimately would have created a safer street for 
everyone.  He thinks we should take advantage of this public engagement that we currently have 
and see if we can find other opportunities to implement recommendations such as that.   
 
Councilmember Downey was actually going to make a separate motion, not at this motion, to 
suspend the striping but for the reason that she has talked to the people on Glorietta, many who 
were originally opposed to it and some on Sixth and they have all said that it has slowed people 
down.  She lives right by Sixth and H and she is sorry we didn’t ultimately do H.  She does educate 
her children about how to ride but the nice thing is, as the speaker said, if there is a striped bike 
lane, it does give them something to understand.  She understands why the BAC did what it did 
because there are some higher levels of bike classes and safety issues and apparently on Glorietta 
they were trying to narrow the lanes.  She wanted the Council to put a moratorium on just striping 
now so we could have this discussion.  The folks on Olive have a very good point.  She doesn’t 
know why they would get more than on Glorietta.  She does think having bike lane markings is a 
good idea.  We should have that discussion.  There could be ways that people are okay with 
marking a lane and not marking a lane.  Can you just have a lane marking without the hash marks 
on a wide street?   She doesn’t know the rules on those streets.   
 
Councilmember Sandke stated that the public discourse that was identified by Councilmember 
Bailey is a very big plus from this particular gathering.  One of the amounts of discourse that came 
earlier was from Ms. Grady who lives on Glorietta Boulevard and expressed that her misgivings 
and subsequent embracing of the lines that were painted on her street.  It has made her street safer 
she feels.  She thought it would be ugly and now she is living with it and she likes it.  He doesn’t 
discount the fact that it changes the appearance.  He does agree with Ms. Kelly in terms of how 
the III became a II.  He thinks that a simpler approach to this kind of painting on the larger streets 
may make more sense.  He is compelled by many of the comments that talk about overkill.  He 
offered a correction to the woman from J.  On I and J there won’t be stripes but there will be 
sharrows.  For him, it becomes difficult because he understands the concept of complete streets.  
He understands the approach that is being taken but at the same time he agrees with Mr. Bailey 
that a pause to reflect might be to everyone’s benefit.  He doesn’t ignore the safety benefits of 
these particular lane markings.  He certainly respects the opinions of the people who live on those 
streets.  He would be in support of the motion at this point. 
 
Mr. Woiwode is not sure what the motion is. 
 
Mayor Tanaka clarified that the motion is to bring back a discussion on whether or not to 
suspend striping.   
 
Mr. Woiwode recounted some things that have occurred.  Yesterday he experienced a surrey on 
the sidewalk on J.  He would really like to have pointed to the sharrow in the street to tell the driver 
to get where he is supposed to be.  The fact that there is not a lot of traffic on J doesn’t necessarily 
mean that there isn’t some guidance for cyclists that would be helpful.  We had a policy in the 
BMP about striping which was oriented toward developing particular streets that we knew would 
be heavily trafficked by bicycles in Class II lanes and where we couldn’t do that then we would 
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put sharrows, for instance, on Ocean Boulevard.  We didn’t implement that because the people 
who lived on those streets felt like they were being targeted and that we were vectoring the bikes 
to their neighborhood.  Then we came back and came up with a new policy which was whether 
these markings are safety enhancers or not.  If so, as the SANDAG funding for streets and roads 
requires, and as state funding for maintenance projects requires, we are to implement a full 
capability for all modes of transportation when we are maintaining our streets and roads.  We 
married it up with the slurry seal program that when we do these things we are going to paint the 
streets anyway and let’s put on the appropriate set of markings and that is now our policy.  It is not 
in the BMP.  We adopted that policy separate from the BMP.  In this particular case, which is a 
list of projects that we approved in April, we had made the point that we wanted everyone in the 
neighborhood to be notified.  The City sent out notices to everyone on Olive, Alameda, Tenth, I, 
J, Second, Fifth and then there was a survey where people sent comments back and that was the 
data that the Council had when it looked at and selected this set of projects.  The process we 
embarked on worked very hard to include the community and we were very sensitive to that 
because we changed our policy based on comments from the community.  Now we are saying that 
we didn’t hear the community and so we need to do it again.  He guarantees that whatever we do 
in the next BMP, there will be a ton of things that, as they come up, people are going to say they 
didn’t hear about.  He feels that, if we want to take another look at a policy on striping, safety has 
to be the priority, not aesthetics.  Predictability means that if it looks this way on a particular street, 
another street that is of similar construction and shape and size ought to look about the same way. 
We adopted that policy when we looked at the medians and what we are going to do with the 
striping and the center lines and the yield signs in the medians.  Predictability is a key to safety.  
We want to adopt a policy that works through the City.  He is fine with the idea that we are going 
to revisit our striping policy but he is not at all in favor of derailing the process that we already put 
in place because he doesn’t think we did anything wrong in the process.   

Mayor Tanaka thanked people for coming to the meeting.  The reason he is in a bad mood is 
because he thinks it is entirely the Council’s fault that it is sitting here right now.  We 
commissioned a BMP.  He doesn’t mind having a BMP.  He doesn’t mind looking at the things in 
it.  What we decided is we brought items from that BMP back to us in a piecemeal fashion.  When 
this was ready, we voted on it.  When that was ready we voted on it.  Again, he owns that and he 
is okay with that.  He wants to look at everyone from Olive and tell them that bike lanes work. 
Everywhere we have put them they have worked.  They work on Glorietta.  They work on Sixth 
Street.  They work on First Street.  If you disagree with him on that, that is fine but he does not 
agree with them. Bike lanes work.  There are certainly going to be instances where someone 
doesn’t obey the markings but he uses the bike lanes a lot and he can only share that his anecdotal 
evidence shows that people obey the bicycle lanes, he does see cars slowing down.  In general, the 
bike lanes work.  People on Olive Avenue, though, have raised at least two really good points. 
One is that this is like a bike lane to nowhere.  Where does it begin?  Where does it end?  What is 
the point?  He gets that.  The first BMP drew a loop around the island.  Speakers brought up how 
other cities put bicycle lanes near a lot of traffic.  That wasn’t the Coronado motivation.  We have 
never pitched putting bicycle lanes on Third and Fourth.  Our goal isn’t to put bicycle lanes near a 
bunch of traffic.  The basic goal has been a perimeter loop.  Now, with that in mind, that is why 
there is already a bicycle lane on First Street.  You can loop that around.  That is why it is on 
Glorietta.  In our deliberations over the last three and four years, there has been some disagreement 
over whether or not you could close the loop around Ocean Boulevard.  He has been one of the 
people saying you can’t.  He would not recommend a City policy where he is telling people to take 
their bikes on Ocean.  Mr. Woiwode has always pointed out something that all of us need to be 
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aware of – bicycles are legally allowed to operate on Ocean Boulevard, on J, on H – on whatever 
street you name.  When they sit there and go five abreast, maybe they shouldn’t do that, but it only 
takes one to sit in the middle of the lane and he legally can do that do a driver.  That causes the 
automobile driver an issue if that person is driving their bicycle in the street.  Mayor Tanaka 
acknowledged a comment by a member of the audience but pointed out that public comment has 
closed.  Bicycles are there.  They can legally use the streets.  That is one of the things people 
should keep in mind.  When we have talked about bicycle lanes, we want to make it clearer to 
bicycles where they should transit.  For everyone who says we shouldn’t have bicycle lanes on 
every street we agree.  Where the bicycle lanes exist and where they have been proposed has been 
to support, more or less, a perimeter loop. 
 
Another reason the people on Olive Avenue are right to ask the Council to reconsider is because 
the City has been very inconsistent about where we choose to force and where we didn’t choose 
to force the lanes.  First Street didn’t fight it so they got a lane.  Glorietta didn’t fight it and we 
agreed that as part of the Bayshore Bikeway we would put in that Class II lane on Glorietta.  Sixth 
Street didn’t fight it because we wanted it to connect people from one side of the island to the other 
for the purpose of schools. H Avenue fought it.  Alameda fought it.  Country Club fought it and in 
that meeting we gave into their pressure.  We said, to Country Club in particular, that we are not 
going to force a lane on you that you don’t want.  Alameda was part of that.  H had its own meeting 
and they were part of that.  So when it came to Olive, we changed our mind and said enough was 
enough.  If a lane is going to make things safer, if we believe in this public policy, we said to Olive 
that we are voting for it anyway because the greater good is served.  He wants to be clear that he 
still feels that way.  He wants to be clear that most of the people sitting here are from Olive and 
don’t want it.  He gets that but part of the issue then will be what the City is going to do.  Are we 
going to say that every time a street doesn’t want their lanes?  In his opinion, that is what we are 
going to do.  Ms. Gazzo said it probably best.  Every time a street comes up people will point out 
that H Avenue didn’t get a lane and ask why they are.  He thinks that is a fair thing to say.  He is 
migrating to the point that as much as he thinks these lanes make sense, we are at a crossroads.  
We either need to decide the lanes comprehensively belong somewhere or they don’t and we need 
to stop taking them one street at a time otherwise every City Council is going to have to reargue 
that position.  He wants to make it clear that those bicycle lanes work.  They work on Sixth Street.  
They work on Glorietta.  They work on First Street.  He puts his money where his mouth is and he 
uses them all the time.  That is his quandary.  He is certainly happy to support Mr. Bailey’s motion.  
He thinks maybe where the City is going is the path of least resistance.  People think it is more 
important for their street to look pretty than to be a little safer and maybe that is where we are 
going.  It is a democracy.  If that is what people want, then it is his job to help get it.   
 
Mr. Bailey does think that there is a lot of merit to having a BMP.  What is frustrating him to a 
great deal over the past three years is just how inconsistent we have been in this.  Part of the reason 
we have been so inconsistent is because we have never felt comfortable that we actually had the 
public’s input.  By having this conversation, by inviting the public to be a part of this conversation, 
we can be more comfortable going further that we do have the public’s stamp of approval and if 
we are to go as far as to subject the BMP to a public vote, then we can say to everyone that they 
had their opportunity to weigh in and this is what the community has asked for if the BMP were 
to be approved and let’s just go ahead and implement it across the board.  But the public needs an 
opportunity to weigh in and that is what we are seeing here today.  They are asking for the 
opportunity to weigh in and he hopes we give it to them.   
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Ms. Downey agrees that bike lanes work.  The one on Sixth is just a line.  It is not as much paint 
on our roads as it is on Olive.  She is the one who suggested that we just stripe every street.  She 
was not on the Council for the vote when they didn’t put it on H.  She thought it was such a no 
brainer that bike lanes are a good thing that she didn’t even show up as a resident of H to talk about 
it.  She was shocked that we didn’t get one on H because the kids use it every day to get to school. 
She understood the residents saying that they didn’t want to be targeted and didn’t want to be the 
only one marked so that these fast bikers on Sunday mornings just go on their street.  She 
understood that.  That is why we came up with the plan to mark them all.  She still thinks it is a 
good idea that we do something universal but she now agrees that the public didn’t even know 
what the plans were and didn’t understand what was supposed to happen and didn’t understand 
why some streets had others.  She agrees with Mr. Bailey that it needs to get a lot more public 
input and by putting this motion to bring it back it is going to allow us to do that because she does 
think that maybe there are ways other than some of the markings that we proposed that would give 
us the safety that most of us want for our kids on their bikes.  We haven’t had that discussion.  We 
haven’t looked at options.  We don’t know why it went from a III to a II or why we even need one 
an any particular street.  She thinks that is a discussion she wants the residents to participate in 
and, once they have, then hopefully we will have a plan that the public can agree with.  She doesn’t 
know if it will go to a public vote or not but she knows she won’t support it unless the public is 
behind it.  That is what she is hoping will come with the public’s input.   

Councilmember Downey repeated the motion that at the next Council meeting, we will have 
the vote to put a moratorium on the current striping until it goes out for more public 
discussion. 

Motion 1 

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

Mayor Tanaka stated that the second part of this is discussing whether or not we are going to 
reconsider reopening the BMP and doing that formally. 

Mr. Bailey would be open to making a motion that just allows us to talk about how to revisit the 
BMP as it is currently scheduled to be revisited in a few months and perhaps even discussing it in 
a broader context of an Active Transportation Plan that has a broader approach.   

Mayor Tanaka stated that, from his point of view, the number one thing we need to reconsider or 
work on is making clear where the routes are going to be.  Every time we take one up and say it is 
going to be on Olive, then a street gets upset.  What we need to do, as part of whatever we are 
reconsidering, is put a whole map together again and either agree to put that to a vote or not, so 
that there is consistency.  The whole community can either say that is a network of bicycle 
markings we support or we don’t and then it is not just about the preference of one street wanting 
a certain type of marking.  Mayor Tanaka reminded a member of the audience that the public 
comment period has closed.  The City should either zero in on the issue of the paths themselves or 
make sure that is one key element of what is considered.   
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Mr. Bailey is fine with that.   
 
Mayor Tanaka instructed Mr. Seggerman that he is out of order.  If he is not going to follow the 
rule of the Chair, he should go to the microphone.   
 
Mr. Seggerman appreciates what Mr. Bailey and Mayor Tanaka are offering to do.  He hears what 
they are saying about public safety.  He applauds that.  All he is saying is that when you inform 
the public and want the public input can we see the evidence that says that safety is a reason for 
this.   
 
Mayor Tanaka reminded Mr. Seggerman that Mayor Tanaka’s job is to enforce Roberts Rules of 
Order.  He has been given multiple opportunities to speak to this and he wants to remind him of 
what the item is before the Council.  The item before the Council is whether or not to reconsider 
the issue of a BMP.  The public has been given ample opportunity to comment.  Mr. Seggerman 
has commented three times now.  The Council is trying to now deliberate and do City business.   
 
Councilmember Downey understood Mr. Woiwode’s concern and that was her original concern.  
She also agrees with Mr. Bailey that she wants to open this up for more public comment but she 
wasn’t sure she liked the words ‘reopen the BMP’.  She would like Mr. Woiwode to respond.  She 
would like the public to get involved but she wants to figure out how to do that without suggesting 
we are throwing everything out.   
 
Motion 2 
 
 MSUC  (Woiwode/Sandke) moved that we update the Bicycle Master Plan.   
 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Woiwode, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
 
City Manager Blair King requested a clarification to the motion.  Is the motion to update the BMP, 
which would be a separate title, or is the motion to bring back the question of updating the BMP? 
 
City Attorney Johanna Canlas commented that under Council policy, any Council member can 
bring back an item to discuss a second time but it cannot be discussed right away.  She believes 
the motion should be to bring back whether or not the master plan is going to be updated, for 
discussion.   
 
 MSUC  (Woiwode/Sandke) moved that the City Council have an agenda item 

at a future Council meeting to discuss updating the Bicycle Master 
Plan. 

 
   AYES:  Bailey, Downey, Sandke, Woiwode, Tanaka  
   NAYS:  None 
   ABSTAINING: None  
   ABSENT:  None 
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13b. Consideration of Request from Councilmember Bailey to Agendize Discussion 
to Uninstall Various Signs throughout the Community.  Councilmember Bailey gave the staff 
report.  

Councilmember Sandke asked how many signs Mr. Bailey has identified. 

Mr. Bailey responded that there are a few hundred signs; however, many of these signs are very 
similar in nature.  You could lump 100 of these signs together.   

Councilmember Downey commented that there was some discussion on the earlier item that there 
are not enough signs telling everyone not to bike on the sidewalk or whatever it might be.  Is Mr. 
Bailey’s request specific in nature of it being this sign only at this location or a type of sign 
generically?   

Mr. Bailey responded that it is very specific.  

Mayor Tanaka invited public comment. 

Virginia Johnson asked if there is a way that the public can see these signs.  She agrees that 
sometimes you are around and there are signs for everything.  Some of it sounds like it can be very 
repetitive.  She thinks it would be great to see what he has and she thinks it could be very helpful 
to the City.   

Bob Lindsay thinks that for the residents most of the signs aren’t needed.  The signs are needed 
for people who don’t live here.  They are the ones who need the signs.  Most of us are probably 
quite familiar with how to operate.   

Jan Cook agrees that we have too many signs that are ignored.  If we are going to have a sign, we 
need to enforce the sign.  No bicycle riding on Orange Avenue is violated day after day after day.  
Keep the dogs off the grass in Sunset Park.  If we are going to have a sign, enforce it.  If we aren’t 
going to have it that is fine.   

Robbins Kelly asked Mayor Tanaka if the Council just went through this with these signs recently. 

Mayor Tanaka responded that the City has been working with the Chamber of Commerce, 
Coronado MainStreet and other groups in town about adding signs and improving signage.  That 
is called way finding so that people would know what the right direction is for the Del or the Beach 
or the Bay.  Mr. Bailey has been working on this on his own initiative for two or three months to 
get the community to contact him and weigh in on signs that they think don’t make sense.   

Ms. Kelly knows that a lot of the signs that have a general perception of being too many are 
required by law and a lot of them are on Port property and are not necessarily in our purview to do 
anything about.   

Brad Gerbel commented that some Council members do a lot on Facebook which he thinks is 
great.  It must have been a month ago that Mr. Bailey posted on Facebook asking if people have 
seen redundant signs.  He sent some photos to Mr. Bailey to demonstrate this.  He hopes the 
Council will consider this.   
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Carolyn Rogerson agrees with Mr. Bailey that we have too many signs.  We have redundant signs 
and before we think about adding $450,000 in more signs, we need to start culling signs and 
figuring out where we are going to put the new signs that we absolutely, positively need.  Visitors 
coming to the island who can’t find the Hotel Del should probably not be traveling alone.  If you 
can’t find the beach, you probably shouldn’t be going there by yourself.  Her point is that we have 
all of these electronic devices that people walk down the street blindly staring into.  They are 
looking for directions on their electronic devices.  We don’t need a myriad of gigantic signs in 
addition to the mini signs telling people where to park for the beach.  Too many signs.  It is a pretty 
community.  We need more trees maybe.  Maybe we need more flowers.  We don’t need more 
signs.   
 
Mayor Tanaka commented that there is an element of Mr. Bailey’s request that he does not agree 
with.  What he does not agree with is to throw this task on staff and say to inventory all of our 
signs and come back to us.  He was interested when Mr. Bailey used social media to try to get the 
public to identify signs that they thought should go and that is the type of process he can support 
– a grassroots one – where the community asks what the point is of this sign or that sign.  The 
Council could then bring that back and ask staff why such signs are needed.  Part of Mr. Bailey’s 
request says he would like a future staff report to include the complete list of signs, whether or not 
they are legally required, and an estimated cost for removal.  Mayor Tanaka is not going to be 
supportive of putting staff on a wild goose chase to find every sign.   
 
Mr. Bailey understands that it is Council policy that all agenda request items be limited to one 
page.  He did not include an attachment with all the signs.  Reading through his request again he 
can see why Mayor Tanaka would think that.  He would like a future staff report to include the 
complete list of signs and by that he meant the list of signs he had already come up with.  There 
are just under 400 signs on the list but many of them are similar in nature where it might be possible 
to make blanket statements about categories of them.  There might be a few dozen different types 
of signs. 
 
Mayor Tanaka commented that with that explanation, he is on the fence.  The other concern is that 
one of the speakers made the point that from one vantage point you could see several no turn signs 
in a row.  The other problems he forecasts is that different City Council actions have put all those 
signs in for a reason.  You might start opening up the deeper policy questions about why the 
Council has restricted turns in certain places.  All of those signs have a reason behind them.  Now 
we are going to tell staff to research 400 signs to some extent.   
 
Mr. Bailey mentioned that none of the signs that are related to prohibiting right hand turns on First 
Street coming from the Base are included in this request.  None of the signs that the Council has 
explicitly said are needed are included in this request.  There are no left turn restrictions included.  
There are no stop signs included.  None of those types of signs are included in this request.  He 
included a few examples.  One shows a 12’ red curb.  At the beginning of that red curb, you have 
a sign that says ‘no parking begin.’ 12’ later you have a sign that says ‘no parking end.’  He would 
like to know if that is legally required.  If not, let’s get rid of those two signs.   
 
Councilmember Downey is equally leery but it occurred to her it might be helpful if we just 
agendize it and then we would have that list of signs.  She doesn’t want staff to do anything until 
the list of signs comes to the Council. 
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Councilmember Sandke’s big struggle is that the two examples are both on Port District property 
and exist for one reason or another that the City may have nothing to do with.  He struggles with 
the staff issues but he is okay with this coming back so the Council can take a look at the list.   

MSUC  (Bailey/Downey) to bring a list of signs that Councilmember Bailey has 
put together back to the Council on a future agenda and have it weigh 
in to see if any signs can be removed.   

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

14. ADJOURNMENT:  The Mayor adjourned the meeting at 7:09 p.m.

Approved: (Date), 2015 

______________________________ 
Casey Tanaka, Mayor 
City of Coronado 

Attest: 

______________________________ 
Mary L. Clifford  
City Clerk 
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09/15/15 

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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INTRODUCTION OF AN ORDINANCE AMENDING TITLE 70, BUILDING AND 
CONSTRUCTION, OF THE CITY OF CORONADO MUNICIPAL CODE TO ADD 
CHAPTER 70.35, SMALL ROOFTOP SOLAR ENERGY SYSTEMS.  

RECOMMENDATION: Introduce “An Ordinance of the City Council of the City of Coronado, 
California, Amending Title 70, Building and Construction, of the City of Coronado Municipal Code 
by Adding Chapter 70.35, Small Residential Rooftop Solar Energy Systems.” 

FISCAL IMPACT: None. There are no changes to the adopted fee schedule proposed with this 
action.  

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:   Introduction of an ordinance amending the Municipal 
Code is a legislative action.  Legislative actions tend to express a 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: No special public notice is required. 

CEQA: The proposed action has been reviewed for compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and it has been determined that there is no possibility that 
the activity may have a significant effect on the environment; therefore, pursuant to Section 
15061(b)(3) of the state CEQA Guidelines the activity is exempt from the provisions of CEQA. 
Additionally, many of the permits processed under this Ordinance would fall within the 
exclusions provided for solar energy systems in Section 2108.35 of the Public Resources Code.  

BACKGROUND: Assembly Bill 2188 (2014) amended Section 65850.5 of the Government 
Code to require cities and counties, on or before September 30, 2015 to adopt an ordinance that 
creates an expedited, streamlined permitting process for small residential rooftop solar energy 
systems.  

As defined in the Government Code Section 65850.5, a small residential rooftop solar energy 
system is: 

a. A solar energy system that is no larger than 10 kilowatts alternating current nameplate
rating or 30 kilowatts thermal.

b. A solar energy system that conforms to all applicable state fire, structural, electrical, and
other building codes as adopted or amended by the City and all state and City health and
safety standards.

c. A solar energy system that is installed on a single or duplex dwelling.
d. A solar panel or module array that does not exceed the maximum legal building height as

defined by the authority having jurisdiction.

Section 65850.5 of the Government Code provides that in developing an expedited permitting 
process, the city: 

a. Shall adopt a checklist of all requirements with which small rooftop solar energy systems
must comply with to be eligible for expedited review. 

b. The expedite process, standard plan(s), and checklist(s) shall substantially conform to
recommendations contained in the most current version of the California Solar 
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Permitting Guidebook (CSPG) adopted by the Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research. 

c. All documents required for the submission of an expedited solar energy system
application shall be made available on the publicly accessible City website. 

d. Only one consolidated inspection to be required and done in a timely manner. Re-
inspections are allowed if the system fails inspection. 

ANALYSIS: The City of Coronado already provides a streamlined permit process for building 
plan review and permit issuance, including for solar projects. As a result of the new State law, 
the City must now adopt an ordinance to expedite qualifying residential solar rooftop systems.  

As part of developing the proposed ordinance, City staff has researched how other local 
jurisdictions have addressed this new State requirement. The law itself provides the basic 
framework for the ordinance. Each jurisdiction may implement the expedited permit process 
according to its own procedures. The City of Coronado has opted to offer applicants who include 
electrical and structural engineering in their plans to qualify for the expedited process.   

The proposed ordinance (Attachment 1) authorizes the Building Official to develop and maintain 
the required eligibility checklist. An application that satisfies the requirements of the eligibility 
checklist, as determined by the Building Official, will be deemed complete and eligible for the 
expedited permitting process.  Upon confirmation by the Building Official of the complete 
application and supporting documentation and that the solar energy system substantially 
conforms to all applicable local, state, and federal health and safety requirements, the Building 
Official will administratively approve the application and issue the required permit.  One 
consolidated building inspection is required, which will be performed in a timely manner.  If the 
system fails inspection, re-inspections will be required. 

Staff has developed an eligibility checklist (Attachment 2) and is preparing to implement an 
expedited process for eligible residential rooftop systems.  The checklist, standard plans and 
expedite process do substantially conform to the current version of the CSPG.  In addition, staff 
will place on the City’s website all required submittal documents and reference resources for the 
expedited permitting process.  

Submitted by Community Development Department/Romero 
Attachments:   1.  Draft ordinance  

2. Draft checklist

i:\staff\joe\staff rooftop solar energy systems_091515.doc 

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
BK TR N/A RRS MLC RAH N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
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ORDINANCE NO. ____ 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORONADO, 
CALIFORNIA, AMENDING TITLE 70, BUILDING AND CONSTRUCTION, OF THE CITY 

OF CORONADO MUNICIPAL CODE BY ADDING CHAPTER 70.35, SMALL 
RESIDENTIAL ROOFTOP SOLAR ENERGY SYSTEMS 

WHEREAS, Subsection (a) of Section 65850.5 of the California Government Code 
provides that it is the policy of the State to promote and encourage the installation and use of 
solar energy systems by limiting obstacles to their use and by minimizing the permitting costs of 
such systems; and 

WHEREAS, Subdivision (g)(1) of Section 65850.5 of the California Government Code 
provides that, on or before September 30, 2015, every city, county, or city and county shall adopt 
an ordinance, consistent with the goals and intent of subdivision (a) of Section 65850.5, that 
creates an expedited, streamlined permitting process for small residential rooftop solar energy 
systems.  

NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Coronado does ordain as follows: 

SECTION ONE: 

That Chapter 70.35 is hereby added to Title 70 of the Coronado Municipal Code and 
reads as follows:  

70.35 Small Residential Rooftop Solar Energy Systems 

A. Definitions. 

The following definitions are adopted from California Government Code section 
65850.5, as may be amended from time to time. These definitions shall apply to this 
Chapter 70.35 and are restated here for reference.  

1. A “feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the specific, adverse impact”
includes, but is not limited to, any cost-effective method, condition, or mitigation
imposed by the City on another similarly situated application in a prior successful
application for a permit. The City shall use its best efforts to ensure that the selected
method, condition, or mitigation meets the conditions of subparagraphs (A) and (B)
of paragraph (1) of subdivision (d) of Section 714 of the Civil Code.

2. “Small residential rooftop solar energy system” means all of the following:
a. A solar energy system that is no larger than 10 kilowatts alternating current

nameplate rating or 30 kilowatts thermal.
b. A solar energy system that conforms to all applicable state fire, structural,

electrical, and other building codes as adopted or amended by the City and all
state and City health and safety standards.
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c. A solar energy system that is installed on a single or duplex family dwelling.
d. A solar panel or module array that does not exceed the maximum legal building

height as defined by the City.

3. “Solar Energy System” means either of the following:
a. Any solar collector or other solar energy device whose primary purpose is to

provide for the collection, storage, and distribution of solar energy for space
heating, space cooling, electric generation, or water heating.

b. Any structural design feature of a building, whose primary purpose is to provide
for the collection, storage, and distribution of solar energy for electricity
generation, space heating or cooling, or for water heating.

4. “Specific, adverse impact” means a significant, quantifiable, direct, and unavoidable
impact, based on objective, identified, and written public health or safety standards,
policies, or conditions as they existed on the date the application was deemed
complete.

B. Purpose. The purpose of this section is to adopt an expedited solar permitting process for 
small residential rooftop solar energy systems pursuant to Government Code 65850.5(g).  

C. Applicability. This section applies to the permitting of eligible small residential rooftop 
solar energy systems in the City.  

D. Permitting. Applicants desiring to qualify for the expedited review shall submit an 
application to the City, in a form approved by the City’s building official. The building 
official is authorized to administratively act on such applications, pursuant to this section. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of this Code, decisions made by the building official 
pursuant to this Chapter may be appealed to the Planning Commission.  

E. Eligibility checklists. The City building official is authorized and directed to develop 
checklists of all requirements with which small rooftop solar energy systems shall 
comply to be eligible for expedited review. The initial checklists shall be developed on or 
before September 30, 2015, and shall be the City’s checklists, in accordance with 
Government Code section 65850.5.  

F. An application that satisfies the requirements of the eligibility checklists, as determined 
by the building official, shall be deemed complete and eligible for the expedited 
permitting process. Upon receipt of an incomplete application, the building official shall 
issue a written correction notice detailing all deficiencies in the application and any 
additional information required to be eligible for the expedited permitting process.  

G. Upon confirmation by the building official of the application and supporting 
documentation being complete and that the solar energy system substantially conforms to 
all applicable local, state, and federal health and safety requirements, the building official 
shall administratively approve the application and issue required permits. Such approval 
does not authorize an applicant to connect the small residential rooftop energy system to 
the local utility provider’s electricity grid. The applicant is responsible for obtaining such 
approval or permission from the local utility provider.  
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H. For a small residential rooftop solar energy system eligible for expedited review, one 
consolidated building inspection shall be required, which shall be done in a timely 
manner. If a small residential rooftop solar energy system fails inspection, re-inspections 
are required.  However, the subsequent inspection need not conform to the requirements 
of this Section.  

I. Fees. Permit fees for eligible small residential rooftop solar systems shall be as specified 
in the most current adopted fee schedule.  

J. Use Permit. If the building official makes a finding, based on substantial evidence, that 
the proposed solar energy system could have a specific, adverse impact on the public 
health and safety, the building official may require the applicant to apply for a use permit 
from the Building Official.  The decision of the Building Official may be appealed to the 
Planning Commission. 

K. Denial. If a use permit is required, the City may deny an application if it makes written 
findings based on substantial evidence in the record that the proposed installation would 
have a specific, adverse impact on the public health or safety, and there is no feasible 
method to satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the specific, adverse impact.  

SECTION TWO:  Severability 

If any portion of this Ordinance, or its application to any person or circumstance, is for 
any reason held to be invalid, unenforceable or unconstitutional, by a court of competent 
jurisdiction, that portion shall be deemed severable, and such invalidity, unenforceability or 
unconstitutionality shall not affect the validity or enforceability of the remaining portions of the 
Ordinance, or its application to any other person or circumstance. The City Council of the City of 
Coronado hereby declares that it would have adopted each section, sentence, clause or phrase of 
this Ordinance, irrespective of the fact that any one or more other sections, sentences, clauses or 
phrases of the Ordinance be declared invalid, unenforceable or unconstitutional.  

SECTION THREE:  Construction 

The City Council of the City of Coronado intends this Ordinance to supplement, not to 
duplicate or contradict, applicable state and federal law and this Ordinance shall be construed in 
light of that intent.  

SECTION FOUR:  Effective Date 

This Ordinance shall take effect and be in force on thirty (30) days after its adoption. 

SECTION FIVE:  Publication 

Within fifteen (15) days after its adoption, the City Clerk is directed to publish this 
ordinance to the provisions of Government Code Section 36933. 
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INTRODUCED at a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of Coronado, 
California held on the 15th day of September 2015, and thereafter, 

 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this _______, 2015, by the following vote to wit: 

 
AYES:  
NAYS:  
ABSTAIN:  
ABSENT:  

 
             
       Casey Tanaka, Mayor of the 
       City of Coronado, California 
 
ATTEST AND CERTIFICATION 
 
I hereby certify that this is a true and correct copy of Ordinance No. , which has been published 
pursuant to law. 
 
      
Mary L. Clifford 
City Clerk 
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 DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
BUILDING DIVISION 

1825 STRAND WAY, CORONADO, CA 92118 
(619) 522-7331 / (619) 522-2418 (FAX) 

COMMDEV@CORONADO.CA.US 

HANDOUT 

311 
AUGUST 2015 

RESIDENTIAL SOLAR 
PHOTOVOLTAIC SYSTEMS 

This handout explains the permit process for Residential Solar Photovoltaic (PV) Systems. It also provides 

information about standard and expedited submittal, electronic submittal, plan review, structural and electrical 

requirements, fire safety, inspections and fees. 

GENERAL SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS: 

All plans submitted for residential solar PV systems must reference and comply with the 2013 California Building 

Standards Code, including the 2013 California Residential Code (CRC) and the 2013 California Electrical Code 

(CEC). 

All plans shall include the following information (Standard Plan): 

 General 

A. Three (3) sets of plans (minimum size 11”x17”) drawn to scale; 

B. Cover sheet showing the following information: (a) project address; (b) owner’s name, address, 

and phone number; (c) name, address, and phone number of the person preparing the plans; (d) 

scope of work; (e) number of stories and number of dwelling units; (f) sheet index indicating each 

sheet and number; (g) legend for symbols, abbreviations, and notations used in drawings;  

 Site Plan (show the following locations) 

A. Main service panel location and existing ampere; 

B. PV module array configuration shown on roof layout (or ground mounted); 

C. Distance from ridge to array(s)(minimum 3’ required per CFC); 

D. Distance from valley/hip to array(s)(minimum 1.5’ per CFC); 

E. Provide 3’ wide access path on each slope; 

F. PV equipment location; 

 Structural – PV Roof layout 

A. Structural calculations;  

B. Show existing slope of roof, type of roof materials, and existing rafter/engineered truss system size; 

C. Show number of arrays in layout; 

D. Show weight of arrays (in pounds per square foot or point load per attachment); 

E. PV layout shall include access path for fire department (see site plan & inspections for 

requirements); 

 PV Equipment 

Provide manufacturer specifications for all components listed below. Highlight project specific     

information on cut sheets. 

A. Inverter: 

o Model number
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o Integrated disconnect (CEC 690.15) (CEC690.17) 

 

B. Mounting system for panel installation: 

o Indicate the style, diameter, length of embedment of bolts into framing members and location 

of attachments; 

o Indicate number of bolts per panel;  

 

C. Photovoltaic Modules:  

o Open-circuit voltage (VOC) from listed cut sheet and maximum system voltage from listed cut 

sheet; 

o Short-circuit (ISC) from listed cut sheet and maximum fuse rating from listed cut sheet; 

o Maximum power – panel wattage from listed cut sheet; 

 

 Electrical Schematic 

A. System inter-tie with utility company or stand alone; 

B. Indicate the system kW rating; 

C. Indicate if the system has battery backup; 

D. Single line diagram of electrical installation including: 

o Array 

o PV power source short circuit rating  

o Conductor size and type  

o Conductor location and runs  

o Equipment bonding points and sizes (CEC 250.122) 

o Inverter location 

o AC & DC disconnect locations (CEC 690.14(C)) (690.14(5)) 

o Batteries - number, size and location (if applicable) 

o Point of connection to existing electrical service panel 

o Size and number of electrical service meters (CEC 705.12 (D)(2) Exception) 

 

 Location of required signage (Per Article 690) 

o Labels shall be made of red plastic material with the engraved white letters; 

o Letters shall be a minimum 3/8” in size; 

o The labels shall be permanently attached to the appropriate panel; 

o AC & DC conduit, raceway, enclosures, cable assemblies and junction boxes shall be red 

background with white lettering made of durable adhesive, reflective weather resistant material 

suitable for the environment to alert the fire service to avoid cutting them off.  

 

EXPEDITED REVIEW 

An expedited over-the-counter review is available (by appointment only) for small residential rooftop PV systems 

and must meet the following conditions:   

 

 General 

A. System size is 10 kW AC CEC rating or less; 

B. The solar array is roof mounted on a one- or two-family dwelling; 

C. The solar panel/module arrays do not exceed that maximum legal building height; 

D. PV system is utility interactive and without battery storage; 

E. Plans are stamped and signed in accordance with the California Business and Professions Code by 

a registered design professional.  

a. Electrical – California Registered Electrical Engineer 

b. Structural – California Registered Architect, Civil Engineer or Structural Engineer (include 

calculations). 

F. A Solar PV Standard Plan and supporting documentation is complete and attached. 
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 Electrical 

A. The PV system is interconnected to a single-phase AC service panel of nominal 120/220 Vac with 

a bus bar rating of 225 A or less; 

B. The PV system is connected to the load side of the utility distribution system. 

Expedited reviews may be submitted electronically by emailing plans to commdev@coronado.ca.us or faxing plans 

to (619) 522-2418. Additional fees will be assessed for printing.  

Note: To schedule an appointment, please call the Community Development Department at (619) 522-7326. 

FEES 

o Solar PV System Plan Review: $295 
o Solar Expedited Plan Review: $117 (requires stamped engineering) + printing cost 
o Zoning Plan Check (Minor): $75 
o Digital Scanning (Archiving): $8 – 12 
o CA State (Seismic & Admin): $2 – 6 
o Solar PV System Inspection: $148 
o Electronic Submittal Printing cost per sheet: $0.10 

INSPECTION PROCESS: 

It is the contractor or property owner’s responsibility to schedule and coordinate all required inspections and obtain 

approvals before covering or concealing any work. The contractor or responsible party shall be available at the 

jobsite and provide proper access for the inspector. Some inspections can be combined and/or eliminated if all of 

the new work and equipment is exposed and accessible. Expedited permits are subject to only one final inspection. 

An onsite inspection can be scheduled by contacting the inspection request line at (619) 522-7361 (see inspection 

card for instructions). Requests received before 5:00 pm will generally be scheduled for the next business day.  

Note (1): There may be additional requirements based on specific installations. 

Note (2): A re-inspection fee may be assessed for any additional inspections.   

Ladder Policy: The building code requires that the permit holder “provide access to and a means for inspection of 

such work that are required by the code.” Therefore a suitable ladder must be provided, by the permit holder, when 

necessary to access the work to be inspected. The provided ladder must meet OSHA requirements for design, 

construction, maintenance, and suitability for the intended purpose. A step ladder shall provide access without the 

use of the top two steps. An extension ladder shall extend at least 3 feet above the upper landing when set up at the 

proper 4:1 angle, or be secured at the top. Extension ladders providing access to areas more than approximately 

12 feet above grade should be secured at the top. Inspectors will set up ladders and extension ladders for access 

below 12 feet. All other ladders for access shall be set up and secured by the permit holder. 

Inspectors shall exercise their best judgment in assessing the suitability and set up of all ladders. If there is a good 

reason to question the safety of the ladder or its set up, the inspection shall be resulted as not ready, not approved, 

and a re-inspection will need to be scheduled by the permit holder when an appropriate ladder is provided. A re-

inspection fee may be assessed.  
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INSPECTION CHECKLIST: 

 

A. General 

 Approved plans, inspection record card, and manufacturer’s installations instructions shall be made 

available on site. 

 Installation of equipment shall be as per approved plans. If the installation differs from approved plans, 

an additional plan review may be required. 

 Work shall be ready for the inspection being requested. 

 Roof and job site shall be accessible to perform the inspection requested. 

 A ladder complying with CAL-OSHA requirements shall be made available and secured in place for 

inspection. 

 When a required utility disconnect is located remotely, an SDG&E letter of authorization shall be 

available on site. 

 For service upgrades, an SDG&E meter location approval and a completed City of Coronado circuit 

card shall be available on site. 

 All required working clearances for electrical equipment must be provided and maintained. 

 

B. PV Array Installed on Roofs 

All roof mounted PV array modules and racking systems require inspection for wiring, attachments, and 

grounding. Due to the fragile nature of tile products, it is highly recommended that the required roof array 

and bonding inspection be performed and approved before any roof repairs are initiated. Inspectors must 

be provided a safe access path for the inspection - if roofing material is wet, uneven, severe pitch, etc., 

inspection may not be able to be performed on date of the requested inspection. Failure to coordinate this 

inspection as recommended may result in tile damage, requiring further repairs and inspections. 

 
 DC PV modules are listed to UL 1703. AC modules are listed to UL 1703 and UL 1741.  

 Modules are attached to the mounting structure according to the manufacturer’s installation 

instructions and the approved plans.  

 Roof penetrations/attachments are properly flashed.  

 Rooftop systems are designed in accordance with the CBC. 

 Roof access points, paths and clearances need to comply with the CFC. 

 Roof mounted arrays should not compromise or obstruct any roof vents, plumbing vent, chimney or 

any other existing items penetrating existing roof. 

 PV systems operating at 80 volts or greater shall be protected by a listed DC arc fault protection. 

 

C. Electrical Requirements 

 

Service Equipment: 

 The service equipment and its verifiable bus rating shall be adequate and properly sized for the 

designed backfeed from the PV System. 

 The service grounding and bonding connections shall be located and verified. 

 The installed circuit breaker shall be of the same manufacturer as the existing service equipment, or 

listed to be used for the existing service equipment. 

 When existing multi-wire branch circuit breakers are relocated to accommodate the new PV breaker, 

loads must be balanced on the bus. Any relocated circuit breakers will require an updated panel 

schedule. 

66



      PV Array Configuration: 

 DC modules are properly marked and labeled. 

 AC modules are properly marked and labeled. 

 PV modules are in good condition. 

 Residential one- and two-family dwellings limited to maximum PV system voltage of 600 volts. 

      Bonding and grounding: 
 A complete grounding electrode system is installed. 

 Modules are bonded and grounded in accordance with the manufacturer’s installation instructions, that 

are listed and approved, using the supplied hardware or listed equipment specified in the instructions 

and identified for the environment. 

 Racking systems are bonded and grounded in accordance with the manufacturer’s installation 

instructions, that are listed and approved, using the supplied hardware or listed equipment specified in 

the instructions and identified for the environment. 

 Properly sized equipment grounding conductors is routed with circuit conductors. 

 AC and DC grounding electrode conductors are properly connected as required by code. Separate 

electrodes, if used, are bonded together. 

      AC Overcurrent Protection: 
 Overcurrent protection devices (OCPD) in the DC circuits are listed for DC operation. 

 Overcurrent protection devices shall be provided per the approved plans. 

 Combiner box is listed to UL 1741. 

 PV output OCPD is located at the opposite end of the bus from the feeder connection, unless otherwise 

approved. 

Electrical Connections: 
 Crimp terminals are listed and installed using a listed tool specified for use in crimping those specific 

crimps. 

 Pressure terminals are listed for the environment and tightened to manufacturer recommended torque 

specifications. 

 Connections are listed for the voltage of the system and have appropriate temperature and ampere 

ratings. 

 Twist-on wire connectors are listed for the environment and installed per manufacturer’s 

specifications. 

 Power distribution blocks are listed. 

 Terminals containing more than one conductor are listed for multiple conductors. 

 Connection and terminals used other than Class B and C stranded conductors are listed and identified 

for use with specific conductor class or classes. 

 Connectors that are readily accessible and operating at over 30 volts require a tool for opening. 

 All connectors are fully engaged, tight and secure. 

 Wiring and connectors of inverters, PV source circuits, etc., and all interconnections are performed by 

qualified personnel. 
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Disconnects: 
 Disconnects used in the DC circuits are listed for DC operation and located in a readily accessible 

location. 

 Disconnects are installed for all current carrying conductors of the PV source. 

 Disconnects are installed for the PV equipment. Note: For inverters and other equipment that are 

energized from more than one source, the disconnecting means must be grouped and identified. 

 Disconnects and overcurrent protection are installed for all ungrounded conductors in ungrounded PV 

power systems. 

 Where connectors are used as a disconnecting means, they shall be used in accordance with CEC 

690.33.E. 

 

D. Service Upgrades Involving Scheduled Outages with San Diego Gas & Electric: 

The deadline established by SDG&E for receiving City approval to re-energize equipment is 2:00 p.m.    

To avoid a lapse in electrical service during a service upgrade, which requires a scheduled outage, please 

adhere to the following procedure: 

 

1. Schedule the City inspection by 5:00pm the business day prior to the day you want the inspection.  

2. When leaving your message on the inspection line, specify that your inspection involves a scheduled 

outage for a dis-connect/reconnect.  

3. Before the inspector will issue an inspection clearance to re-energize, the new service equipment must 

be installed, grounded and bonded. Any required service entrance conductors and raceways shall be 

installed to the SDG&E service point. If the panel is a flush or semi-flush type, flashing around the 

panel must be installed to protect the building’s framing. 
 

Additional Information: 

 

Applicable Electrical Codes:  
The current edition of the California Electrical Code (CEC). The CEC amends the National Electrical Code (NEC) 

and is adopted by the State of California. The CEC provides the minimum requirements for all electrical 

installations, including photovoltaic systems. 

 

San Diego Gas & Electric Service Standards and Guide Manual:  
The current edition of this manual provides specific design and installation requirements for all electrical 

distribution and service systems within the greater San Diego region. http://www.sdge.com/electric-service-

standards-guide-manual  

 

Field Inspection Guidelines for PV Systems by Brooks Engineering. Prepared for Interstate Renewable Energy 

Council. Visit their website at: www.irecusa.org 
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COUNCIL REPORTS ON INTER-AGENCY COMMITTEE AND BOARD 
ASSIGNMENTS 
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Agenda Item 11a: Report on Inter-Agency Committee and Board Assignments for Michael 
Woiwode 

Period ending 09/01/2015 

Tuesday, 9/1: SAFE Coalition.  Emphasis on training in suicide prevention; free drug test kits for 
parents.  School administrators were very complimentary of the police on campus and the Rec 
Department on campus programs. 

Friday, 8/28: Cays Home Owners meeting.  Excitement about the entrance project, and the 
landscaping projects. 

Wednesday, 8/26: SDMAC Welcome Aboard for new Commanding Officers in the San Diego 
area. 

Monday, 8/24: Naval Complexes.  City briefed traffic volumes.  Navy commented on increased 
commuter activity during three carrier swap; and plans for SpeedFest. 

Sunday, 8/23: Bike the Bay.  Event seemed to go smoothly. 

Wednesday, 8/19: Carrier Strike Group Nine Change of Command on USS George Washington. 
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CONSIDERATION OF APPOINTMENT TO FILL ONE VACANCY ON THE 
CULTURAL ARTS COMMISSION  

RECOMMENDATION:  Appoint one individual from the list below to serve out the remainder 
of the current term, which expires December 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 
August 12 and 19, 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 Amy Steward resigned her position in July 2015.  There are 
approximately one and one-half years remaining in her unexpired term. 

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

Norman C. Funk 
Brenda Jo Robyn 

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

Submitted by City Clerk/Clifford 
Attachments: 1. Norman Funk application 

2. Brenda Jo Robyn application

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
BK TR NA JNC MLC NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
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Attachment 1
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Attachment 2
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RECONSIDERATION OF BICYCLE-RELATED SAFETY STRIPING AND PAVEMENT 
MARKINGS ASSOCIATED WITH THE ANNUAL STREET PREVENTIVE 
MAINTENANCE PROJECT 

ISSUE:  Whether bicycle-related striping and pavement markings should be installed in the annual 
Street Preventive Maintenance project, as approved by the City Council at the April 21, 2015, City 
Council meeting.  

RECOMMENDATION:  Receive Council direction. 

FISCAL IMPACT:  The bicycle safety markings were included in the annual Street Preventative 
Maintenance project as an effort to save the City the cost difference of having to award a separate 
striping contract, which would carry additional mobilization and administrative costs.  The 
FY14/15 annual Street Preventive Maintenance project was awarded with sufficient funds 
allocated for installation of approved safety striping and bicycle markings.  If removed from the 
project, the City would likely receive only a small credit from the contractor; however, the exact 
amount is unknown at this time as the contract line item for all striping (bicycle-related or not) is 
a single-line item bid as a lump sum amount.  

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

CEQA:  This project is categorically exempt pursuant to Class 1 of Section 15301 (existing 
facilities), Class 2 of Section 15302 (replacement or reconstruction), and Class 4 (minor alterations 
to land – bicycle lanes) of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations. 

PUBLIC NOTICE:  None required. 

BACKGROUND:  Every year, as part of an annual preventive maintenance project, the City 
slurry seals one of seven zones of its public roads on a rotating basis.  As part of this process, 
existing pavement markings are repainted; however, direction provided by the City Council in 
February 2015 was to also consider the installation of new bicycle-related pavement markings as 
appropriate.  In an effort to improve efficiency and save costs, and after staff conducted public 
outreach, as prescribed by the City Council, the Council approved the bicycle safety marking 
scheme presented by staff to be included as part of the FY 14/15 slurry seal project.  

The Fiscal Year 14/15 Street Preventive Maintenance project includes the following streets:  
• Orange Avenue (First Street to Third Street)
• Second Street (Orange Avenue to Alameda Boulevard)
• Fifth Street (Glorietta Boulevard to Alameda Boulevard)
• Tenth Street (Orange Avenue to Alameda Boulevard)
• I and J Avenues, Alameda Boulevard (First Street to Tenth Street)
• Olive Avenue, Avenida del Sol, Avenida Lunar
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A 30-day public outreach and comment period took place between March 17 and April 21, 2015, 
when the project’s scope of work and proposed bicycle-related pavement markings were 
considered by the City Council.  As part of this outreach, letters were mailed to all residents and 
property owners that live or own property along all of the streets included in the slurry seal project 
(over 1,300 letters in total) explaining available options for bicycle markings and requesting 
feedback (the letter sent to Olive Avenue residents/property owners is included as Attachment A 
as an example).  The following bicycle-related improvements were ultimately approved by the 
City Council and incorporated into the project design: 

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

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

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

between First and Third Streets, and along Second and Fifth Streets.

The City Council authorized the award of the Street Maintenance contract, to include bicycle safety 
striping, on July 21, 2015, to Roy Allan Slurry Seal.  Work is scheduled to commence the week of 
September 14, 2015.  On September 1, 2015, the City Council granted a request from 
Councilmember Bailey to reconsider the bicycle-related pavement markings included as part of 
the project. 

ANALYSIS:  Bicycle facilities included a combination of Class 2 and Class 3 bicycle facilities. 
Class 2 facilities are marked bicycle lanes adjacent to lanes of traffic delineated with signs and 
striping.  Class 3 facilities are considered suggested routes and are typically identified through 
signage only but can be supplemented with shared lane markings (aka “sharrows”). 

Current street design practices emphasize a “complete streets” approach to roadway design in 
which the needs of all roadway users (pedestrians, bicyclists, and drivers) are adequately 
considered and provided for on every street as opposed to designing specific facilities for specific 
user classes.  With respect to bicyclists, improvements such as bike lanes and routes often utilized 
in a complete streets approach have been shown to increase safety for riders and motorists. 

When designing streets under a Complete Streets approach, improvements intended for one type 
of user can also benefit another user type.  With Complete Streets in mind, the City’s 
Transportation Commission (CTC) and Bicycle Advisory Committee (BAC) made coordinated 
recommendations to install improvements in an effort to enhance not only bicycle safety, but to 
slow vehicular traffic and thus improve safety for bicyclists, pedestrians and motorists.  More 
specifically, the CTC and BAC recommended that the City Council authorize the installation of 
buffered bike lanes along Glorietta Boulevard and Olive Avenue to improve both bicyclist safety 
as well as provide traffic calming by narrowing driving lanes to 10' in width. 

Improvements identified in the Bicycle Master Plan along streets involved in the FY 14/15 Street 
Preventive Maintenance project include Class 2 bike lanes along Alameda Boulevard (a portion of 
which features a buffer between the bicycle lane and adjacent vehicle lane), a Class 2 bike lane on 
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Tenth Street, and a Class 3 facility on Olive Avenue.  The cross sections proposed by the Bicycle 
Master Plan are included in Attachment B. 

The bicycle-related improvements currently included in the FY 14/15 Street Preventive 
Maintenance project differ from those included in the Bicycle Master Plan and are summarized in 
Attachment C.  Public opinion on these improvements, obtained via an online survey (non-
scientific) and considered by the City Council at the April 21, 2015, City Council meeting, is 
included as Attachment D. 

A map of reported accidents involving bicycles between 2009 and 2013 (the most recent five years 
of accident data available via the City’s Crossroads traffic collision database system) along streets 
included in the FY 14/15 Street Preventive Maintenance project is included as Attachment E. 

ALTERNATIVE:  The City Council may choose to: 
1) Install bicycle safety markings as previously directed and currently specified in the awarded

Street Preventative Maintenance contract. 
2) Install an alternative combination of markings of the Council’s preference.  For example, install

non-buffered Class 2 bike lanes on Olive Avenue, (buffered lanes are typically used on wide 
roads where sections are “hashed” to narrow travel lanes for vehicles and provide a safety zone 
between the bike lane and the vehicle travel lane, as well as parking zones, if space allows); or 

3) Install bicycle-related markings matching those included in the Bicycle Master Plan.  For
example, install a Class 3 facility supplemented with shared lane markings along Olive Avenue 
as opposed to buffered bike lanes); or  

4) Install none of the bicycle-related pavement markings.

Submitted by Public Services & Engineering/Newton 
Attachments: A) Example Public Notification Letter (Olive Avenue) 

B) Bicycle Master Plan Proposed Improvements
C) FY 14/15 Street Preventive Maintenance Proposed Improvements
D) Public Opinion Summary
E) Reported Bicycle Accidents 2009-2013 along streets included in the FY 14/15

Street Preventive Maintenance Project

FINAL Reconsider  Bicycle Safety Striping.docx\\Chfile\all\All Departments\Staff Reports - Drafts\2015 Meetings\09-15 
Meeting - SR Due Sept. 2\Reconsider  Bicycle Safety Striping.docx 

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
BK TR NA JNC MLC NA EW NA NA NA CMM NA 
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Attachment A – Example Public Notification Letter (Olive Avenue) 
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Attachment A – Example Public Notification Letter (Olive Avenue) 
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Attachment B:  Bicycle Master Plan Proposed Improvements 
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Attachment B:  Bicycle Master Plan Proposed Improvements 

 
 

Class 3 Facility w/ Shared Lane Markings on Olive Avenue 

 
Note: The California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (CaMUTCD) recommends Shared Lane Markings 

be placed no further than 250’ apart 
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Attachment C:  FY 14/15 Street Preventive Maintenance Proposed Improvements 
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Attachment C:  FY 14/15 Street Preventive Maintenance Proposed Improvements 

Olive Avenue 

Conceptual Striping Layout – Class 2 Bike Lanes on Olive Avenue (w/ on-street parallel parking) 
Drawing Not To Scale 

Conceptual Striping Layout – Class 2 Bike Lanes on Olive Avenue (w/ back-in diagonal parking) 
Drawing Not To Scale 
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Attachment E:  Map of Reported Bicycle-Related Accidents 
2009-2013 on FY 14/15 Street Preventive Maintenance Roads 

09/15/15 
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APPROVAL OF A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE ESTABLISHMENT OF NEW 
FINES FOR VEHICLE CODE AND CITY ORDINANCE INFRACTIONS COMMITTED 
BY BICYCLISTS, IN AN EFFORT TO IMPROVE COMPLIANCE AND SAFETY 

ISSUE: Whether the City Council wishes to exercise its rights under authority of California 
Vehicle Code Section 42001(d) to establish a schedule of fines for infractions committed by 
bicyclists within the City of Coronado to improve compliance and safety. 

RECOMMENDATION:  Approve “A Resolution of the City Council of the City of Coronado 
Authorizing the Establishment of New Fines for Vehicle Code and City Ordinance Infractions 
Committed by Bicyclists, in an Effort to Improve Compliance and Safety.”   

FISCAL IMPACT:  The issuance of traffic enforcement citations is not for the purpose of 
generating revenue.  The establishment of a schedule of fines for infraction violations committed 
by bicyclists will result in a reduction in revenue for similar violations currently assessed fines 
based on the same schedule used for motor vehicles.  The current annual number of citations 
issued to cyclists is relatively low; therefore, the impact should be minor.  The bail amounts for 
these violations will be $50 for the first offense, $100 for the second offense, and $250 for the 
third offense in a twelve-month period.  As per California Vehicle Code Section 42001(d), no 
additional assessments will be added to these bail amounts; however the court may take a pro 
rata portion of the fine to fund items for which penalty and court assessments are collected. 

CITY COUNCIL AUTHORITY:  Establishment of a schedule of fines 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:  Enforcement, education, and compliance with laws and ordinances related to 
bicyclists have been on-going policy concerns.  In 2013, the City of Davis, CA was the first to 
implement a special schedule of reduced fines for bicyclists, under authority of the California 
Vehicle Code; and although perhaps counterintuitive, by lowering the fines increased bicycle 
related enforcement by encouraging more citations.  At their March 3, 2014 meeting, the Bicycle 
Advisory Committee was introduced to the concept of a reduced schedule of fines specific to 
infraction violations committed by bicyclists.  California Vehicle Code section 42001(d) permits 
local communities to establish a schedule of fines that do not exceed current fine, penalty and 
court assessment charges.  The section also prohibits the court from adding penalty and other 
assessments to the fines established by the City.  The Bicycle Advisory Committee is supportive 
of this idea, with the goal of improving bicycle safety in our community. 

ANALYSIS:  While enforcing bicycle-related violations, a common complaint has been the 
exorbitant fines that were being levied.  Over the last eighteen months, staff considered other 
tools to improve compliance and safety by bicyclists through education and diversion.  Staff 
investigated the possibility of a partnership with the school district for violations committed by 
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students; however, an agreement was unable to be completed.  An in-house diversion program 
was not feasible due to the required oversight and management requirements.  The California 
Vehicle Code prohibits such diversion programs, developed at a local level, for adult violators.  
Staff learned of the provisions of Vehicle Code Section 42001(d) and felt this solution could be 
used for juveniles, as well as adults without imposing significant penalty assessments on top of 
the prescribed bail.  California Vehicle Code section 42001(d) permits the City to establish more 
reasonable fines, but limits this ability to infraction violations committed by bicyclists.  There is 
no provision of law that would permit cities to establish similar, reduced fines for violators 
driving motor vehicles.  Vehicle Code violators must pay not only bail, but also additional court 
imposed assessments that result in a total fine that is significantly higher than the base bail 
amount.  As an example, the current bail for a violation of Coronado Municipal Code Section 
56.08.054, riding on the sidewalk in a business district is $5.  After the court adds penalty and 
other assessments, the fine due to the court is $116.  Of that total amount, the City receives 
$3.68. 
 
In 2013, the City of Davis, in an effort to encourage cycling safety and enforcement of Vehicle 
Code laws and City Ordinances related to bicyclists, passed a resolution establishing a schedule 
of fines specific to infraction violations committed by bicyclists.  They have seen an increase in 
citations issued and a 14% reduction in bicycle-related collisions since taking this action.  They 
indicated officers were more apt to issue a citation, knowing the bail amount was more 
reasonable.   
 
In addition to authorizing the establishment of a reduced schedule of fines for Vehicle Code 
infractions committed by bicyclists, staff is seeking City Council authorization to create fine 
uniformity by setting the bail amounts for the following City Ordinance violations at $50 for a 
first violation, $100 for a second violation, and $250 for a third violation in a twelve-month 
period: 
 
56.08.040 - Removal of license after affixed* 
56.08.050 -  Obey traffic direction issued by police officer*** 
56.08.051 - Bicycle yield to pedestrians on sidewalk* 
56.08.052 - No more than two bicycles abreast in bike lane or areas for exclusive use of 

bicycles* 
56.08.053 - Speed- May not operate a bicycle in the City at a speed greater than is reasonable 

and prudent for conditions** 
56.08.054 -  Operating bicycle on the sidewalk where prohibited* 
 
The above listed City Ordinance violations currently have an assigned bail amount of $5 (*), $10 
(**), or $25 (***).  Section 56.08.050 is higher than the rest because it is not specifically listed 
and falls under a bail amount for “All other code violations not listed.”   
 
The Schedule of Fines for Vehicle Code Infractions committed by bicyclists would be the same 
as is being proposed for the City Ordinance sections, $50 for the first offense, $100 for the 
second offense, and $250 for the third offense in the same twelve-month period. 
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The goal of this action is to improve cycling safety and law compliance, without imposing fines 
that, under current conditions, could be as high as $490 for failing to stop at a red signal light. 
As an additional example, a stop sign violation currently has a bail of $35; however, with penalty 
assessments, the total fine would be $239.  The proposed Schedule of Fines would limit this fine 
to $50 for the first offense and at most, $250 for a third violation in the same twelve-month 
period. 

Police Department staff and the City Attorney’s Office have been actively working with the San 
Diego County Superior Court, Traffic Division to prepare for implementation of this Schedule of 
Fines.  Coronado will be the first city in the County and the second city in the State to implement 
such a schedule of fines.  The San Diego County Superior Court judges Bail and Jail Committee 
holds an annual meeting, during which the County bail schedule is discussed and local 
communities can offer amendments that would take effect in January 2016.  The meeting is 
being held on December 16, 2015, and recommendations for changes are due to the Court no 
later than October 2, 2015.  Recommendations received after October 2, 2015, will not be 
considered for 2016 implementation.  

ALTERNATIVES: 
1. Modify the fines on the Schedule of Fines.
2. Reject the concept of a reduced Schedule of Fines for infraction violations committed

by bicyclists.

Submitted by Police Department/Froomin 
Attachment:  Resolution 

CM ACM AS CA CC CD CE F L P PSE R/G 
BK TR NA JNC MLC NA EW NA NA JF NA NA 
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RESOLUTION NO. ___________ 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF CORONADO 
AUTHORIZING THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A SCHEDULE OF FINES FOR 
VEHICLE CODE INFRACTIONS AND CITY ORDINANCE INFRACTIONS 

COMMITTED BY BICYCLISTS 

WHEREAS, the City of Coronado currently imposes standard fine amounts for bicycle-
related infractions of the Vehicle Code and Coronado Municipal Code; and 

WHEREAS, Vehicle Code section 42001(d) authorizes the City to establish an 
alternative schedule of fines for these bicycle infractions, provided that the schedule does not 
impose higher fines amounts than those authorized in the Vehicle Code; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council wishes to establish an alternative schedule of fines for 
bicyclists as authorized by Vehicle Code section 42001(d). 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of 
Coronado, California, pursuant to Vehicle Code section 42001(d), the City Council authorizes 
the establishment of a Schedule of Fines for Vehicle Code and City Ordinance infractions 
committed by bicyclists and such fines shall be $50 for the first offense, $100 for the second 
offense, and $250 for the third or subsequent offense in the same twelve-month period. 

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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